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July 23, 1018 
 
 
Honorable Maria T. Vullo 
Chair 
Reinsurance Task Force 
National Association of Insurance Commissioners 
1100 Walnut Street 
Suite 1500 
Kansas City, MO 64106-2197 
 
RE:  Proposed Revisions to Credit for Reinsurance Model Law and Regulation  
 
Dear Superintendent Vullo: 
 
The Property Casualty Insurers Association of America (PCI) is pleased to offer the following comments 
on the proposed changes to the Credit for Reinsurance Model Law (785) and Model Regulation (786).  
PCI is composed of approximately 1,000-member companies and 340 insurance groups, representing 
the broadest cross section of home, auto, and business insurers of any national trade association.  
 
The proposed changes would create a new category or foreign jurisdiction to be known as “Reciprocal 
Jurisdictions.”  These would include countries that have entered into a treaty or other international 
agreement with the United States governing credit for reinsurance, but also other jurisdictions that have 
already been designated as a Qualified Jurisdiction and that meet certain other requirements.  
Reinsurers domiciled or headquartered in Reciprocal Jurisdictions would not be required to post 
collateral.   
 
When the Reinsurance Task Force held its hearing on this issue on February 20, PCI testified that the 
NAIC’s top priority in making these changes should be to ensure that any jurisdictions that are not a 
party to an international agreement must not get the benefit of zero collateral unless they recognize the 
U.S. system of regulation as being equivalent to those of foreign jurisdictions such that U.S. insurers and 
reinsurers will not be subject to global group supervision and solvency requirements that differ from 
those in the U.S.  PCI is therefore pleased that the proposed changes to the Model Regulation provide 
that a Reciprocal Jurisdiction may not subject U.S. insurers to global group supervision rules unless those 
requirements are consistent with those of the state granting credit for reinsurance to a ceding insurer or 
the ceding insurer’s domiciliary state.  However, while this is positive, it falls short of an absolute 



requirement that the jurisdiction provide full mutual recognition of the entire U.S. system of regulation. 
PCI urges the Task Force to add broader language clarifying that full mutual recognition is required.   
 
PCI is pleased that Reciprocal Jurisdiction status would also be denied to any jurisdiction that requires 
U.S. reinsurers to maintain a local presence as a condition of doing business in non-US jurisdictions. As 
the Task Force is aware, some foreign jurisdictions have sought to impose such requirements on U.S. 
reinsurers in the past, and it is therefore vital that the future imposition of such requirements would 
disqualify a foreign country from Reciprocal Jurisdiction status.   
 
PCI notes that the important requirements noted above have been included in Paragraph B of Section 9 
of the Model Regulation but have not been included in the proposed changes to the Model Law.  
Because they are of such critical importance, PCI strongly urges that these requirements be included in 
the Model Law as well. The NAIC should also carefully consider including the provisions of Paragraphs C, 
D, E, and F in the Model Law as well as this would make it clear that all of the requirements for 
becoming a Reciprocal Jurisdiction are important and could reduce the potential for unhelpful variations 
in state regulations.   
 
The proposed revisions to the Model Law (in Section F(1)(h)) and the Model Regulation (in Section 9 
B(e)) include “catch-all” provisions under which any state regulator can supplement the requirements 
set forth in the models with additional requirements for qualifying as a Reciprocal Jurisdiction.  While 
we recognize that this is a common feature of NAIC models, we are also concerned that a decision by 
individual state regulators to add to the requirements of the models could prompt some foreign 
jurisdictions to seek new covered agreements with the U.S. to avoid varying state requirements. PCI 
members would prefer to avoid additional covered agreements being negotiated and would therefore 
urge the Task Force to consider eliminating these “catch all” provisions.  The requirements set forth in 
the models are extensive and, subject to our comments above, we believe they generally set 
appropriate criteria for qualification as a Reciprocal Jurisdiction.   
 
Thank you for consideration of PCI’s comments.  
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Robert W. Woody 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


