PROJECT HISTORY - 2022
PET INSURANCE MODEL ACT (#633)
1.

Description of the Project, Issues Addressed, etc.

Development of the Pet Insurance Act. This model addresses required disclosures, definitions, policy conditions, sales practices
for wellness programs, and producer training requirements.
2.

Name of Group Responsible for Drafting the Model and States Participating

Pet Insurance (C) Working Group
Participating states: Virginia, Chair; California, Co-Chair; Alaska; Arkansas; Connecticut; District of Columbia; Louisiana;
Maryland; Massachusetts; Missouri; Pennsylvania; Rhode Island; Utah; Vermont; and Washington.
3.

Project Authorized by What Charge and Date First Given to the Group

Authorized by a charge from the Property and Casualty Insurance (C) Committee on March 28, 2019. The Working Group
adopted the Request for NAIC Model Law Development on June 27, 2019, and the Property and Casualty Insurance (C)
Committee adopted it on July 18, 2019. The Executive (EX) Committee and Plenary adopted the Request for NAIC Model
Law Development on Aug. 6, 2019.
4.

A General Description of the Drafting Process (e.g., drafted by a subgroup, interested parties, the full group,
etc). Include any parties outside the members that participated

Drafted by the full membership of the Pet Insurance (C) Working Group. Also participating in the drafting process were: the
American Property Casualty Insurance Association (APCIA); the American Veterinarian Medical Association (AVMA); the
Center for Economic Justice (CEJ); the Center for Insurance Research (CIR); the Chubb Group, Companion Protect;, Mars
Veterinary Health; Nationwide Insurance Group; North American Pet Health Insurance Association (NAPHIA); Trupanion;
and Unum Life Insurance Company.
5.

A General Description of the Due Process (e.g., exposure periods, public hearings, or any other means by which
widespread input from industry, consumers and legislators was solicited)

A draft model law was presented to the Working Group on Oct. 1, 2019. The Working Group exposed Sections 1–4 for a public
comment period on Oct. 1, 2019. It met to discuss Sections 1–4 on Nov. 7, 2019; Dec. 19, 2019; Feb. 19, 2020; March 5, 2020;
and July 16, 2020.
The Working Group exposed Sections 5–6 for a public comment period on July 16, 2020. It met to discuss Sections 5–6 on
Sept. 30, 2020, and Oct. 21, 2020.
The Working Group exposed Sections 7–9 for a public comment period on Sept. 30, 2020. It met to discuss Sections 7–9 on
Nov. 6, 2020; Nov. 24, 2020; and Feb. 18, 2021.
The Working Group met to discuss open issues in the model on March 4, 2021; March 26, 2021; April 29, 2021; May 19, 2021;
June 10, 2021; June 24, 2021; July 8, 2021; July 22, 2021; and July 29, 2021. It adopted a draft model on Aug. 4, 2021. The
Working Group held additional meetings to discuss issues in the model on Sept. 8, 2021, and Oct. 7, 2021. The Working Group
adopted the revised draft model on Oct. 21, 2021. The Property and Casualty Insurance (C) Committee adopted the draft model
on Nov. 10, 2021. Before its consideration at the Joint Meeting of Executive (C) Committee and Plenary during the Fall
National Meeting, there were concerns about the producer training section. The model was sent back to the Working Group for
review. The Working Group met June 7, 2022 and July 21, 2022 to revise the language in Section 7. The model was adopted
by the Working Group on July 21, 2022. The model was adopted by the Property and Casualty Insurance (C) Committee on
August 1, 2022.
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6.

A Discussion of the Significant Issues (items of some controversy raised during the due process and the group’s
response)

Free Look Period – There was discussion that a free look period would offer a better understanding for consumers with a newer
product like pet insurance. Many state insurance regulators commented that the free look period was not necessary or actuarial
sound. The inclusion of this free look period in the California pet insurance law was requested by industry and supported by
many interested parties. State insurance regulators adopted language that insurers can implement a maximum 15-day free look
period in which consumers can examine and return the policy for a full refund if no claim has been made on the policy.
Renewals – State insurance regulators wanted clear language added to the model that would not allow a condition that was
covered under a policy to be considered a preexisting condition—and, therefore, excluded from coverage—on subsequent
policy renewals. While industry did indicate that it would like the ability to issue one-year policies that do not offer a renewal
and could then use a preexisting exclusion for a previously covered condition, state insurance regulators stated that these
policies would not be considered a renewal and, therefore, the added language would not affect industry’s ability to sell these
types of policies.
Waiting Period – Some state insurance regulators took issue with the allowance of a waiting period for certain conditions as
proposed by the industry. State insurance regulators adopted the allowance of a 30-day waiting period for illnesses or orthopedic
conditions not resulting from an accident. Waiting periods for accidents are prohibited.
Wellness Plans – There was discussion about whether wellness plans should be considered insurance or if those plans should
be allowed to cover services that could be covered in insurance plans. State insurance regulators adopted a new section of the
model to outline sales practices for wellness plans that are sold by licensed insurance entities. Wellness plans that are not sold
by licensed entities and do not provide insurance coverage are not regulated by insurance departments and are not addressed in
this model.
Licensing – Several state insurance regulators questioned the inclusion of licensing requirements in the model. After discussion
with the Producer Licensing (D) Task Force, the licensing section was removed from the model. The Working Group adopted
guidelines for producer training requirements.
Producer Training – Regulators in several states wanted to ensure that the language around producer training did not infringe
on the work of the Producer Licensing (D) Task Force. They also wanted to make sure the model appropriately addressed
reciprocity in states that had different but substantially similar training requirements.
7.

Any Other Important Information (e.g., amending an accreditation standard).

None.
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