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1. Consider Adoption of its July 21, May 23, and Spring National Meeting
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2. Consider adoption of agenda item 2021-21: Related Party Reporting—
Jamie Walker (TX)

Pending
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Walker (TX)
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A. Accounting Practices and Procedures (E) Task Force
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J. Reinsurance (E) Task Force
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5. Hear a Presentation from Federal Reserve on their Supervisory
Framework—Thomas Sullivan & Matt Walker (Federal Reserve)
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Pending
Attachment Fifteen

6. Discuss Any Other Matters Brought Before the Committee
—Commissioner Scott A. White (VA)
7. Adjournment

2

Attachment One
Attachment One
Financial Condition (E) Committee
8/12/22

Draft: 7/28/22
Financial Condition (E) Committee
Virtual Meeting
July 21, 2022
The Financial Condition (E) Committee met July 21, 2022. The following Committee members participated: Scott
A. White, Chair (VA); Elizabeth Kelleher Dwyer, Vice Chair (RI); Doug Ommen represented by Kevin Clark (IA);
Timothy N. Schott represented by Robert Wake (ME); Grace Arnold represented by Kathleen Orth (MN); Chlora
Lindley-Myers and John Rehagen (MO); Mike Chaney represented by David Browning (MS); Marlene Caride (NJ);
Adrienne A. Harris represented by Bob Kasinow (NY); Michael Wise represented by Daniel Morris (SC); Cassie
Brown represented by Jamie Walker (TX); Nathan Houdek represented by Amy Malm (WI); and Jeff Rude (WY).
Also participating were: James J. Donelon (LA); and Dale Bruggeman (OH).
1. Heard Opening Comments
Commissioner White highlighted the last agenda items related to the bond proposal project as a project that has
been extensive and in existence for some time. He noted that the Statutory Accounting Principles (E) Working
Group has made considerable progress, and he is pleased with that given that it is related to the elevated asset
risk topic resulting from lower interest rates, which has been a priority of the Committee.
2. Adopted a Request for NAIC Model Law Development
Commissioner White noted that this model law request was from the Receivership and Insolvency (E) Task Force,
but it was related to the work Superintendent Dwyer has been leading at the Restructuring Mechanisms (E)
Working Group, and he asked for a summary of the model law request. Commissioner Donelon summarized the
model law request before the Committee by noting that on June 2, the Task Force adopted a Request for NAIC
Model Law Development to amend the Property and Casualty Guaranty Insurance Association Model Act (#540).
This model law request was originally proposed by the Working Group, who is charged with reviewing state laws
regarding insurance business transfers (IBTs) and corporate divisions (CDs). Commissioner Donelon described that
one area that was identified where model laws need to be amended is regarding how policyholders retain
guaranty fund coverage after such transactions. He noted that the Receivership Law (E) Working Group and the
Task Force sought input from state insurance regulators and industry, including the National Conference of
Insurance Guaranty Funds (NCIGF) and the National Organization of Life and Health Insurance Guaranty
Associations (NOLHGA). The model law request seeks to make amendments to address possible technical gaps
that may exist in states that have adopted Model #540 within certain definitions to ensure there is guaranty fund
coverage after the IBTs and CD transaction. Commissioner Donelon noted that the model law request was exposed
by the Task Force for a 30-day public comment period. He noted that there was no opposition at either the
Working Group or the Task Force to amend Model #540. He indicated that there was discussion on whether similar
amendments are needed for the Life and Health Insurance Guaranty Association Model Act (#520), but it was
decided that Model #520 does not require amendment.
Director Lindley-Myers made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Caride, to adopt the Request for NAIC Model
Law Development (Attachment One-A). The motion passed unanimously.
3. Adopted Regulatory Considerations Applicable to (But Not Exclusive to) PE Insurers
Commissioner White noted that this item received a great deal of attention, including from Senator Sherrod
Brown (D-OH), and he asked for a summary of the work. Commissioner Caride summarized the work leading to
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consideration of adoption of the proposed document, which includes the “Regulatory Considerations Applicable
to (But Not Exclusive to) Private Equity (PE) Insurers.” She reminded the Committee that the Financial Stability (E)
Task Force previously charged the Macroprudential (E) Working Group with coordinating all NAIC efforts related
to PE ownership of insurers. She noted that the Working Group quickly put together a list of 13 considerations
state insurance regulators need to address after being charged with such work, noting that some NAIC committee
groups were already working on issues related to some of the considerations. These considerations include
activities frequently attributed to PE firms, but the Working Group members clearly specified that the list of 13
considerations is not limited to any specific ownership structure, PE or otherwise.
Commissioner Caride stated that once the list of 13 considerations was adopted by the Task Force, the Working
Group proposed ways to address each consideration, including referrals to various NAIC committee groups with
current related work or at least with charges encompassing the work involved. The document was titled the
“Proposed Regulator Responses to the List of MWG Considerations,” and it was released for a 45-day public
comment period. Commissioner Caride indicated that five comment letters were received by the June 13 deadline
from Risk & Regulatory Consulting LLC; the American Council of Life Insurers (ACLI); the American Investment
Council (AIC); UNITE HERE, a labor union for the hospitality industry; and Northwestern Mutual. She stated that
from the five comment letters, the Working Group identified the items specifically affecting one or more of the
13 considerations. These were inserted into the exposed document along with state insurance regulators’
suggestions for how to respond to the comments, resulting in a new document. She noted that only key comments
from the five comment letters are included in the new document. For example, the state insurance regulators
appreciated the general comments of support but did not include them in the new document. Similarly, some
high-level comments were excluded because the Working Group members did not see them as viable or
actionable. On June 27, the Task Force held a joint meeting with the Working Group. The primary purpose of this
joint meeting was to address comments received on the “Proposed Regulator Responses to the List of MWG
Considerations” and consider adoption of a finalized plan for addressing the “List of MWG Considerations.” During
the meeting, each of the five entities were offered the opportunity to speak to their comment letters. Additionally,
during the meeting, each specific comment included in the new document was presented one at a time, and all
parties were offered the chance to provide any concerns, suggestions, etc. While some comments were provided,
none included concerns with moving forward with the current concepts or suggested any language changes. After
reviewing all the comments inserted into the new document, a final opportunity to express any concerns with the
overall document and its content was offered. There were no comments. The Working Group and the Task Force
both adopted the new document unanimously. Commissioner Caride noted that upon adoption of the new
document, NAIC staff finalized the language as the “Plan for List of MWG Consideration.”
Director Lindley-Myers made a motion, seconded by Mr. Kasinow, to adopt the “Plan for List of MWG
Considerations” (Attachment One-B). The motion passed unanimously.
4. Adopted the List of Jurisdictions that Recognize and Accept the Group Capital Calculation
Commissioner White noted that this item is timely, as there are several states that made the group capital
calculation (GCC) effective for year-end 2022, and this list being presented provides a pathway for some non-U.S.
groups to obtain an exemption for that filing, and he asked Mr. Wake to summarize it. Mr. Wake said on June 29,
the Mutual Recognition of Jurisdictions (E) Working Group met and adopted the draft NAIC List of Jurisdictions
that Recognize and Accept the Group Capital Calculation. He reminded the Committee that on Dec. 9, 2020, the
Executive (EX) Committee and Plenary adopted revisions to the Insurance Holding Company System Regulatory
Act (#440) and Insurance Holding Company System Model Regulation with Reporting Forms and Instructions
(#450), which establish the GCC framework. The Working Group was directed to create the Process for Evaluating
Jurisdictions that Recognize and Accept the Group Capital Calculation, which was adopted by the Executive (EX)
Committee and Plenary on Dec. 16, 2021. Included in the Process for Evaluating Jurisdictions that Recognize and
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Accept the Group Capital Calculation is a requirement for the Working Group to evaluate non-U.S. jurisdictions in
accordance with the Process for Evaluating Jurisdictions that Recognize and Accept the Group Capital Calculation,
which would then be included on the NAIC List of Jurisdictions that Recognize and Accept the Group Capital
Calculation, which is to be published through the NAIC committee process.
Mr. Wake noted that the draft NAIC List of Jurisdictions that Recognize and Accept the Group Capital Calculation
includes the five reciprocal jurisdictions, which are the European Union (EU) and United Kingdom (UK) through
their covered agreements, the following separately approved by the Working Group: Bermuda, Japan, and
Switzerland. He also described that Section 4L(2)(e) of Model #440 directs a lead state commissioner to require
the GCC for U.S. operations of any non-U.S.-based insurance holding company system based in a Recognize and
Accept Jurisdiction if after any necessary consultation with other supervisors or officials, the commissioner deems
such a subgroup calculation to be appropriate for prudential oversight and solvency monitoring purposes or for
ensuring the competitiveness of the insurance marketplace. Section 21E(1) of Model #450 provides that to assist
with such a determination, the NAIC List of Jurisdictions that Recognize and Accept the Group Capital Calculation
will also identify whether a listed jurisdiction requires a group capital filing for any U.S.-based insurance group’s
operations in that jurisdiction. He noted that the Working Group believes that the best source of this information
will come from industry, as they will have direct exposure to the practices in these jurisdictions. He noted that the
Working Group has asked the industry to provide any information related to this topic to their lead state insurance
regulators, Jake Stultz (NAIC), and Dan Schelp (NAIC), who will bring this information to the Working Group to
assess.
Mr. Wake made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Caride, to adopt the NAIC List of Jurisdictions that Recognize
and Accept the Group Capital Calculation (Attachment One-C). The motion passed unanimously.
5. Received an Update on Related Party Disclosures
Commissioner White noted the last two items both originated at the Statutory Accounting Principles (E) Working
Group, and he asked Mr. Bruggeman, chair of the Working Group, to summarize the two products and their status.
Mr. Bruggeman summarized an update to the Committee (Attachment One-D) on related party disclosures. The
update included a statement that both the Statutory Accounting Principles (E) Working Group and the Blanks (E)
Working Group recently unanimously adopted new disclosures for related party reporting on the detail
investment schedules. Specifically, the Statutory Accounting Principles (E) Working Group adopted clarifying
language within Statement of Statutory Accounting Principles (SSAP) No. 25—Affiliates and Other Related Parties
to better link Model #440 and Model #450 with the definitions of “Affiliate” and “Control.” Mr. Bruggeman noted
that the changes were done in conjunction with recent recommendations from the Macroprudential (E) Working
Group regarding the risk of certain investments that involve related parties. The submission of the adopted
statutory accounting and blanks revisions is planned to come before the Accounting Practices and Procedures (E)
Task Force and the Committee at the Summer National Meeting.
Mr. Bruggeman provided a summary of the revisions and key discussion elements with the intent of understanding
the information in advance of being asked to consider action. He noted that the primary goal of the adopted
changes is to incorporate new reporting requirements for investment transactions to provide more transparency
into the involvement of related parties. The intent is to provide information to state insurance regulators on
whether an investment involves: 1) actual credit exposure to related parties; or 2) whether an investment involves
a related party in the origination, servicing, or some other involvement with the investment. He noted that the
revisions will affect all insurance reporting entities and will be effective Dec. 31. He stated that they affect all
investment schedules except for Schedule A: Real Estate and will require the identification of related party
involvement, for every investment, including investments captured on the affiliate reporting line. Note that an
affiliate is a related party relationship for which there is control, either direct or indirect. Mr. Bruggeman stated
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that there are six different codes that insurers will use to identify the type of related party involvement, or there
is no related party relationship. The code is required for all investments to prevent “null” answers in which there
is ambiguity on whether a response indicates no related party relationship or an inadvertent omission in reporting.
Mr. Bruggeman noted that it is his experience that databases work better when they do not have to account for
null fields. He noted that in addition to those new reporting codes, the Statutory Accounting Principles (E) Working
Group adopted clarifications to make it clear that the existing affiliate definition applies to all types of entities and
investment structures, including securitizations. He also noted that the current definition of “control” from Model
#440 is already explicit that control can exist through arrangements besides voting interests. He stated that the
clarifications add specificity around the application of this existing guidance to other types of non-voting entities.
For example, securitization entities are typically controlled through non-voting arrangements. In addition, to the
extent that such control is held by the reporting entity or its affiliates, then the securitization entity and any
investments in it would be deemed affiliated.
Mr. Bruggeman summarized that most industry comments received on the disclosure part of the proposal
pertained to the classification of investments as “affiliated.” Although the definition and guidance for “control”
and “affiliate” distinction have not changed, the discussion highlighted that those differing interpretations seem
to exist when an investment should be reported as affiliated. He also noted that the key discussion elements were
noted in the memorandum at the bottom of page 2 and the top of page 3, but it is anticipated that the clarifying
guidance should improve application, with an increase in reporting of affiliated investments by some insurers, and
the new reporting codes will identify the nature of the related party relationship.
6. Received an Update on the Bond Proposal Project
Mr. Bruggeman summarized an update to the Committee (Attachment One-E) on the bond proposal project. He
noted that during the Spring National Meeting, he provided the background and history of this project and
therefore would not repeat that type of information, but he instead provided a high-level overview of the two
categories for bond classification, issuer obligations (IOs), and asset-backed securities (ABS). The over-layering
principle is that a bond is a creditor relationship in substance. The next level is an IO where repayment is primarily
supported by the general creditworthiness of an operating entity, such as U.S. Treasuries or corporate debt. The
other side is an ABS, which has the primary purpose of raising debt capital backed by collateral that provides cash
flows to service the debt. Whether the collateral is a financial or non-financial asset, it must have substantive
credit enhancement or put the investor in a different economic position than holding the collateral directly,
usually done via overcollateralization. He noted that if the collateral is a non-financial asset, the guidance requires
meaningful cash flows to service the debt; although, the guidance includes a practical expedient.
Mr. Bruggeman summarized the progress on the project by noting that state insurance regulators and key industry
representatives have been working on this project as a top priority to improve accounting and reporting and
ensure that regulators have transparency to the investment risks held by insurers. At this time, the key state
insurance regulator and industry individuals involved in the project believe that the main principles are set. Mr.
Bruggeman noted that during a Statutory Accounting Principles (E) Working Group call on July 18, a representative
from the main interested party group reiterated comments that state insurance regulators and industry are
aligned with key concepts. As a result, NAIC staff were asked to prepare documents for changes to SSAP No. 26R—
Bonds and SSAP No. 43R—Loan-Backed and Structured Securities so those can hopefully be exposed during the
Summer National Meeting. He noted that this is a key next step, as the statutory guidance reflects the
authoritative literature for investment classification and accounting concepts. Also from the July 18 call, the
Working Group exposed documents until Oct. 7, proposing significant revisions to the reporting of bond
investments to improve the granularity of investment reporting. This is a significant change from the current
reporting approach, but it will provide valuable information to state insurance regulators on the actual
investments held by insurers.
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Mr. Bruggeman highlighted key aspects of this exposure. He noted that the bond detail list schedule, known as
Schedule D Part 1, is proposed to be expanded from one to two separate schedules. He noted that Schedule D
Part 1 Section 1 will include issuer obligations, and Schedule D Part 1 Section 2 will include ABS. The sum of the
two schedules will still roll up to the Bonds line on the Assets page. He stated that rather than classifying all bonds
into one of four generic reporting groups, new reporting groups have been proposed to separate investments
based on underlying characteristics. To provide examples, instead of classifying all ABS as either residential
mortgage-backed securities (RMBS), commercial mortgage-backed securities (CMBS), or other ABS, reporting lines
are proposed to identify collateralized loan obligations (CLOs), equity-backed ABS, and lease-backed ABS. He
noted that with the separation of the schedules, different data columns can be designed based on the broad
investment classification. A review of the reporting instructions has been completed, and several revisions are
proposed to streamline reporting, eliminate elements not applicable to certain securities, and propose new
columns to capture desired information. Mr. Bruggeman stated that the revisions should result in an improvement
to state insurance regulators on provided information and eliminate inconsistency or uncertainty for industry in
compliance.
Mr. Bruggeman noted that with the steady progress by the Working Group and the exposure of statutory
accounting revisions, one of the key questions received pertains to the effective date and transition. He noted
that based on time parameters for incorporating blanks reporting changes, the earliest the guidance could be
effective would be Jan. 1, 2024. This would require that the reporting revisions be adopted by the Blanks (E)
Working Group by May 2023. Mr. Bruggeman noted that as that deadline is quickly approaching, it is likely that
revisions will be effective Jan. 1, 2025. For transition, it should be important to note that investments that do not
qualify as bonds after the guidance is adopted will not be permitted to be reported as bonds under statutory
accounting principles. There is no grandfathering planned for investments to continue to be reported as bonds
that do not comply. This approach is necessary to ensure consistency with reporting across reporting entities.
Although grandfathering guidance is not expected, some practical transition assessments will be considered. For
example, it is recognized that historical “time of acquisition” assessments may not be feasible for existing
investments; therefore, reasonable accommodations are anticipated to prevent undue hardship for reporting
entities in complying with the guidance. Mr. Bruggeman summarized that he is pleased to share the progress on
this key project and encourage Committee members, as well as all state insurance regulators and interested
parties, to actively follow this project as we move forward with key statutory accounting and reporting revisions.
Having no further business, the Financial Condition (E) Committee adjourned.
SharePoint/NAIC Support Staff Hub/Member Meetings/2022 Spring National Meeting/Committee Meetings/FINANCIAL CONDITION (E)
Committee/4-5-22 E min.docx
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Draft: 5/23/22
Financial Condition (E) Committee
E-Vote
May 20, 2022

The Financial Condition (E) Committee conducted an e-vote that concluded May 20, 2022. The following
Committee members participated: Scott A. White, Chair (VA); Michael Conway (CO); Doug Ommen represented
by Carrie Mears (IA); Timothy N. Schott represented by Vanessa Sullivan (ME); Grace Arnold represented by
Kathleen Orth (MN); Adrienne A. Harris represented by My Chi To (NY); Cassie Brown represented by Jamie Walker
(TX); Nathan Houdek represented by Amy Malm (WI); and Jeff Rude (WY).
1. Adopted a Draft Memorandum of Support
The Committee considered adoption of a draft memorandum of support for certain work performed related to
various workstreams created because of the low interest rate environment and ongoing pressure from certain
assets as a result. A majority of the Committee voted in favor of adopting that draft memorandum. The motion
passed.
Having no further business, the Financial Condition (E) Committee adjourned.
SharePoint/NAIC Support Staff Hub/Member Meetings/2022 NAIC Meetings/Spring National Meeting/Committee Meetings/FINANCIAL
CONDITION (E) COMMITTEE/5-23-22 E vote min.docx

© 2022 National Association of Insurance Commissioners

1

Attachment One
Attachment -Financial Condition (E) Committee
--/--/22

Draft: 4/11/22
Financial Condition (E) Committee
Kansas City, Missouri
April 5, 2022
The Financial Condition (E) Committee met in Kansas City, MO, April 5, 2022. The following Committee members
participated: Scott A. White, Chair (VA); Elizabeth Kelleher Dwyer, Vice Chair, represented by Jack Broccoli (RI);
Michael Conway (CO); David Altmaier (FL); Doug Ommen represented by Carrie Mears (IA); Maine represented by
Vanessa Sullivan and Robert Wake (ME); Grace Arnold represented by Kathleen Orth and Fred Andersen (MN);
Chlora Lindley-Myers (MO); Mike Chaney represented by David Browning (MS); Marlene Caride (NJ); Adrienne A.
Harris represented by My Chi To and Bob Kasinow (NY); Raymond G. Farmer (SC); Cassie Brown, Jamie Walker,
and Mike Boerner (TX); Nathan Houdek and Amy Malm (WI); and Jeff Rude (WY). Also participating were: Phillip
Barlow (DC); and Dale Bruggeman (OH).
1. Adopted its Jan. 12 and 2021 Fall National Meeting Minutes
The Committee met Jan. 12 to expose a request for comment suggesting a revised approach to risk-based capital
(RBC) requirements for structured securities and other asset-backed securities (ABS) with comments due to the
Risk-Based Capital Investment Risk and Evaluation (E) Working Group.
Commissioner Caride made a motion, seconded by Ms. Malm, to adopt the Committee’s Jan. 12, 2022
(Attachment One) and Dec. 13, 2021 (see NAIC Proceedings – Fall 2021, Financial Condition (E) Committee)
minutes. The motion passed unanimously.

2. Adopted the Reports of its Task Forces and Working Groups
Commissioner White stated that the Committee usually takes one motion to adopt the Committee’s task force
and working group reports that are considered technical, noncontroversial, and not significant by NAIC standards;
i.e., they do not include model laws, model regulations, model guidelines, or items considered to be controversial.
He reminded Committee members that subsequent to the Committee’s adoption of its votes, all the technical
items included within the reports adopted will be sent to the NAIC members for review shortly after the conclusion
of the Spring National Meeting as part of the Financial Condition (E) Committee Technical Changes report.
Pursuant to the Technical Changes report process previously adopted by the NAIC Plenary, the members will have
10 days to comment. Otherwise, the technical changes will be considered adopted by the NAIC and effective
immediately. With respect to the task force and working group reports, Commissioner White asked the
Committee: 1) whether there were any items that should be discussed further before being considered for
adoption and sent to the members for consideration as part of the Financial Condition (E) Committee Technical
Changes report; and 2) whether there were other issues not up for adoption that are currently being considered
by task forces or workings groups reporting to this Committee that require further discussion. The response to
both questions was no.
In addition to presenting the reports for adoption, Commissioner White also noted that the Financial Analysis (E)
Working Group met April 4, Feb. 23, and Jan. 26 in regulator-to-regulator session, pursuant to paragraph 3
(specific companies, entities, or individuals) of the NAIC Policy Statement on Open Meetings, to discuss letter
responses and financial results. Additionally, the Valuation Analysis (E) Working Group met March 23, Feb. 8, and
Jan. 25 in regulator-to-regulator session, pursuant to paragraph 3 (specific companies, entities, or individuals) of
the NAIC Policy Statement on Open Meetings, to discuss valuation items related to specific companies
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Commissioner Caride made a motion, seconded by Director Lindley-Myers, to adopt the following task force and
working group reports: Accounting Practices and Procedures (E) Task Force; Capital Adequacy (E) Task Force;
Financial Stability (E) Task Force; Reinsurance (E) Task Force; Valuation of Securities (E) Task Force; Group Capital
Calculation (E) Working Group (Attachment Two); Restructuring Mechanisms (E) Working Group (Attachment
Three); and National Treatment and Coordination (E) Working Group (Attachment Four). The motion passed.
3. Adopted a Model Law Extension Request from the Mortgage Guaranty Insurance (E) Working Group
Commissioner White described how the Committee and the Executive (EX) Committee approved a project in years
prior to update the Mortgage Guaranty Insurance Model Act (#630). He described how the Working Group still
had develop a new capital model, as well as finalized the changes to #630. He noted the Working Group was
requesting an extension on the development of changes to (#630) as outlined in the request, but that based upon
where things stood today and things being in the home stretch, he was not sure why the Committee would not
approve the request.
Director Farmer made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Conway, to adopt the extension request (Attachment
Five). The motion passed.
4. Received an Update on Committee-Supported Initiatives
Commissioner White stated the next item was to receive an update on what is described as Committee-supported
initiatives. He said what he means by that are updates from several chairs on work that he would describe as a
priority. He stated the organizing principle underlying the priorities of the Committee this year is tied to the low
interest rates and the impact that has had on asset risk in the industry. He noted that the industry has been in this
low interest rate environment more or less since the Great Recession of 2007. That environment has put pressure
on the life insurance industry in particular, given its dependence on long-term investments. That has led some
insurers to adopt a riskier asset strategy. Commissioner White provided an example where state insurance
regulators have seen a shift away from more conservative senior debt holdings towards higher yielding
investments such as structured securities and other ABS. He noted state insurance regulators have also seen the
growing trend of many insurers selling their annuity business to private equity investors. All of this has led to
increased complexity and heightened scrutiny on the part of the Committee to determine whether additional
safeguards to the solvency framework are needed. He said as state insurance regulators, it is important to make
sure that this trend toward higher yields is balanced with the security necessary to ensure that companies can
meet their obligations.
a. Investment RBC
Commissioner White noted that there are some concerns that the RBC framework may be contributing to this
behavior of companies searching for higher yield. He noted that for those who were at the 2021 Fall National
Meeting, at that time he led a discussion about the fact that structured credit is treated the same as corporate
bonds for the purposes of RBC. That is true even though structured credit has a more extreme risk profile. He
indicated that in order to address this, the Committee supported creating a new working group to examine
whether increased RBC charges for these types of investments should be considered. He introduced Mr. Barlow
to provide an update on the work.
Mr. Barlow discussed how the Risk-Based Capital Investment Risk and Evaluation (E) Working Group met March
22 to discuss four comment letters received from the Financial Condition (E) Committee exposure. He noted that
during the meeting, the Working Group also adopted its working agenda. Finally, the Working Group discussed
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the path forward to address the charges and working agenda. He noted that among the conclusions from that
meeting were: 1) a series of meetings following this meeting will provide an opportunity to address the charges
and working agenda; 2) assets will be addressed sequentially, starting with those having the biggest impact, which
is likely the collateralized loan obligations (CLOs); 3) the Working Group is not ready to engage a consultant, but
it may need consulting assistance as details emerge. Mr. Barlow noted that the Working Group also has a long list
of investment-related issues that had been referred to Capital Adequacy (E) Task Force, but the goal is to address
the priority items identified by the Committee first. As this is done, the Working Group will look at the process
holistically from the financial statement reporting and assignment of designations through the RBC charges.
Mr. Barlow discussed his desire to have a process that relies on the annual statement reporting and rating
designations to determine the RBC charge rather than “company records” or information in the notes,
interrogatories, or otherwise determined by the filer. This should help with transparency and consistency. He
stated he would also like a process that establishes a methodology for identifying and dealing with new assets or
asset classes that can adjust in response to the volume in insurers portfolios. He noted that the Working Group
has good representation from other impacted task forces and working groups, including the Health Risk-Based
Capital (E) Working Group, Life Risk-Based Capital (E) Working Group, Property and Casualty Risk-Based Capital
(E) Working Group, Capital Adequacy (E) Task Force, Valuation of Securities (E) Task Force, and Statutory
Accounting Principles (E) Working Group. At this point, Mr. Barlow said there seems to be a general consensus on
the path forward. Since all of the members bring different expertise to this, he said the Risk-Based Capital
Investment Risk and Evaluation (E) Working Group is engaging in some educational sessions to increase its
collective knowledge, gathering data to help prioritize projects, and making sure all information is equally shared
so there is a collective understanding of the issues involved. Mr. Barlow closed by noting that while there are a lot
of items on the Working Group’s agenda, it will address them as expeditiously as possible.
b. Statutory Accounting
Commissioner White discussed how the Statutory Accounting Principles (E) Working Group is currently focused
on improving accounting for certain structured securities and cited an example where there has been an increase
in debt instruments that have underlying collateral assets that are more equity-based. He said state insurance
regulators want to make sure that equity risk is not masked and that the asset receives the proper RBC charge.
Mr. Bruggeman, Statutory Accounting Principles (E) Working Group chair, noted that the Working Group has been
working on a long-term project to update the investment-related Statements of Statutory Accounting Principles
(SSAPs), which are currently focused on the legal form or structure of investments rather than their substance. He
noted how opportunity existed, and still exists, to report any item as a bond by acquiring it through a special
purpose vehicle (SPV) in the form of a debt instrument, regardless of whether the insurer investor was in a
different economic position; i.e., holding the underlying assets directly. For example, under the existing guidance,
an SPV could hold equity items, the SPV could issue an instrument in the form of debt (various tranches, but not
the residual tranche, which is now a Sch BA investment) with pass-through performance of the equity items, and
the reporting entity would be permitted to report that debt issuance from the SPV as a bond, when in actuality
they have equity risk. Mr. Bruggeman described that the Statutory Accounting Principles (E) Working Group knew
it needed more principle-based bond accounting. Doing so would allow an increasingly innovative asset-backed
bond market to be accounted for based upon its substance as opposed to its form.
Mr. Bruggeman said that in fall 2020, a small group of state insurance regulators and industry with detail
investment knowledge produced principles and a flowchart of when an investment can be reported as a bond.
The group also had initial discussion to increase transparency in reporting with improved classifications on the
distinct types of bonds and ABS that qualify for reporting as a bond. In May 2021, the Statutory Accounting
Principles (E) Working Group exposed and heard comments on the principles-based bond definition, which
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included many examples of what would meet the definition. It also expanded the small group of state insurance
regulators with industry to get more perspectives for staff direction. After much discussion and clarifying
examples, the Statutory Accounting Principles (E) Working Group exposed a revised principles-based bond
definition and an issue paper for a public comment period ending May 6, and it directed NAIC staff to begin
amending language for state insurance regulators’ review. During the Spring National Meeting, the Statutory
Accounting Principles (E) Working Group received comments and an update regarding potential reporting options
to revise the bond schedule. After hearing comments, the state insurance regulators directed NAIC staff to
develop a more robust illustration of the reporting proposal selected, with a choice for certain ABS bonds to be
on a bond sub-schedule versus wedging in with sub-total lines, and with a goal to expose in May. The direction
also noted that NAIC staff should continue to work with interested parties, especially category descriptions.
c. Reliance on Rating Agencies
Commissioner White noted that another area the Committee is looking at is the role of rating agencies. The key
role that rating agencies play in the value of insurer investments again ties into this concern over how the industry
is reacting to the low interest rate environment. He said the Committee has been asking if there is an overreliance
on rating agencies, and if so, how can it address that.
Ms. Mears described how the Valuation of Securities (E) Task Force had initiated several steps to look at how the
NAIC uses rating agency ratings in the assignment of NAIC designations. The first is a proposal from Securities
Valuation Office (SVO) staff to add market-data analytical fields for bond investments to the annual statement
instructions. She described how the proposed amendment, if adopted, would be a first step towards achieving a
core recommendation from the former Rating Agency (E) Working Group to the Committee in 2010 to lessen the
NAIC’s reliance on rating agency ratings by looking at other measures of risk. The proposed additional fields would
include market yield, interest rate sensitivity measures like effective duration and convexity, and risk premium
indications, among others. After this critical analytical information on bond risk is reported, the Task Force and
the SVO will be able to review for inconsistencies that may appear between these risk measures and the reported
rating and determine if additional changes are needed.
Ms. Mears noted that the Valuation of Securities (E) Task Force sent informational referrals on this proposal to
the Life Actuarial (A) Task Force and the Capital Adequacy (E) Task Force as this information could be useful in the
achievement of their objectives and charges. She said the Valuation of Securities (E) Task Force anticipates
continued coordination with the Statutory Accounting Principles (E) Working Group and its updates to the bond
reporting schedules.
Ms. Mears explained that another key effort is the establishment of an ad hoc discussion group that includes state
insurance regulators, insurance company staff, and NAIC staff. The ad hoc group is talking through the issue of the
NAIC’s reliance on rating agency ratings and the rating inconsistencies across rating organizations observed by the
SVO and reported to the Task Force in their memorandum from November of 2021. Some key objectives of this
ad hoc group include: 1) establishing a framework of qualitative and quantitative criteria for being a credit rating
provider (CRP) to the NAIC; 2) eliminating or minimizing RBC arbitrage opportunities between CRP ratings and
asset classes; 3) defining a repeatable quantitative process to evaluate rating performance for all rating agencies
consistent with RBC factors; and 4) considering how the incorporation of market data noted earlier can be used
to identify potential misalignments of risk. Finally, the SVO continues to make targeted recommendations to the
Task Force to address specific issues with ratings. The most recent include proposed changes to the definition of
principal protected securities to include synthetic variants of these securities not previously contemplated, and
an updated definition of securities with non-payment risks other than traditional credit risk that will need to be
reviewed by the SVO.
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Ms. Mears explained that a key to many of these efforts is the SVO need for additional technology resources. This
will become more of an issue as the group takes on some of these additional responsibilities that are more
analytically intensive. Finally, the NAIC’s Structured Securities Group (SSG), which currently models residential
mortgage-backed securities (RMBS) and commercial mortgage-backed securities (CMBS) for designation and
capital purposes, is looking at the possibility of modeling additional asset classes to lessen the NAIC’s reliance on
rating agency ratings for these complex investment structures.
d. Asset Adequacy Testing for Complex Assets
Commissioner White said that not all of the work in this area is being done in the Committee. He noted several
ongoing projects in the Life Actuarial (A) Task Force, adding that the Committee and in particular Director Judith
L. French (OH)are engaged with those. He asked Mr. Anderson to provide an update on a proposed actuarial
guideline to address certain high risk or “high yield” assets in an insurer’s asset adequacy testing.
Mr. Andersen discussed the development of a new actuarial guideline related to asset holdings and their related
risks. He noted that the work was part of the coordinated efforts of the NAIC, overseen by the Macroprudential
(E) Working Group, to ensure appropriate regulation of the developments seen regarding an increase in private
equity and complex assets in the life insurance industry. He explained that the Life Actuarial (A) Task Force is
focused on aspects related to reserve adequacy and, as a result, working to help ensure life insurers involved in
complex assets will be able to pay claims even if those assets do not perform as expected. Mr. Andersen noted
during its most recent meeting, the Life Actuarial (A) Task Force met to discuss comments on a first draft of an
actuarial guideline that would provide documentation and sensitivity testing requirements on life insurers
engaged in such activity. Mr. Anderson noted that the guideline was expected to be adopted by the NAIC at the
Summer National meeting in early August. He said, however, that partly due to the aggressive time frame, some
of the more controversial aspects that were in the first draft, including application of guardrails that could directly
affect the financials of some insurers, will be deferred to later discussions that are not part of the aggressive 2022
time frame. He said that the resulting documentation and sensitivity tests that will likely be included in the 2022
guideline adoption will provide information to state insurance regulators, including: analysis of the risks of the
complex assets, details underlying the assumptions on how those assets will perform, expectations on the
sophistication of the company models matching the complexity of the assets, identification of practices in
determining fair values for assets that do not have deep markets, information on privately-originated assets and
fees, and assurance that any counterparty risk related to reinsurance deals are considered and documented. He
concluded by noting that over the next several weeks, there will be movement to turn the first draft into a final
draft that is ready for adoption.
e. ESG
Commissioner White introduced Mr. Boerner, Life Actuarial (A) Task Force chair, who updated the Committee on
a new economic scenario generator (ESG) that is intended to better capture the potential for lower interest rates
for extended periods, which is lacking in the current ESG.
Mr. Boerner provided background on the work, noting that in 2017, the American Academy of Actuaries
(Academy) notified the Life Actuarial (A) Task Force that it did not have the resources to maintain the prescribed
ESGs, except in their current form until a suitable replacement could be found. In June 2019, the Financial Stability
(E) Task Force noted a potential deficiency in the prescribed ESGs related to a limited reflection of extended
periods of low and even negative interest rates and requested the Valuation Analysis (E) Working Group assess
the macro prudential risk to insurance organizations in the U.S. with a focus on variable annuity writers. He noted
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that in July 2019, the Life Actuarial (A) Task Force and Life Risk-Based Capital (E) Working Group requested that
NAIC staff consider issuing a request for proposal (RFP) for a vendor to build and maintain a new ESG to be used
in the determination of statutory reserves and capital. After extensive work with state insurance regulators and
ESG subject matter experts (SMEs) from the life insurance industry, the NAIC issued the RFP for a new ESG in
March 2020.
Mr. Boerner stated that upon reviewing proposals from six companies, Conning was selected as the ESG vendor
and approved by the Executive (EX) Committee in September 2020. After the contract was in place with Conning,
an ESG Drafting Group comprised of state insurance regulators, Conning staff, and NAIC staff was formed to
develop ESG recommendations to the Life Actuarial (A) Task Force and the Life Risk-Based Capital (E) Working
Group. To incorporate more industry feedback into the process, industry SMEs were added to the ESG Drafting
Group in June 2021, which met weekly until recently to focus more attention on planning a June field test. He
noted that any ESG for field testing or a final ESG is composed of three sets of scenarios: 1) those from a Treasury
model; 2) those from an Equity model; and 3) those from a Corporate Bond model. With such models in mind, a
few collaborative examples over the course of the ESG Drafting Group discussions, where state insurance
regulators incorporated feedback from the industry SMEs, included 1) using statistics and input from the SMEs to
develop the acceptance criteria for the Treasury model; 2) directing Conning to produce scenarios according to
alternative calibration suggested by SMEs and including the alternative calibration as one of the proposed
Treasury models to field test; and 3) directing Conning to alter the international equity indices to align the fund’s
expected returns on a risk/reward basis relative to the U.S. large cap fund for the Equity model.
Mr. Boerner said that it was also planned for Conning to work on development of an SME-proposed “simplified
corporate bond model” after the field test begins. Conning’s corporate bond model is able to reproduce the key
dynamics of bond returns. However, some of the information in this model is proprietary. The SMEs’ simplified
corporate bond model is intended to be fully transparent and nonproprietary. The development of such a
simplified corporate bond model involves a significant effort, which would not make it in time for a June field test.
However, such a simplified corporate bond model would focus on having similar scenarios as the Conning
corporate bond model so that use of the Conning corporate bond model will be relevant for the June field test.
Mr. Boerner noted that achieving the June field test is especially important to help determine the ESG’s impact
on industry reserves and capital and to help state insurance regulators understand the materiality of technical
issues brought up by the industry SMEs. In place of the ESG Drafting Group meetings, the state insurance
regulators have transitioned to conducting weekly meetings with state insurance regulators, industry SMEs,
Conning staff, and NAIC staff to plan for the June field test. This is in addition to weekly planning meetings, which
also include American Council of Life Insurers (ACLI) and Academy representation to plan for future efforts and
meetings of the ESG initiative. Mr. Boerner noted next steps that would take place prior to the ESG June field test
include: 1) refining the recommended ESG models for field testing; 2) building out field test specifications,
instructions for participants, and a results template; 3) determining the final set of field test participants and field
test product coverage; and 4) preparing the necessary scenario sets for delivery to field test participants.
Mr. Boerner said the steps that would occur after the June field test include: 1) analyzing results of the field test;
2) adjusting ESG models as appropriate where model office programs may help inform appropriate adjustments;
3) planning for a follow-up field test early next year to test adjusted models; and 4) discussing results of that field
test. He also noted that if the ESG models were ready for implementation, then work on implementation for 2024
would begin if timing permits. He explained that the steps will involve: 1) joint open meetings of the Task Force
and the Life Risk-Based Capital (E) Working Group; 2) continued planning meetings, including early next year field
test planning calls; and 3) ESG Drafting Group meetings as needed.
Commissioner White stated his appreciation for all of the chairs who provided updates on these important
initiatives, as well as all the state insurance regulators involved in developing the work. He stated it should be
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clear to the Committee that a lot of great work is occurring, with a great deal of coordination also occurring on
these projects—all intended to address the low yield environment. He said that it is not the intent of the
Committee to overrule the details of work of these groups and noted that each of these projects are important
and are supported by the Committee given their objectives. Ms. To agreed with Commissioner White and noted
her support for all of the projects given each is intended to address the asset and spread risk faced by the industry.
She stressed that they were also important to level the playing field and described how she expects the industry
to fully participate and collaborate in helping to develop these solutions to these issues.
Having no further business, the Financial Condition (E) Committee adjourned.
SharePoint/NAIC Support Staff Hub/Member Meetings/2022 Spring National Meeting/Committee Meetings/FINANCIAL CONDITION (E)
Committee/4-5-22 E min.docx
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Draft: 5/2/22
Group Capital Calculation (E) Working Group
Virtual Meeting
May 2, 2022
The Group Capital Calculation (E) Working Group of the Financial Condition (E) Committee met May 2, 2022. The
following Working Group members participated: John Rehagen, Chair (MO); Kathy Belfi, Vice Chair (CT); Kim
Hudson (CA); Philip Barlow (DC); Ray Spudeck (FL); Susan Berry (IL); Carrie Mears (IA); Susan Berry (IL); Roy Eft
(IN); Chris Joyce (MA); Judy Weaver (MI); Lindsey Crawford (NE); David Wolf (NJ); Bob Kasinow (NY); Jackie Obusek
(NH); Dale Bruggeman and Tim Biler (OH); Melissa Greiner (PA); Trey Hancock (TN); Jamie Walker (TX); Doug Stolte
and David Smith (VA); and Amy Malm (WI).
1. Discussed Comments Received on Exposed 2022 Group Capital Calculation (GCC)
Mr. Rehagen reminded participants of the call that the 2022 GCC template and instructions were exposed for
public comment. He noted the Working Group received one comment from the American Council of Life Insurers
(ACLI). He stated NAIC staff received an additional change after the materials were distributed for the call that in
short, he considers editorial, as the changes simply prevent the preparer from double counting the operational
risk charge within the GCC when they are including amounts for each of the U.S. insurers in their group. Mr.
Rehagen noted that editorial changes were made to the GCC instructions on Inventory C Col 2 in paragraph 64
and the table at the bottom of page 32.
Mr. Rehagen noted that with respect to the ACLIs first comment, they suggest revisit the NAIC staff proposal made
back in Nov 2021, which was an increase and then reversal of the debt allowance under certain circumstances. He
reminded working group members that the industry was split on that issue, and for that reason the Working Group
voted against including such a flexible capital allowance in the instructions. Mr. Rehagen noted the ACLI is now
proposing instead a 3-year reversal and directed the Working Group to the language in the revised instructions
that would implement that proposal change. Kristin Abbott (ACLI) stated their responsiveness to their comments
and supported the staff draft of proposed changes to address their comments. Mr. Rehagen stated his concern
was that the proposal would add complexity in certain situations. He stated that currently interest rates have
started increasing but that its very possibly we could then turn to another recession over the next couple of years
and rates will be forced down again. The increase and reversal of the debt allowance driven by changes in interest
rates would potentially cause some whiplash/volatility in the GCC ratio and that caused Mr. Rehagen some
concern.
Mr. Rehagen noted with respect to the ACLIs second comment, they suggest a change in how to calculate gross
revenues for entities without regulatory capital requirements such as asset managers. He noted with respect to
this comment, which is the difference in calculations between the aggregation method and the GCC. He noted
that he personally would prefer not to veer away from the aggregation method. Ms. Belfi stated she thought it
was important to stay as close to the aggregation method as possible. She stated how the Working Group had
already deviated from the aggregation method where they felt it made sense and noted how NAIC staff could
likely comment on that, but she feared too much more deviation. Mr. Spudeck and Mr. Hudson both Mr. agreed
with Ms. Belfi. Mr. Rehagen asked for clarification from NAIC staff on what that means for the proposal changes
from the ACLI. Dan Daveline (NAIC) stated they had drafted language to address the ACLI comments and it’s up to
the Working Group to decide whether they support those changes, but that it appears both changes proposed by
the ACLI are being rejected by the Working Group. Martin Mair (Met Life) reminded the Working Group that the
reason they were proposing to modify the GCC debt limit was to address a concern regarding procyclicality and
so the debit limit becomes more binding during those times of stress and the GCC would automatically decrease
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during those periods of stress without a change. He said the ACLI proposal was to get back to the core issue and
put back that needed flexibility. Mr. Rehagen stated he thought what was being suggested by the ACLI on the debt
issue could be further studied, but that there is currently a need to finalize the 2022 instructions and template for
use but could be addressed in the future. Ms. Belfi agreed with Mr. Rehagen and suggested keeping the
instructions as is without the change and see how things develop. Hearing no other comments in favor of making
the changes, Mr. Rehagen stated he would accept a motion to adopt the 2022 GCC Instructions and template with
the editorial change previously noted during the call related to operational risk, but without the changes proposed
by the ACLI. Ms. Belfi made a motion to adopt the 2022 GCC Instructions and template as described by Mr.
Rehagen. The motion was seconded by Mr. Hudson and unanimously adopted.
2. Any Other Matters
Mr. Rehagen stated with the 2022 GCC Instructions and Template adopted, he wanted NAIC staff to indicate when
they planned to have training available to the industry. Mr. Daveline responded NAIC staff intended to have
industry training by the end of July, before the GCC is effective for the first time in August for one state but noted
the regulator training would be later closer to when it is filed with most states.
Having no further business, the Group Capital Calculation (E) Working Group adjourned.
Https://naiconline.sharepoint.com/sites/NAICSupportStaffHub/Member Meetings/2022 NAIC Meetings/Spring
Meetings/FINANCIAL CONDITION (E) COMMITTEE/Group Capital Calculation (E) WG/GCC 5-2 Meeting Minutes.docx
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Draft: 7/5/22
Mutual Recognition of Jurisdictions (E) Working Group
Virtual Meeting
June 29, 2022
The Mutual Recognition of Jurisdictions (E) Working Group of the Financial Condition (E) Committee met June 29,
2022. The following members participated: Robert Wake, Chair (ME); Monica Macaluso, Vice Chair (CA); Jack
Broccoli and Kathy Belfi (CT); Anoush Brangaccio (FL); Scott Sanders (GA); Tom Travis (LA); Shelley Woods (MO);
Lindsay Crawford (NE); John Tirado (NJ); Bob Kasinow (NY); Melisa Greiner (PA); and Mike Arendall (TX). Also
participating was: Vincent Tsang (IL).
1. Adopted the GCC Recognize and Accept List
Mr. Wake stated that on Dec. 9, 2020, the Executive (EX) Committee and Plenary adopted revisions to the
Insurance Holding Company System Regulatory Act (#440) and Insurance Holding Company System Model
Regulation With Reporting Forms and Instructions (#450), which established the group capital calculation (GCC)
framework. He stated that the Working Group was assigned a new charge in 2021 to oversee the process for
evaluating the jurisdictions and to maintain a listing of jurisdictions that meet the NAIC requirements for
recognizing and accepting the NAIC GCC.
Mr. Wake stated that the Working Group adopted the Process for Evaluating Jurisdictions that Recognize and
Accept the Group Capital Calculation (GCC Recognize and Accept Process), which the Executive (EX) Committee
and Plenary adopted on Dec. 16, 2021. He noted that the GCC Recognize and Accept Process includes a
requirement for the Working Group to evaluate non-U.S. jurisdictions in accordance with the GCC Recognize and
Accept Process. This would then be included on the NAIC List of Jurisdictions that Recognize and Accept the Group
Capital Calculation (GCC Recognize and Accept List), which is to be published through the NAIC committee process.
Mr. Wake stated that under Model #440 and the GCC Recognize and Accept Process, a jurisdiction may meet the
standards for its insurance groups to be exempt from the GCC in one of two ways. First, it can be a reciprocal
jurisdiction that recognizes the U.S. state regulatory approach to group supervision and group capital. Second, it
can be a jurisdiction that has otherwise been determined to recognize and accept the GCC by procedures specified
in regulation.
Mr. Wake stated that there are currently five reciprocal jurisdictions on the list, which are the European Union
(EU) and the United Kingdom (UK) through their covered agreements, and then separately the Working Group has
approved Bermuda, Japan, and Switzerland. He stated that all reciprocal jurisdictions designated by the NAIC
through the reciprocal jurisdiction review process are also automatically designated as recognize and accept
jurisdictions. He noted that the five reciprocal jurisdictions are included in the draft GCC Recognize and Accept
List, and clarified that the listing for the EU is not a single jurisdiction, but rather a blanket recognition for each of
the EU Member States. He noted that the Working Group has not received any other applications from other
jurisdictions.
Mr. Wake stated that on May 19, the Working Group met in regulator-to-regulator session, pursuant to paragraph
6 (consultations with NAIC staff members) and paragraph 8 (considerations of strategic planning issues) of the
NAIC Policy Statement on Open Meetings, to discuss the draft GCC Recognize and Accept List. He stated that the
Working Group directed NAIC staff to expose the draft document for a 30-day public comment period and that no
comments were received from this exposure.
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Mr. Wake stated that Model #440, Section 4L(2)(e) directs a lead state insurance commissioner to require the GCC
for U.S. operations of any non-U.S. based insurance holding company system based in a GCC Recognize and Accept
List jurisdiction if, after any necessary consultation with other supervisors or officials, the insurance commissioner
deems such a subgroup calculation to be appropriate for prudential oversight and solvency monitoring purposes
or for ensuring the competitiveness of the insurance marketplace. He noted that Model #450, Section 21E(1)
provides that to assist with such a determination, the GCC Recognize and Accept List will also identify whether a
listed jurisdiction requires a group capital filing for any U.S.-based insurance group’s operations in that jurisdiction.
He stated that the best source of this information will be from industry since they will have direct exposure to the
practices in the GCC Recognize and Accept List jurisdictions. Mr. Wake asked that industry provide any information
related to this topic to Jake Stultz (NAIC) and Dan Schelp (NAIC), who will bring this information to the Working
Group to assess. Ms. Woods added that industry should also provide this information directly to their lead state
insurance regulator in the U.S.
Mr. Tirado made a motion, seconded by Ms. Woods, to adopt the GCC Recognize and Accept List (Attachment 1).
The motion passed unanimously.
Mr. Wake stated that NAIC staff have created a point-of-contact list that is included on the Certified and Reciprocal
Jurisdiction Reinsurer web page, which includes a single best contact for each state for any issues regarding
reciprocal jurisdiction reinsurers and certified reinsurers. He requested that each state provide its point of contact
person to Mr. Stultz. Mr. Tsang asked if this list was only for this Working Group or for all U.S. states, and Mr.
Wake verified that the list is for all states.
Having no further business, the Mutual Recognition of Jurisdictions (E) Working Group adjourned.
https://naiconline.sharepoint.com/sites/NAICSupportStaffHub/Member Meetings/E CMTE/2022-2-Summer/MRJWG/June 29 Open
Meeting/Minutes/MRJWG 6-29 Minutes.docx
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Draft: 6/16/22
National Treatment and Coordination (E) Working Group
Virtual Meeting
June 13, 2022
The National Treatment and Coordination (E) Working Group of the Financial Condition (E) Committee met June
13, 2022. The following Working Group members participated: Jay Buschmann, Co-Chair (MO); Cameron Piatt, CoChair (OH); Cindy Hathaway (CO); William Mitchell (CT); Alison Sterett (FL); Kari Leonard (MT); Ursula Almada
(NM); Doug Hartz (OR); Karen Feather (PA); Amy Garcia (TX); Jay Sueoka (UT); Ron Pastuch and Mark Durphy (WA);
Amy Malm and Mark McNabb (WI); and Doug Melvin (WY). Also participating was: Cristy Dunlap (WV).
1. Adopted Proposal 2022-1 (Biographical Affidavit Addendum Pages)
Mr. Piatt said the purpose of the addendum pages is to provide a template for providing additional information
that would not fit on the biographical affidavit form. Two options were provided during the exposure period, and
Mr. Piatt asked if anyone wants to elaborate on the options.
Gina Hudson (Liberty Mutual) said she prefers Option 1 because Option 2 requires an additional signature that
would already be provided at the end of the form. She added that numbering the pages at the bottom of the
addendum pages is not necessary. Jane Barr (NAIC) explained that addendum pages may be added after a bio is
prepared, and if there is a possibility that they would not be in a portable document format (PDF) all together,
pages could get separated; and it will let the state know exactly how many pages should be provided with
additional information. Ms. Hudson asked if all addendum pages would be numbered together or by section. Ms.
Barr said that would depend on the state’s preference. She added that one comment made after the comment
period mentioned that one option is more conducive to holding company information. Karen Fallstrom
(UnitedHealth Group—UHG) said the UHG provides numerous biographical affidavits on a yearly basis, and the
blank page option works better for holding company information.
Mr. Piatt said the better option would be Option 1 and include the blank pages for those affiants that hold
numerous positions on a holding company level. Ms. Barr said Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) would be posted,
clarifying the intent of the addendum pages.
Mr. Buschmann made a motion, seconded by Ms. Feather, to adopt the biographical affidavit addendum template
(Option 1) (Attachment 1). The motion passed unanimously.
2. Received Referrals
Mr. Buschmann said the first referral regarding Form A applications was sent from the Chief Financial Regulator
Forum in reference to non-traditional ownership structures, which makes it difficult to determine the ultimate
controlling party. Since the Working Group is tasked with the development of the Form A application, the Form A
database, and the Company Licensing Best Practices Handbook (Handbook), this referral can be sent to the
development ad hoc group for further discussion and development.
Mr. Melvin made a motion, seconded by Ms. Garcia, to request that the Form A ad hoc group incorporate the
requests of this referral during its development of the Form A application. The motion passed unanimously.
Mr. Buschmann explained that the purpose of the second referral from the Financial Analysis (E) Working Group
is to: 1) request that the National Treatment and Coordination (E) Working Group consider developing enhanced
© 2022 National Association of Insurance Commissioners

1

Attachment Eleven
Attachment XX
Financial Condition (E) Committee
--/--/22

regulatory guidance in the Handbook involving communication to other licensed states regarding troubled
insurers that are seeking to redomesticate; and 2) consider tools or functionality for communication between
states during the development of the electronic redomestication application.
Ms. Garcia made a motion, seconded by Mr. Sueoka, to keep this referral at the working group level for further
development. The motion passed unanimously.
3. Exposed Proposal 2022-02 (Primary and Redomestication Form Revisions)
Ms. Barr said proposal 2022-02 includes suggested changes to the primary and redomestication application forms
that were adopted by the Working Group last year. At the time of adoption, it was noted that further modifications
could be made during development. Those changes included:
1. Removal facsimile from both application forms.
2. Adding type of business to the primary application form.
3. Removing the witness from the certification and attestation page for both application forms. With the use
of DocuSign, the company application coordinator would identify the officer/director and their name for
signature request; therefore, a witness signature is no longer necessary.
4. Rewording question 1 of the questionnaire for ease of providing the position at the end of the sentence
instead of the middle of the sentence.
5. Resorting the questions on Form 8 by category of holding company, life insurance, and specify if the
insurer is intending to write separate accounts.
Ms. Barr suggested exposing for proposal 2022-02 for a 45-day public comment period ending July 29. The
Working Group agreed.
4. Discussed Letters of Good Standing
Mr. Buschmann asked if any states want to consider modifying the letter of good standing templates based on
requests from specific countries. Mr. Sueoka said Utah has not received any recent requests and does not use this
template. Ms. Dunlap said West Virginia receives numerous requests but uses its own form or certificate of
compliance.
Ms. Barr said the templates are available for use and can be modified for their specific needs on the collaboration
site for company licensing, and there are plans to create a SharePoint site and place regulatory-only tools there.
Having no further business, the National Treatment and Coordination (E) Working Group adjourned.
FRS-UCAA_Conf.Calls_NTCWG_2022_June 13
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 The Federal Reserve released a draft insurance supervisory
framework on January 28 for public comment. The comment
period closed on May 5.
 The proposed framework describes the Federal Reserve’s
proposed approach to supervising depository institution holding
companies significantly engaged in insurance activities
(supervised insurance organizations or SIOs).
 The Board recognizes and has developed the framework to
reflect the role of state insurance regulators and that the risks
arising from the insurance activities of SIOs are materially
different from traditional banking risks.
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 Proportional application of supervisory guidance and activities
 Risk-based classified of SIOs to guide the application of supervisory
guidance, the allocation of supervisory resources, and the
assignment of supervisory activities

 Supervisory ratings
 Ratings definitions tailored to SIOs emphasize the ability of the
holding company to serve as a source of strength for the depository
 Ratings assigned for Governance and Controls, Capital
Management, and Liquidity Management

 Incorporating the work of other supervisors
 Emphasizes the importance of collaborating with state insurance
regulators and describes how supervisory teams do this
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 SIOs would be classified as either complex or noncomplex based on
their risk profiles. Their classification affects the frequency and
intensity of supervisory activities.
 Complex SIOs:
▫ More challenging to assess and typically larger
▫ Assigned a dedicated supervisory team (DST), whose composition
and activities would be based on the SIO’s risk profile

 Noncomplex SIOs:
▫ Simpler risk profiles and typically smaller
▫ No dedicated supervisory team
▫ Supervisory activities outside of an annual full scope exam would be
atypical and based on the firm’s risk profile

 The framework describes how the application of existing supervisory
guidance is tailored for SIOs and emphasizes that supervisory
activities focus on material risks that could threaten the holding
company’s ability to support the depository institution
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SIO Ratings

Attachment Fifteen

 SIOs have been subject to indicative RFI ratings since 2011 and
have been excluded from recent rating framework updates.
 The proposal leverages the existing LFI rating framework to take
advantage of existing internal processes, but rating definitions
are tailored for SIOs.
 One of four ratings assigned for each component (Governance &
Controls, Capital Management, Liquidity Management):





Broadly Meets Expectations
Conditionally Meets Expectations
Deficient-1
Deficient-2

 The primary consideration for assigning a rating is the safety and
soundness of the SIO and its ability to serve as a source of
strength for its depository institution(s).
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Incorporating the Work of Other Supervisors

Attachment Fifteen

 In addition to working with other financial supervisors,
supervisory teams must rely as much as possible on the work of
state insurance regulators.
 The framework describes how supervisory teams coordinate with
state insurance regulators in order to minimize supervisory
burden without sacrificing effective oversight, including:
 Routine discussions with greater frequency during times of stress;
 Discussion of the supervisory plan with the potential for participation
by either side on the other’s activities;
 Consideration of the work done by the state when scoping activities;
 Sharing and discussing the annual roll-up letter and relevant
documents from supervisory activities; and
 the states sharing the firm’s Own Risk Self Assessment (ORSA),
their assessment of the ORSA, results from their supervisory
activities, and other supervisory material.

