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February 28,1992 

The Honorab l e Fortney H. (Pete) Stark 
Cha irman, Subcommittee on Hea lth 
Committee on Ways and Means 
House of Representat ives 

Dear Mr. Cha irman: 

Your December 1,1988, letter asked us to mon itor the va lue to po l i cy- 
ho lders of Med icare supp l ementa l -common ly ca l l ed Med igap- i nsurance 
through 1994. Th is report, the second in response to your request,’ 
d i scusses the percentage of prem iums returned to po l i cyho lders as bene- 
f its (ca l l ed the loss rat io) in 1988 and 1989. For both years, the federa l 
m i n imum loss rat io standards for Med i gap insurance were 75 percent for 
po l i c i es so ld to groups and 60 percent for po l i c i es so ld to ind iv idua ls. 

In 1988,335 insurance compan i es co l l ected $7.3 b i l l i on in prem iums for 
Med i gap po l i c ies. In 1989, these numbers increased to 348 compan i es and 
$8.1 b i l l i on. Cons ider ing on ly po l i c i es that had been in force for 3 years or 
more and exper ience in states where at least $150,000 in prem iums were 
co l l ected, 10 percent of prem iums in 1988 (or $388 mi l l i on) were for poI i- 
t ies from compan i es that d id not meet the loss rat io standards. In 1989, 
th is i ncreased to 17 percent (or $805 miII ion).z A federa l requ irement, 
effect ive with po l i c i es so ld or i ssued after November 5,199 1, requ ires 
insurers to grant refunds or cred its to po l i cyho lders in amounts suff ic ient 
to ra ise loss rat ios to the standards. If th is requ irement had been in effect 
in 1988-89, po l i cyho lders wou l d have been ent it led to about $75 m ih i on in 
refunds and cred its. 

‘Our ear l i er report was Med i gap Insurance: Setter Consumer Protect ion Shou l d Resu lt From 1990 
Changes to Raucus Amendment (GAOIHRD-91-49, Mar. 6,199 l). We  a lso test if ied on Med i gap insur- 
ance before the Subcommittee (see 
Repea l  of the Med i care Catastroph i  
Mar. 13,199O)). 

‘The va l ue of prem iums for po l i c ies not meet i ng loss rat io &ndards is probab l y understated. In 1988 
and 1989, compan i es reported the ir aggregate loss rat ios; that is, the sum of benef its pa i d under al l 
outstandtng po l i c ies d iv i ded by the sum of prem iums. A company cou l d have loss rat ios on some po l i- 
c ies be l ow the standards and yet have an aggregate loss rat io above the standards. 
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Background In 1980, the Congress enacted Pub l i c L aw 96-265, wh i ch added sect ion 
1882 to the Soc ia l Secur ity Act. Th is sect ion, common l y ca l l ed the Baucus 
amendment,” estab l i shed federa l m in imum standards for market i ng and 
se l l i ng Med i g ap i nsurance. The amendment essent ia l l y adopted as federa l 
requ i rements those conta i ned in a  mode l  regu lat i on approved by the 
Nat iona l  Assoc iat i on of Insurance Commiss i oners (NAlC).4 

The Baucus amendment a lso requ ired as a cond it i on of approva l  that 
Med i gap po l i c i es b e expected to have loss rat ios of at least 60 percent for 
ind iv idua l po l i c i es a nd at least 75 percent for group po l i c ies. If an insurer 
demonstrated that a po l i cy cou l d b e expected to meet the standard, the 
insurer had comp l i ed with the requ i rement regard less of whether its actua l 
l oss rat ioever met the standard. That was the standard app l i cab l e to 
Med i g ap po l i c i es in force dur ing 1988 and 1989. 

The Med i care Catastroph i c Coverage Act of 1988 (P.L. 100-360, Ju ly 1, 
1988) made severa l changes to the Baucus amendment, inc l ud i ng add i ng a 
requ i rement that states co l l ect actua l Med i g ap loss rat io data as a cond it i on 
for federa l approva l  of state regu latory programs6 The Omn i bus Budget 
Reconc i l i at i on Act of 1990 (OBRA 1990, P.L. 101-508, Nov. 5, 1990) ra ised 
the m in imum loss rat io standard that ind iv idua l po l i c i es must meet to 65 
percent, effect ive for po l i c i es so l d or i ssued after November 5,199 1, and 
requ ired compan i es, beg i nn i ng in 1 99 1, to report loss rat io data by po l i cy. 
In add it i on, OBRA 1990 requ ires insurers whose po l i cy loss rat ios do not 
meet the app l i cab l e standard to g ive po l i cyho lders a refund or cred it 
toward future prem iums suff ic ient to ra ise the po l i cy’s loss rat io to the 
leve l of the m in imum standards. 

One factor that shou l d b e cons i dered when interpret ing loss rat ios is po l i cy 
matur ity-the l ength of t ime a po l i cy has been in force. Ear ly po l i cy exper i- 
ence may resu lt in a  re lat ive ly l ow loss rat io because (1) po l i c i es often do 
not cover costs re lated to preex ist ing cond it i ons dur ing the first 6 months b 

the po l i cy is in force and (2) n ew po l i cyho lders may be fa ir ly hea l thy and 
f i le re lat ive ly few c la ims. Thus, loss rat ios computed over the t ime that 

“Named after Senator Max Baucus of Montana, the amendment’s ch ief sponsor in the Senate. 

4NAlC cons ists of the h e a d s  of the i nsurance departments of the 5 0  states, the Distr ict of Co lumb i a, a n d  
four U.S. terr itor ies. NAIC encourages un iformity a n d  cooperat i o n in i nsurance regu l at i on among  the 
states a n d  terr itor ies. Among its act iv it ies to promote those goa l s, NAIC promu l gates mode l  i n surance 
l aws a n d  regu l at i ons for state cons i derat i on a n d  adopt i o n. 

%h e  Congress repea l e d the catastroph i c coverage act through the Med i care Catastroph i c Coverage  
Repea l  Act of 1 9 8 9  (P.L. 101-234, Dec. 13,1989); however, the requ i rement that states co l lect actua l  
loss rat io d ata was not repea l e d. 
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represents “mature” exper i ence shou l d present a better ind icat ion of 
long-term po l i cy exper i ence than loss rat ios from an ear ly po l i cy t ime 
per iod. Before OBRA 1990, the NAIC l oss rat io regu lat i on app l i ed the 
m in imum standards to po l i c i es that had been in force for 3 years or more.6 
OBRA 1990 requ ires po l i c i es to meet the standards after they have been in 
force for 2 years. 

Another important factor to cons i der when interpret ing loss rat ios is the 
number of persons covered by a po l i cy, somet imes referred to as the cred i- 
b i l ity of a loss rat io. The standard we used, based on the op i n i on of a state 
actuary who has stud i ed th is i ssue for NAIC, i s that a loss rat io is cred ib l e if 
it is based on a number of po l i cyho lders suff ic ient to generate at least 
$150,000 in prem iums with in a  state. 

Overa l l  Med i gap 
Market 

In 1988, tota l prem iums for Med i gap i nsurance were about $7.3 b i l l i on; in 
1989, they i ncreased to $8.1 b i l l i on. Po l ic ies in force for 3 years or more 
that a lso had prem iums of at least $150,000 in the app l i cab l e state (that is, 
mature, cred ib l e exper i ence) had tota l prem iums of about $3.7 b i l l i on in 
1 988 and about $4.7 b i l l i on in 1 989 (see app. I for add it i ona l deta i ls). The 
f igures in the rema inder of th is report dea l  on l y with those po l i c i es with 
mature, cred ib l e exper i ence. In 1988, th is exper i ence covered 190 compa- 
n ies; in 1989,208 compan i es. 

Overa l l  Loss Rat ios 
Dec l i ned F’rom 19 8 8  
to 1 9 8 9  

Med i gap insurers’ 1988 aggregate loss rat ios were 85.6 percent on ind i- 
v idua l po l i c i es a nd 95.7 percent on group po l i c ies. In 1989, the aggregate 
loss rat ios for both types of po l i c i es dec l i ned to about 82 percent (see app. 
I for deta i ls). In 1988, about 90 percent of tota l prem iums were pa i d to 
compan i es whose aggregate loss rat ios in the app l i cab l e state met 
m in imum standards. For 1989, the comparab l e f igure was about 83 per- 
cent of tota l prem iums. 

In 1988, prem iums on ind iv idua l a n d group po l i c i es that d id not meet fed- 
era l m in imum standards tota led $388 mi l l i on; in 1989, $805 mi l l i on. Th is 
is s hown in f igure 1. 

‘For po l i c ies that h a d  b e e n  in force less than 3  years, the company h a d  to bc ab l e to demonstrate that 
the po l i cy’s expected loss rat io in the th ird a n d  later po l i cy years wou l d  meet the app l i cab l e standard. 
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F lgure 1: Premium6 for Compan l er 
Whose Lo86 Rat los on Med l gap Pol lc les 
Wlth Mature, Cred ib le Exper ience Were Dd lwm In ml lt lons 

Be low Federa l M ln lmum Standards 
~ 

460 

0  

Expor l onco tar Expmrtww~ tar 
1 9 8 8  1999 

Tota l = 
$388.1 

Tota l = 
$805.2 

1  1  Ind iv i dua l 

Group 

Note: Compan i e s may sel l b o th ind iv idua l a n d  g r o u p  i nsurance a n d  may have  fa i l ed to meet the 
min imum standards in b oth years. The undup l i c ated count of compan i es is 1 0 6  for 1 9 8 8 , 9 1  for 1 9 6 9 ,  
a n d  1 3 5  for both years. 

The Prudent ia l  Insurance Company of Amer ica was the largest contr ibutor 
to the more than doub l i ng of prem iums for po l i c i es not meet i ng loss rat io 
standards between 1988 and 1989. Prudent ia l ’s group po l i c i es fa i l ed to s 
meet the standard in 3 0 states in 1989, up from 6 states in 1988. A 
Prudent ia l  off ic ia l attr ibuted the company’s loss rat io dec l i ne to overest i- 
mat i on of 1989 c la ims when prem ium rates were set for that year. He sa id 
that est imat ing c la ims was comp l i cated for 1989 by the changes in cov- 
erage resu lt ing from the Med i care Catastroph i c Coverage Act of 1988 and 
the company’s dec is i on to change from nat iona l l y un iform prem iums to 
reg iona l prem iums on the group po l i cy so l d through the Amer ican Assoc ia- 
t ion of Ret ired Persons. 

The compan i es that fa i l ed to meet the m in imum loss rat io standards are 
ident if ied in append i xes II and III. These append i xes l ist those compan i es, 
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the number of states where the compan i es had mature and cred ib l e 
Med i g ap loss rat io exper i ence in 1 988 and 1989, the number of states 
where that exper i ence d id not meet the app l i cab l e standard, and the 
amount of prem iums in the states where loss rat ios d i d not meet the stan- 
dard. Append i x II l ists compan i es se l l i ng ind iv idua l po l i c ies, and append i x 
III l ists compan i es se l l i ng group po l i c ies. 

Some Insurers’ Ent ire Some insurers fa i l ed to meet the federa l m in imum loss rat io standards in 

Med i gap Bus iness Was 
every state in wh i ch they so ld Med i g ap po l i c ies. For ind iv idua l po l i c ies, 11 
compan i es’ loss rat ios on the ir ent ire Med i g ap bus i ness in both 1988 and 

Be low Standards 1989 were be l ow the m in imum standard. These compan i es’ prem iums 
tota led $24.1 mi l l i on for the 2 years. For group po l i c ies, 14 compan i es’ 
loss rat ios were be l ow the m in imum standard in both 1988 and 1989. 
The ir tota l prem iums were $65.3 mi l l i on for the 2 years. 

Other compan i es fa i l ed to meet the Med i gap loss rat io m in imum standard 
in every state in wh i ch they d id bus i ness in e ither 1988 or 1989. A sum- 
mary of the prem iums of compan i es whose loss rat ios d i d not meet the 
m in imum standard in every state in wh i ch the company d id bus i ness is 
shown in f igure 2. 
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F igure 2: Pramlums for Compan l er 
Whose Loss Rat ios on The lr Ent ire 
Med l gap Bus iness Wlth Mature, Cred ib le loa D”“ara ‘” m”“on’ 
Exper ience Were Be low Federa l 
M ln lmum Standards 

78 

SO 

25 

Exprr loncg for 
1 9 6 6  

Tota l = 
$126.2 

Exprr lrncr for 
1 9 9 9  

Tota l z 
$102.2 

1  1  Ind iv i dua l 

Grou p  

Note, Compan i e s may sel l b o th ind iv idua l a n d  g r o u p  i nsurance a n d  may have  fa i l ed to meet the 
mln lmum standards In both years. The undup l i c ated count of compan i es is 5 9  for 1 9 8 6 ,  4 6  for 1 9 8 9 ,  a n d  
6 1  for both years. 

OBRA 199 0  Refund OBRA 1990 requ ires a refund or cred it aga i nst future prem iums for po l i c i es 

a n d  Cred it 
whose loss rat ios are be l ow the standards. Th is requ i rement cou l d b e 
worth mi l l i ons of do l l ars to Med i gap po l i cyho lders. We  est imate that, if th is 

Requ irement Cou ld Be requ i rement had been in effect dur ing 1988-89, po l i cyho lders wou l d have 4 

Worth M il l io n s to been ent it led to about $75 mi l l i on in prem ium refunds or cred its. OBRA 1990 

Pol i cyho lders 
a lso ra ised the loss rat io standard for ind iv idua l po l i c i es to 65 percent; had 
that standard been in effect in 1988-89, po l i cyho lders wou l d have been 
ent it led to an add it i ona l $ 3 0 mi l l i on in refunds or cred its. 

Ob ject ive, Scope, a n d  Our ob ject ive was to compare the 1988 loss rat io performance of Med i gap 

Methodo l o gy 
i nsurers with the ir performance in 1989. We  ana l yzed loss rat ios 
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because they ref lect the re lat ionsh ip between prem iums7 charged and ben- 
ef its pa i d under a Med i gap po l i cy. We  inc l uded 1988 loss rat ios to prov i de 
a base l i ne for future ana l yses of loss rat ios. The informat ion in th is report 
was deve l o ped from computer data bases we obta i ned from NAIC, NAIC cre- 
ated these data bases from insurance compan i es’ annua l  Med i g ap insur- 
ance exper i ence exh ib its. We  ver if ied the accuracy of NAIC's data bases on 
a random samp l e of 1988 and 1989 loss rat io exper i ence exh ib its for ind i- 
v idua l states subm itted by the i nsurance compan i es. Our ver if icat ion 
showed that NAIC accurate ly transferred loss rat io data from these exh ib its 
to its computer f i les. 

In our data ver if icat ion, we ident if ied i nstances where informat ion sub- 
mitted by the insurer d id not comp ly with NAIC's report ing format. Gener- 
a l ly, these i nstances invo l ved compan i es not report ing exper i ence for 
po l i c i es in force 3 years or more separate ly from exper i ence for po l i c i es in 
force less than 3 years. We  d i scussed these reports with off ic ia ls of the 
compan i es invo lved. For a l l but f ive cases, the off ic ia ls to ld us the ir compa- 
n ies’ data were correct, but had been mis l abe led. 

For f ive cases, the compan i es’ exh ib its d i d not separate the exper i ence for 
po l i c i es in force 3 years or more from the exper i ence for po l i c i es in force 
less than 3 years. Two of these cases were from a commerc ia l  c ompany 
report ing sma l l  do l l ar vo l ume in two states. These data d id not appear in 
our ana l yses of mature, cred ib l e loss rat ios because the tota l prem iums 
reported were less than $150,000 in each state. The rema in i ng three cases, 
represent ing less than 1 percent of the Med i gap exper i ence exh ib its in our 
samp l e in both 1988 and 1989, were from Blue Cross/B lue Sh ie l d p l ans. 
P lan representat ives to ld us that the ir data process i ng systems were not set 
up to separate prem iums and incurred c la ims accord i ng to the year in 
wh i ch the po l i cy was issued. NAIC i s aware that some compan i es have diff i- 
cu lty report ing loss rat io data in its requested format. NAIC has estab l i shed a 
a report track ing system to fo l l ow up with compan i es to get the data in a  
t ime ly fash i on and in the requested format. Beg i nn i ng in 1994, compan i es 
wi l l owe po l i cyho lders refunds or cred its if the po l i cy loss rat io is be l ow the 
standard, so compan i es that cou l d not comp ly with NAW'S report ing format 
in 1 988 or 1989 wi l l h ave to deve l op systems to produce the data in the 
future. 

‘In th is report, the term prem ium means “e a r n e d  prem ium,” wh i ch is the amount of tota l prem iums 
co l l ected app l i cab l e to the per i od for wh i ch a  loss rat io is computed. For examp l e, if a  po l i cyho l der 
pa i d a n  annua l  prem ium o n  Apri l 1, on l y 9  months of that prem ium wou l d  b e  e a r n e d  prem ium in that 
year’s loss rat io computat i on. Also, e a r n e d  prem iums inc l ude prem iums d u e  but unco l l ected in the cur- 
rent per i od. 
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We d id not check the accuracy of the ind iv idua l reports subm itted by over 
300 compan i es report ing Med i g ap loss rat io informat ion. Also, in a  1990 
report it i ssued on loss rat ios, NAIC sa id that it d i d not ver ify the accuracy 
of the compan i es’ 1989 exper i ence exh ib its. 

Th is rev iew was conducted from March 1990 to September 199 1 and, 
except as noted above, in accordance with genera l l y accepted government 
aud it i ng standards. 

As arranged with your off ice, un l ess you pub l i c l y announce its contents 
ear l ier, we p l an no further d istr ibut ion of th is report unt i l 3 0  days after its 
i ssue date. At that t ime, we wi l l s end cop i es to interested part ies and make 
cop i es ava i l ab l e to others upon request. 

If you have any quest i ons on th is report, p l ease ca l l me at (202) 512-7119. 
Ma jor contr ibutors to th is report are l i sted in append i x IV. 

Sincere ly yours, 

Janet L. Sh ik l es 
Director, Hea l th F i nanc i ng 

and Po l i cy Issues 
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The Med igap Market, 1988 and 1989 

Do l l ars in mi l l i ons ~. .-_.. ..-.-.-____.I __.^..___ ~~ ---~~-. 
Ca lendar year 1988 Ca lendar year 1989 

me Of coverage !?.eml_u_m.t _._.. .A?%!?!~0 __.. -.-Com.P~~e.----Preml”mc l~----~--_-..-~ ~- ~. .._~ Loss rat io Compan i es 

Overa l l  market stat lst lcs 
Ind iv i dua l .+ i i i 7 9.4 3 0 8  $5,543 76.3 3 1 6  
Gro u p  2,118 95.2 9 9  2,581 80.0 1 0 8  
Tota l $7,278 3 3 5 ” $8,124 3 4 8O 

Mature and cred ib le 
po l lc lesb 

Ind iv i dua l 
Gr o u p  
Tota l 

~ -  $2,631 .-- 85.6 1 7 2  $3,060 81.8 1 9 1  
~1,066 95.7 6 0  1,644 82.4 6 3  

$3,697 ~- 
._.. -- .-.- -.. ~ ~ ~  .- 

190a $4,704 2 0 8 ’ 

‘A company may se l l i nd iv i dua l i nsurance, g r o u p  i nsurance, or both; the f i gure for tota l n umber of com- 
pan i es is a n  undup l i c ated count. 

bA mature po l i cy is at least 3  years o ld. Cred i b l e prem i um exper i e nce is whe n  at least $150,000 is co l- 
l ected o n  a  po l i cy with in a  state. 

4 
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Ind iv idua l Med igap Insurers W ith Mature, 
Cred ib le Aggregate Loss Ratio Exper ience 
Be low  the M in im um Standard 

Do l l ars in thousands 
Ca lendar year 1988 

_-_______--_-...-._----..-.~ _... -~-- 
Ca lendar year 1989 

Number of Loss rat lo be l ow 80% Number of 
states where states where Loss rat lo be l ow 80% 

po lkI. Number of po l lc lea Number of 
Company name were ao ld states Prem luma were so ld states Prem luma 
Compan l ea whose ent lre mature, cred ib le exper ience was be l ow the standard In one or both years 
Exper lenca was be l ow the standard 

In both years: 
Amer i can Patr iot Hea l th Ins. Co. of New 

,‘.,‘.,‘Y:m. ,, ,,,,’ “:‘:’ ” 
<,“’ .’ 

York -_-_ _  .-._ ____.. ~:*_;_,_.;~~.~-~~~,$ l ,201_ ” 4  
Guara n t e e  Trust L ife Insurance- 

,__L _,,..-.--!asr 

Compan y  6  2  my&-d 6  ..---__- _ _ _ _ -  .,.“,&& 2,031 
Amer i can Standard L ife & Acc i dent 

.._- . . .._ - _..__ -._-.. -’ -Iw,..I-- l ~,+-.-?--- 

Insurance Co. 1  1, 1 ’ j ,$g$ 1, 1  1,411 
Great Repub l i c  i n surance Compan y  

p-+-_ l __L_***,,..-.e- y,.-.+C_- 
1  1  1,&g ” ” 1: 1  1  2 5 8  ..--.. i ..,, 1,&,,..,- ,,.,. 

Nat i ona l  Secur i ty L ife &Acc i dent 
.+,,.A-..--“““----. L_--.--I”+----L-~ --._ -‘, 

Insurance Co. 1  I .’ 1,654 1, i 1  1  2 0 5  ------- i--f -----LA- 
Go l d e n  State Mutua l  L ife Insurance 

Com:pany 2  2  7 6 9  2. 1  2  
t 

1,065 i -.-. -I-yII-~--L_I_c~~, ,, 
Southwest Serv i ce L ife Insurance 

~--.“----.&------- 

Com j pany 1  1  1  7 6 4  --.-.p-++--,y-~--~~~x~ 1  ‘,l 9 5 6  *----- .-__--__- 
Benef i t:Trust L ife ‘ns l JEme Compan y  2  2  5 4 8  3  3  7 4 7  . _  ~. _.___ .~n i i , in. i---f l lCL-LI. l- __I__*-.. ..- -._ --... : 
T ime Insurance Compan y  1  1  2 7 1  1  1  3 0 6  _ _ _  --_*_____ .A.,.- ,,,,, .-.---&-~,~ -_--^--,- 
Un i ted :Fami l y L ife Insurance Compan y  1  1  1 7 5  1  1  2 3 6  - - . . - -... ~~. .~.-_- ..- - l-LI- l l^ l II-“-.II--.-A .~_____._ i i ~I. l ^-- 
O l d Surety L ife Insurance Compan y  1  1  2 5 3  1  1  1 7 2  ___-.__--__--_~~ ------~..-..-~~.- .~ 
Exper ience was be l ow the standard 

In 1988: 
Amer i can Commun i t y Mutua l  Insurance 

Compan y  1  1  4  a 1 0  l 0  0  ~.~+.I..--.‘---X-’ -,*-.,.+.,, -A.-,“, r-.-_--.- 
Pres ident i a l  L i fe Insurance Compan y  r 1  3,084 0  l 0  e--.- 1.-I-c . ..__ ~-..____..--- .--.._-~- -~--. ..~ ~~-. .~- 
South At lant ic L ife Insurance Compan y  t 1  1 3 4 0  0  0  2  . .._._ ~ ~  __... ~-_~--_----.--_.--.-- -~.~ l . ~~ ~. - ~.~ 
Investors Her i tage L ife Insurance 

Conyany 1 I 1  ,Q67 0  l 0  ___--_ __.___ -_._ ---.. -.--- ----- 
Eastern Insurance Compan y  1  1  --984 0  a  0  

Pi lgr im, L ife Insurance Compan y  I 1  
Amer i can Sun L ife Insurance Compan y  

.-. .- III-..IrT l--- l l^ .-,.,.257--~...~.-- . ___._ ~_.~ ~~. - .-..-.? 0  

1  .._*___ j 4 6 1  I 0  0  0  
Cinc i nnat i Equ i tab l e Insurance 

-,...+a- .- _ _ _  

Compan y  1  1  2 7 8  l l 0  .~~ .._ _. _- ~___- i y _-- ..__c... -.--..__-~~--. _ _ _ _  -_ ~---. .--~ ~.. .~~~~. ~~... 
Un itedSecur i ty Assurance Co. of 

Pennsy l van i a I I 1 9 4  a  0  0  _ _ _ - _  _ ~  .-.._ _i i .-.-.. 
Vu lcan, L ife Insurance Company-  1  ,I 1 7 7  0  l 0  

(cont i nued) 
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Append ix II 
Ind iv idua l Med i gap Insurers With Mature, 
Cred ib le Aggregate Loss Bat io Exper ience 
Be low the M in imum Standard 

.- 
Dol l ars in thousands 

Ca lendar year 1988 
_-_..____. - .__....... _.-..-.-._-..-. --..---. 

Ca lendar year 1989 

Number of Loss rat io be l ow 80% Number of 
states where states where Loss rat lo be l ow 80% 

Number of Number of 
Company name 

po l lc les 
were so ld Premlums 

po l lc les 
states were so ld states Premlums 

Lega l  Secur ity L ife Insurance Company- 
-.~- __ l __ l __ l  ---I*cI,-+3-I~I---~.. 

1  1  $ I%0 0  . $  0  
-’ ‘- 

_. -- ,- l l l__ _ _ _ _ _  __-____.-- ---~~~_. --..---...-.-.~...- ..~~-- 
Amer ican Teachers L ife i nsurance 

Company  1  1  1 6 2  0  0  0  .~ -- ---- *_-.- __---.__-__--._~ .~ ._.... -.-- 
F irst Cont i nenta l  L i fe & Acc ident 

Insurance Co. ~.._ 1  1  *-.....-_1~~~-~-- _ _ _ . _ _  _....__ --.-~-.- 0  0  0  - ..._~~ .--.. 
Nat i ona l  Hea l th Insurance Company  1  1  1 6 0  l 0  0  
Exper ience was be l ow the standard ... 

- . .._. _--___-----.--__LU-_I.,~~-~.. .~-..-.--- -_ 

In 1999: 
Amer ican Progress i ve L ife & Hea l th Ins. 

Co. of NY 
Inde p e n d e n t  L ife &Acc ident Insurance 

Company  
F irst Un i ted Amer ican L ife Insurance 

Company  
Amer ican Fami ly Mutua l  Insurance 

Company  
Assoc i ated Mutua l  Hosp ita l  Serv ice of 

M ich i gan 
North Amer ican Insurance Company  
South l a nd L ife Insurance Company  
Exper ience was be l ow the standard 

in e lther 1988 or 1989 and met the 
standard In the other year: 

Wor l d L ife & Hea l th Ins. Co. of 
Pennsy l van i a 

Amerfcan Repub l i c  Insurance 
Company  

Secur ity Genera l  L i fe Insurance 
Company  

Great F ide l ity L ife Insurance Company  
Farm & Home L ife Insurance Company  
Amer ican Exchange L ife Insurance 

Company  
Lutheran Brotherhood 
Harvest L ife Insurance Company  
Sentry Insurance 
L i berty Nat i ona l  L i fe Insurance 

Company  

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 2  2  8 7% -.-.“--“-e l^rxm 

0  1  1  $ 0 7  ------- -.-. -- . . ..--___. _ _ _ _  

0 0 0 1 ,.,..L 463 

0 0 0 2  2  4 5 5  ---“-Pm--, ,,, c-- 

0  0  0  1  1  2 7 9  . l.cI1-- 
0  0  0  1  1  1 6 5  

- 0  0  0  1  1  1 6 2  -. ------ 
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Append ix II 
Ind iv idua l Med l gap Ineurere With Mature, 
Cred ib le Aggregate Lose Bat io Exper ience 
Be low the M in imum Standa.rd 

Dol l ars in thousands 
Ca lendar year 1988 Ca lendar year 1989 

Number of Lose rat io be l ow 80% Number of 
states where etatee where Lose rat io be l ow 80% 

Number of Number of 
Company name 

po l lc lee 
were eo ld Premiums 

po l lc lee 
states were so ld states Premlume ___-.-.-.-~.._ _~..-- -. _- 

Genera l  L i fe & Acc ident Insurance 
Company  I 1  $ 2 , 0 2 1  1  n $ l ~ -___ w__ j--___~--. .__ ~--_ _.~~. ..__~ - 

Pek in L ife Insurance Company  1  I 1 2 7 2  1  ~.. ~- -I, lIIc- ,.,..-,,,,.-+.,h,, ,-.L,,+..-_-._w- .__. ~~. .-.~-~ .~~~- 8  -~~- .-~a 
Un i ted Teacher Assoc iates Insurance 

Company  1  1  9 2 9  1  n n -__^---__c 
Amer ican Trave l l ers L ife Insurance 

Company  1  1  -.,+,??? --.--2.-p.. ~.~~ -.I n 
Jefferson L ife Insurance Company  _  -_ _  -_ l_+ j I j- 1  - 7 3 7  1  n i _ i l_ l_“,...“._-__--_.I--.-- . ~_..-- ~~~ - ~- 
Academy L ife Insurance Company  1  1  7 1 1  1  ~.. ~,_“-*--._- _ _ _ _  i l __--.._---._--- .~._ _ ~  ~ ~ ~ ~  # ~  ~ ~  -~ _ a  
Peop l es L ife Insurance Co. of South 

Caro l i na 1  1  3 9 4  1  n n 
CoC;$p;Y$derwr i l e rs L ife Insurance 

---~ ____... -__-.___-~-- . ..__ -.--~ . - -.... --~.. ~~. - 

Nat i ona l  Benef i t L ife Insurance 
Company  

CareAmer i ca L ife Insurance Company  
Subtota ls - Company’s ent lre 

bue l neee was be l ow standards In 
one or both years 

Number of compan ies 

Compan i es wlth some mature, cred ib le exper ience be l ow the standard 
Bankers L ife & Casua l ty Company  
Un i ted Amer ican Insurance Company  
Mutua l  of Omaha  Insurance Company  
Un i o n F ide l ity L ife Insurance Co, of 

Trevose 

4 4  2 6  $ 7 4 , 5 3 9  4 4  3 3  $ 1 0 2 , 2 5 7  
2 0  .9 3 0 , 2 7 6  4 1  2 6  7 0 , 0 9 2  
48.- . i4 1 2 , 4 4 2  4 8  1 9  2 6 , 5 6 4  

3 4  1 3  1 3 , 8 3 5  3 5  2 3  2 2 , 8 4 5  
Bankers F ide l ity L ife Insurance 

Company  
G l obe L ife a n d  Acc ident Insurance 

Company  
Assoc i ated Doctors Hea l th & L ife Ins. 

co. 
Pyramid L ife i nsurance Company  
P ioneer L ife Insurance Co. of Il l ino is 
Federa l  Home L ife Insurance Company  
Phys ic i j ans Mutua l  Insurance Company  

” 

7  

1 4  6  3 , 6 1 7  2 7  9  6 , 4 8 9  

1% 3  2 , 1 0 1  1 0  .~ 
2 0  1 0  8 , 2 3 5  1 8  

9  5  4 , 9 4 4  1 0  
1 3  1 1  2 5 , 7 5 6  1 1  
1 6  -~ 7  4 , 5 9 3  2 5  

8  6 , 2 5 0  
1 2  5 , 7 8 6  

7  5 , 5 5 2  
7  4 , 9 6 1  
5  4 , 7 3 8  

(cont i nued) 
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Ind lv ldua l Med i gap Ineurem With Mature, 
Cred ib le Aggregate Lorr ltat io Exper ience 
Be low the M in imum Standard 

Dol l ars in thousands . . . .._^ -______- _.___. .- ___. -__.-_--.-..-~ .- __.---__..- _._-_ ------..--.----.-- .--... ~ ~ ~  .~ 
Ca lendar year 1988 Ca lendar year 1989 - 

Number of Loss rat io be l ow 80% Number of 
Hater where states where Loss rat io be l ow 60% 

Number of Number of 
Company name 

pol lc ler 
were so ld Premiums 

po l lc les 
states were co ld states Premlums 

Amer ican Genera l  L i fe & Acc ident ins. 
____--..--..-.--_-_--_______ _.- __... -----._-~--. ~~~. ~. . 

co. 1 8  3  $ 1 , 2 1 7  1 9  6  $ 4 , 3 2 1  
Nat i ona l  Foundat i o n L ife Insurance 

Company  1 3  6  1 , 7 5 2  1 5  8  3 , 5 7 7  
Statesman Nat i ona l  L i fe Insurance 

-___ 

Company  0  0  -.-__ 0  9  4  3  4 0 1  
New York L ife Insurance Company  

------ -_--- ..-.. -- L  
0  0  0  2 9  1 3  3 , 1 8 7  .__-~ 

Cont i n enta’ Cas”a ltY C”mPnY .._-.._____. - __.. -..-.-_+._-----_.--.~-.-.--1 1 0  2  7 , 4 3 8  
Un i ted Founders L ife Insurance 

Company  a  l 0  2  1  3 8 9  ---.__----.- ~.-. ~ ~  ~~~... 
Reserve L ife Insurance Company  1 4  5  2 , 8 8 8  1 6  6  3 , 3 1 0  
Reserve Nat i ona l  Insurance Company  7  5  1 , 9 4 2  1 1  9  3 , 2 9 6  
Co lon i a l  Penn  Frank l i n Insurance 

Company  1  n n 2 1  7  3 , 2 0 4  
Gu lf L ife Insurance Company  5  n l 6  5  3 , 1 4 0  
Wor l d Insurance Company  9  --. JJ n 9 2  1 , 1 6 7  
Un i o n Bankers Insurance Company  2  g  m 1 2  5  1 , 0 9 6  - ~~-- ..__. -. ...~~ _.._ .._ ~.__ 
Acceferat i on L ife Insurance Company  2  _ _  g. _  --- _- a  2  1  4 4 0  ---~~~~.. -~~ . . . --_._ .~~---~. ~~- 
Go ’d e n  Ru l e ‘ns”rance Qw%-9! ..-..--.-.- _-_~ .._~.._. -k----.--. -!. n 5  2  3 4 0  ..__~.. ..~ -.__ ~ ~  ..~ 
Kan awha  Insurance Company  2  n n 2  1  2 8 6  
Cont i nenta l  Genera l  Insurance 

Ccmpany 3  m n 4  1  1 8 8  
Centra l  States Hea l th & L ife Co..of 

_. ..- ..- - -~.. .-. ..-- -... - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  

Omaha  1 0  7  5  9 6 3  -~-.- ----L- 1 2  6  2 , 7 5 1  .-~ .-.._ 
Amer ican Integr ity Insurance Company  

..__ .._.. .- 
8  4  1 , 5 7 1  1 0  4  2 , 2 2 3  

Atlant ic Amer ican L ife Insurance 
Company  1 2  1  1 , 8 9 2  1 2  2  1 , 9 5 9  4  

Nat i ona l  Casua l ty Company  ~.~ .~~ ._...___ . ~ ~  -_.... 1_3-----.----~-.7-..---~ -1,7_48_-_.----_-LO. 7  1,9 4 7  ..~ -.....- -..- ~ ~ ~ ~ .  _ . _ ~ ~ ~ ~  
L ife 8 1  Casua l ty Insurance Co, of 

Tennessee 6  1  7 1 0  6  4  1 , 5 7 7  
Med i co L ife Insurance Company  

_.~~___.~~.. _  ~ ~  
3  1  1 6 7  3  2  -761 _---_ -----. ~-----.-- .~.~~~ ~ ~  ..~~ 

Amer ican Nat i ona l  Insurance Company  3  1  1 9 5  3  1  5 6 4  
Nat i ona l  Home L ife Assurance 

Cqmpany  2 5  4  3 , 0 8 1  2 8  1  5 4 4  
Mutua l  Protect ive i nsurance Company  5  4  1 , 0 4 1  5  2  3 7 5  
O ld Amer ican Insurance Company  7  1  1 5 0  4  1  2 8 1  
Nat i cnw ide L ife Insurance Company  5  4  1 , 2 2 7  3  1  2 1 7  
O ld Southern L ife Insurance Ccmpany 3  1  3 2 9  3  1  2 0 4  

(cont i nued) 
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Append ix II 
Ind lv idur l Med igrp Inoureru W iFh Mature, 
Cred ib le Aggregate Lors Rat io Exper ience 
Be low the M in imum Standard 

Dol l ars in thousands -. . - -_.- - .-.. -~-~..-- .-.. -- - ..-.-.- ----.--..-.-~ .- ._...- -~ --.- ~~. . 
Ca lendar year 1988 Ca lendar year 1989 

Number of 
states where Loss rat io be l ow 80% Number of 

rtates where Loss rat io be l ow 60% 

Company name 
po l lc le8 Number of 

were #o ld 
Nurn igtz; 

Premium8 
pOl iC l8S 

w8re 8O ld states Premiums 

mJacy L ife Insurance c*mpa”Y.. _ .-.--.--...-.-.-.-I _....__ 4 .._...._ -.3!!z?S 0 _~ _.-_ 9.._~_ ~~ $ l .- 
Hil l Country L ife Insurance Company  2  1  5 3 4  0  0  l ----.--.--~--..~~~~~ . 
Nat i ona l  F inanc ia l  Insurance Company  2  1  2 , 6 0 4  2  _  . . ..-LI_- mm 
Mounta i n  States L ife Insurance Co. of 

Amer ica 3  1  1 , 2 6 3  1  g e  _ ~ _  ~ ~ ~ _  8  
Georg i a  L ife & Hea l th Insurance 

Company  4  2  1 , 0 5 2  3  m n 
Amer ican Insurance Company  of Texas 2  1  5 6 9  2  M n 
Standard L ife & Acc ident i nsurance 

Company  1 3  1  3 7 2  1 9  n 
Bankers Mu lt ip le L i ne Insurance 

$ 

Company 3  2  3 3 9  1  n ___-___.-- -... E 
State Farm Mutua l  Automob i l e 

Insurance Company  3 2  2  3 2 6  3 5  M n -.------~ -.---~ .~~~ . 
US. Guard i a n Hea l th Insurance 

Company  2  1  1 7 4  1  

L i”c* ln,L ife & casua lty company 
...m_m.g _-- -~ -- n 

..-..- -_ . . .._~._..?.. --.---.-.-- .L -.-.--~~~-.. _1_!!---- 1 Hi ~~ ~~_.. _g 
Mid South Insurance Company  2  1  1 6 9  2  m l - _....... -.._ .-.. -..-.- .__. --------~-_.----.--.~--. .-_-__ 
Grand ltota ls - Compan l es with 

bus lhass be l ow the 8tandard $271,482 $ 3 3 3 , 4 2 6  
Number of compan ies 81 6 8  

L e g e n d  

r”“l - Compan i e s whos e  ent i re exper i ence was be l ow the standard in o n e  or both years. 

: 
- Company  reported n o  mature, cred ib l e statew ide exper i ence. 
- Loss rat ios met or e x c e e d e d  the standard in al l states. 

Note: Premiums are aggregate prem iums for al l po l i c ies so l d by the company with in a  state. A company 
whos e  aggregate loss rat io is be l ow the standard has o n e  or more po l i c ies that fai l to meet the min imum 
standard but may have  other po l i c ies that meet or exceed the standard. 
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Append i x III 

Group Med igap Insurers W ith Mature, Cred ib le 
Aggregate Loss Ratio Exper ience Be low  the 
M in im um Standard 

Do l l ars in thousands 
Ca lendar year 1988 Ca lendar year 1989 

Number of Loss rat io be l ow 75% Number of 
states where states where Loss rat io be l ow 75% 

po l lc les Number of Number of 
Company name were so ld states Prem iums 

po l lc les 
were so ld states Prem lums 

Compan l es whose ent lre mature, cred ib le exper ience was be l ow the standard In one or both years 
Exper ience was be l ow the standard 

In both years: 
Blue Cross & B lue Sh ie l d of Kentucky, 

Inc. 1  1  $13,9oo’t 1  1  $15,192 ________--_--_.__.. L.& _d l + l -_.“._. 
Ca l farm L ife Insurance Compan y  1  1  3  4 4 0  1  1  3,735 
B lue Cross & B lue Sh ie l d of M i nnesota 

.-..-. .,II.~.~-...Y-~~r-.~I~ mm-< -I-- -” c,. -.- --r .~ ~._ 
z 1  3,245 1  1  3 1 5 6  ,, . . ..-..--~--.,,,..,“,.~!‘.,,, 

B lue Cross & B lue Sh ie l d Un i ted of 
W iscons i n 1  1  2,196 1  1  1 9 2 7  ---.A___ i j ___-- j  L_..,. 1,1 a..* ,+..,., L.. ..I. 

Amer i can Genera l  Gr o u p  Insurance 
Compan y  1  1  2  0 3 1  1  1  1,260 -A- _  __--___ ~_-.-.-_~.- . . . .._ ~.... .~ 

Nat i ona l  Casua l ty Compan y  
-- 

2_- 2  9 8 6  3  3  1,032 l_ l* l._ l l_- -X-X-___.C-.I,I,__I.“....-,-.~.--- 

Co;;t i ;n;Amer ican L ife Insurance 2  2  7 0 8  3 3  9 8 1  
- 

.--.. .~ ~. _._,~_ --..._. “-.-~.+.-.-~-L~+.,,^. ._+-,+*.+ - ,.,. _I/-L- i l l l l l 141 i l l l  
I nsurance Compan y  of North Amer i ca 1  1  8 1 7  1  1  7 6 4  
New Mex i co B lue Cross & B lue Sh ie ld.. 

------ LII1-_ l- l l l _ l -__ l_-I---., .-_ 

Inc. .- .~ .~ ~ ~ ~  Ir+---““-,,..,--__^__), 1  1  1 0 6 3  1  1  7 2 3  --Ad ---a--.. _, i. j l j , l,.. “___.-_ 
B lue cross & B lue Sh ie l d of Ore g o n  1  1  4 8 1  1  1  5 0 6  
Cont!nenta l  Casua lV COn-wJY -~. 

__*r-_ l _ l l l _^__~ _*__ _ _ _ _ _  ..~~~. ..-.. ~ ~  
.~~ ._ ~. , jLL -vy_III. +,&L,,&- 6 8 5  2  : 2  467 ,(. Iy_____ 

Harvest L ife Insurance Compan y  
-_:---I l*____.cI.,.“I.---_ 

Memph i s  Hosp ita l  Serv i ce & Surg ica l  
--- -.---. -- ----“--- l l --~-L~, 111.1.1242 8  5  8 5 1 1  1  1  1  ,,,,,, ,,, ,, ,.. --IIL 

Assn. Inc. 1  1  3 0 1  1  1  J95 ,,,, _-_ ‘,, 
L ife Insurance Compan y  of North 

Amer i ca 2  2 ’ 1  f ire 1  1  1 7 0  -.-. _L- ---_.- ..---.. ..-. .._- ._ 
Exper ience was be l ow the standard 

In 1988: 4  
B lue Sh ie l d of Iowa 1  1  18,440 0  0  0  
Gro u p  Hea l th Serv i ce of Ok l a h oma Inc. 

~~. -...-. ..~ ~~. I l_ lr - _ _-___ ~  -._,. --..-_- ._.._ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - .  . ~ ~ ~  ~ ~ ~ ~  
l . ~~ J_r.. l_--.I_--IY.L 1  1  1q,o12 l 0 ~~..._...___.. ..---. ..~ 

Corpcrate L ife Insurance Compan y  1  1  2,229 l 0  0  
Federa l  L ife Insurance Compan y  1  1  3  0  l 0  _.- -------. -.~~-. .-~~ _. ~ ~ ~ ~  
Un i ted Secur i ty Assurance Co. of 

Pennsy l van i a ---._,,~ .____. i if i__ _.... _ - - ~ ~ ~ _ _  F.-- 1  l 0  
Prov i ders F ide l i ty L ife Insurance 

Cpmpan y  1  1  1 6 5  0  0  0  L _ _  _-- - ~ ~ -  
(cont i nued) 
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Append ix III 
Group Med i gap Insurers With Mature, 
Cred ib le Aggregate Loss Rat io Exper ience 
Be low the MIn imum 8tmdard 

Dol l ars in thousands .._. _._- ..^ ._..^ . .._._ _ _  . . . ~~~- .-. .~~ ~-- ._.~~ ~ ~ ~  ~. 
Ca lendar year 1988 Ca lendar year 1989 

Number of 
rtater where Loss rat io be l ow 75% Number of 

states where Loss rat io be l ow 75% 

Company name 
Exper ience was be l ow the standard In 

1989: 

po l lc les Number of Number of 
were so ld Premlums 

po l lc les 
states were so ld states Premiums 

Blue Cross & Blue Sh ie l d of A l abama 0  0  
B lue Cross of Western New York Inc. 0  0  
B lue Cross & Blue Sh ie l d of New 

Hampsh i re 0  0  
K ing County Med ica l  B lue Sh ie l d 
B lue Cross & Blue Sh ie l d of Miss iss ipp i 

0  --.~ 0  

Inc. 0  0  
L ife Investors Insurance Company  of 

-. .~ ~. ..~~ .._. ~ ~ ~  

Amer ica 0  0  

0  
0  

0  

0  
0  
0  

5  5  .,,*.*.., l,,.~, l. l ,,,,,,,,, ~.,...v.v. . . . . _  .- %?  
1  1  8 6 9  ,.._ _-.._.. . , j.,.X . . . . . . . .,, ,, l.,,.. l..,,X.I 
1  1  2 0 0  

B lue Cross & Blue Sh ie l d of Mary l and tnc. . _  
B lue Cross & Blue Sh ie l d of Kansas City 

0  0  

Exper ience wal l be l ow the standard In 
e lthgr 1988 or 1989 and met the 
stan idard In the other year: -,,, 

Prov i dent L ife & Acc ident Insurance 
Company  1 2  12 1 4 , 2 7 9  19 8 8 ~.~~ wm-i--Il.--v --,, _----.~~ ~~~~- 

Prov i dent L ife & Casua l ty Insurance 
Company  1  I 9 9 5  1  8  8  +..,,x l_ l i ___.. i Y-,-1 _Ix_ _*__ __-_-,_ ~- ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  

Pr inc ipa l Mutua l  L i fe Insurance Company  2  2  3 3 3  1 3  1 2  32,369 . ..~...LII..I . . . _.- -... _... . . --_I i..//..L~11.-_..-(----... ~~ ~~~ 
Subtota ls - Company’s ent lre bus iness 

wa8 be l ow standards In one or both 
years $80 831 
Number of compan ies $3 2 2  

Compqn l es with some mature, cred ib le exper ience be l ow the standard 
Prudent i a l  Insurance Company  of 

Amer ica 5 2  6  $ 1 2 , 2 2 3  5 3  3 0  $ 3 2 7 , 8 6 7  
North Amer ican L ife & Casua l ty 5  4  5 , 1 4 6  4  3  1 3 , 6 5 6  
Hartford Acc ident & Indemn ity Company  0  0  0  4 1  a 6 , 6 1 4  

(cont i nued) 

Page 19 GAOEIRD-92-54 Med i gap Insurers’ Loss Rat ios 



Append ix III 
Group Med l gap Insurers With Mature, 
Cred ib le Aggregate Lors Rat io Exper ience 
Be low the M in imum Standard 

Dol l ars in thousands 
Ca lendar year 1986 Ca lendar year 1989 

Number of Lo88 rat io be l ow 75% Number of 
Mater where state, where Loss rat io be l ow 75% 

pol lc les Number of 
Company name were 8o ld states Premluma 

po l lc les Number of 
were so ld Mates Premiums 

Monumenta l  Genera l  Insurance 
Company  .-15---.-----12-_--______ $ 5 , 2 0 8  1 7  1 2  $ 5 , 3 2 6  --- 

Mutua l  L i fe Insurance Company  of New 
York 5  3  5 , 2 1 8  8  4  5 , 1 5 6  

Co lon i a l  Penn  Frank l i n Insurance 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ -  ..--_ ~~. -~~~. 

Company  2 5  1 6  7 , 5 4 4  0 0 0 
Nat i onw i de L ife Insurance Company  2  1  1 , 0 0 1  2  n n 
Grand tota l8 - Compan l es with 

bur lnerr be l ow the standard $116,667 $471,820 
Number of compan l ea 2 9  2 8  

L e g e n d  

tIzzz l- _ _  Compan i e s whos e  ent i re exper i ence was be l ow the standard in o n e  or both years. 

: 
- Company  reported n o  mature, cred ib l e statew ide exper i ence. 
- Loss rat ios met or e x c e e d e d  the standard in al l states. 

Note: Premiums are aggregate prem iums for al l po l i c ies so l d by the company with in a  state. A company 
whos e  aggregate loss rat io is be l ow the standard has o n e  or more po l i c ies that fai l to meet the min imum 
standard but may have  other po l i c ies that meet or exceed the standard. 
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Append i x IV 

Ma jor Contr ibutors to Th is Report 

Human Resources 
Div is ion, 
Wash i ngton, D.C. 

Thomas Dowda l , Ass istant Director, (410) 965-802 1 
Roger Hu ltgren, Ass i gnment Manager 
Jerry Baugher, Eva luator 

Ph i l ade l ph i a Reg i ona l  Michae l  J. Stepek, Eva luator- i n-Charge 

Office 
Michae l  R. Piska i, Eva luator 
Frank Fo ley, Computer Programmer Ana lyst 
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- -  
O rc h v i n g  In fo rm a ti o n  

T h e  fi r s t c o p y  o f e a c h  G A O  r e p o rt i s  fre e . A d d i ti o n a l  c o p i e s  a r e  $ 2  
M a c h . O r d c ~ r s  s h o u l d  h e  s e n t to  th e  fo l l o w i n g  a d d r c + s s ., a c c o m p a n i e d  
b y  a  d e c k  o r  m o n e y  o r d e r  m a d e  o u t to  th e  S u p e r i n tt:n c i e n t o f D o c u -  
m e u ts , w h e n  n c v e s s a r y . O r d e r s  fo r  1 0 0  o r  m o r e  c o p i e s  to  b e  m a i l e d  
to  a  s i n g l e  a d d r e s s  a r e  d i s c o n n te d  2 5  p e r c e n t. 

1 J .S . G e n e r a l  A c c o u n ti n g  O ffi c e  
I’.(). 1 3 0 x  0 0 1 5  
G a i th e r s b u r g , M D  2 0 8 7 7  

O r d e r s  m a y  a l s o  b e  p l a c e d  b y  c a l l i n g  ( 2 0 2 )  2 7 5 6 2 4 1 . 






