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(e) lndirr,,.ctly and effoc;tively represented to OIC 9
, that an initial pricinfJ 

sehedult:i was developed for the series l.TG.02(Vv'A), LTG.03(WA), and LTC.04(WA) 
forms that was based on same actuarial pridng assumptions for mmh of those, 10 

without disclosing all material differences that existed between the actuarial pricinL~ 
assumptirms that were used in initially pricing the L TC.02(WA) forms and those that 
were used in initially pricing the LTC.03(WA} forms and/or the LTC.04(WA) forms. 

G. Insufficient Information Submitted to Show that the Rate-Increase Request 
Complied with the Code and Regulations 

·t .32 The limited information (designedly limited by the MetLife Met11odolouy} 
provided to OIC in support of the 41 % ra.te-incrf~ase request was insufficient to show 
that the request complied with the applicable requirements of the Insurance Code 
and regulations, which insufficiencies and non-compliances are specified below. 

1. Non-Compliance with Ch. 48.19 RCW Information Requirements 

1.:~3 RCW 48:19.040(1) requires that every insurer that proposes 
modification of a class rate shall file such p1oposal with the Commissioner. 
Subsection (2) provides that every such filing "must be accompanied by sufficient 
i11fo1mation to permit the commissioner to determine whetherlt meets tfle 
requirements of this chapter." 

·1.34 The MetLife submissions to OIC accompanying the request did not 
address past and prospective loss experience c1f the series L TC.04(WA) policy forms 
singularly and within the state. RCW 48.19.030(3)(a) mandates that: "Due 

consideration in making rates for all insurances sliall be given to: (a) Past and prospective . . 
loss experience wit/Jin the stote for experience periods acceptable to the commissioner. {f !"lie 

information is not available or is 11ot stati.stical/y credible, an insurer may use loss expr:l"ience 
In t/1ose stotc~s which are likely to produce /o:;s experience similar to Uwt In this stot:e. 

1.35 The 6/06{11 P.ctuarial Memorandum did not include information to DIC as to 
the ",oast and prospective km.s·experience within tlie slate" of any of the three forms singularly 
and made no showing that the omitted infonnation as to the LTC.04(WA} policy form 

9 See first sentenc,3 of set:tion 18, page 6 of the 6/06/11 Actliarial Memorandum, which reads: "Tlie initial 
premium scl1edule was based on p1icing assumptions /Jelirwed to be appropriDte , given t/1e information 
av1:Jila/.;le <it t/Je iinm tile initial ratt1 sc/Jedule was developed". 
'" That representation is inconsistent with those madii in a 9/2511 H98 letter by TIAA actuary 1.arry Scheinsc·n, 
to !he tl1t,n WA lns1m.ince Cornrnimii()m;r that lists material mor.lif!cations in sclu;;rial pricing assumptions for 
1.hlo pmpViod l.TC.03(\!VA) forms from those used for the serio:o l..TC.02(WA) plllk;y fonns. 
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