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Good afternoon Eric,
 
VA’s comments are below.  I apologize for submitting them a few days late. 
 
Virginia is supportive of the development of a single MSA actuarial approach based
on the concepts outlined in the attachment.   In regards to the recommendations that
the WG is planning to incorporate into the single actuarial method, VA would like to
provide the following suggestions:
 
Regarding #4 and the catch up provision for attaining a similar rate level upon states,
VA would prefer that the MSA team continue to provide recommended rate increases
for approval and separately provide catch up percentages for individual states.  This
will allow the states to evaluate the specifics of previous rate increase approvals and
whether to apply catch up percentages           . 
 
Regarding # 8, we agree with having a solvency provision for state consideration but
it should be separate from the basic analysis. 
 
In addition to the recommendations in the attached, it would be helpful for states to
have a clear understanding of how the MSA team arrives at a recommended increase
so that each state can determine whether the recommendation complies with their
regulatory requirements and have the ability to apply the same approach to other
filings to ensure consistency.  This would be especially helpful when considering
multiple filings from the same insurer. 
 
Thank you,
Julie
 
Julie R. Fairbanks, CIE, FLMI, AIRC, MCM
Chief Insurance Market Examiner – Market Regulation
Life and Health Division
Bureau of Insurance
804-371-9385
julie.fairbanks@scc.virginia.gov
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Recommendation on a single MSA actuarial approach after regulator feedback: 


Recommendations based on apparent consensus: 


1. Generally have lower rate increases for those at very advanced ages with high-duration 
policies that have had substantial past rate increases. 


Appropriate implementation to avoid administrative and discrimination concerns may 
be to adjust the method for older blocks (which tend to have older policyholders that 
have been subject to substantial past rate increases) instead of differentiating rate 
increases by age within a block. 


Recognize that high-duration policyholders have: 


• tended to have the most benefit from what proved to be underpricing due to 
the number of underpriced premiums paid; 


• tended to have been the most surprised by the magnitude of cumulative rate 
increases compared to any that could have been expected when the policy was 
issued. 


 
2. Do not dismiss aspects of proposals labeled as “non-actuarial” by the ACLI. 


Consider all proposals made thus far regarding incorporation into a single actuarial 
approach. 


 
3. Balance between consumer protection and preventing further financial distress for insurers. 


 


Further analysis may be necessary to assess certain attractive proposal aspects how 
they maintain this balance. 


 
 


4. Continue including a catch-up provision in a single actuarial approach for attaining a similar 
rate level between states. 
 


Align with actuarial soundness, consumer fairness, insurers’ financial 
sustainability, and regulatory considerations.   


 
 


5. Continue to encourage buy-in from states on the MSA actuarial approach. 


Perhaps LTC Task Force leadership could have individual meetings with states that tend 
to approve the lowest rate increases, providing information and addressing questions. 


Acknowledge that some states that perform detailed reviews of state filings will tend to 
review and consider their own method and compare with the MSA recommendation; 
some states are committed to following the MSA recommendation. States that aren’t 
able to perform detailed reviews are more likely to rely on the MSA. 


     
6. Pre-approve and phase in rate increases over a reasonable period of time as opposed to 


requiring annual re-filings. 







 
Part of the reason is pre-approved phased-in rate increases transparently enable 
policyholders to make well-informed decisions about their LTC policy based on the most 
likely future rates. 
 
Also, pre-approved phase-ins eliminate work effort for companies and regulators that 
often provides little value. 
 
 


Recommendations, but split views among regulators: 


7. If-knew weighting and additional cost-sharing considerations 
 


Study impacts on rates and solvency of various weights (including the Utah proposal) as 
well as the potential effects of eliminating an explicit cost-sharing provision. 
 


8. Maintain the flexibility of having a solvency provision but continue having the application be 
very rare. 







The designation at the bottom of this communication is solely for internal use by the SCC.  This
designation does not control the recipient’s use or disclosure of this communication, and it
does not affect any obligation the recipient may have to maintain confidentiality.
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From: King, Eric <EKing@naic.org> 
Sent: Sunday, March 17, 2024 10:36 AM
To: King, Eric <EKing@naic.org>
Subject: Long-Term Care Actuarial (B) Working Group Exposure - Comments Due May 3
 
To: Long-Term Care Actuarial (B) Working Group Members, Interested Regulators, and Interested
Parties
 
The Working Group requests comments on the Minnesota Approach with any suggested
adjustments as a candidate for a Single LTCI Multistate Rate Review Approach.  The Minnesota
Approach is described here: https://content.naic.org/sites/default/files/documents/ltci-msa-
framework.pdf
 
Suggested adjustments should be related to the concepts contained in the attached
recommendation on a single MSA actuarial approach after regulator feedback document.
 
Please provide comments to eking@naic.org by Friday, May 3.
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