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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

The Claim Analytic2010 Group LTDeBchmarkinggudy compares LTD recovery experience
across several insurance compani@sekey objective is to aid companies in identifying areas
where there is potential to improve their claimmgetices and claims experience.

Performances measured as the difference betweken O 2 Y lekpgcted2@month recovery

rate and the average of thexpected 24month recovery rates for all companies, as measured

on a standardizegortfolio of new Group LTD claims. Expected recovery rates were determined
dzaAy3 LINBRAOUGUAOGS Y2RSta GKIG 6SNBE OFf AoN) GSR
experience.

RESULTS
Performance by Company
Performance = Expected Recovery Rate - Average Recovery Rate
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BPerf| 8% 5% 2% 0% 0% 0% | -1% | -1% | -3% | -3% | -4% | -4%
Exp| 59% | 56% | 53% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 50% | 50% | 48% | 48% | 47% | 47%
Ave [ 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51%

The above chart summarizése overall performancef each participating company.
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PARTICIPATING COMPANIES

Thee are 12participating companigsup from 8 last yeafin alphabetical order)

e Aetna Life e AssurantEmployee Benefits
e Guardian Life e Hartford Life

¢ INGEmployee Benefits e Lincoln Financial

e Met Life e Mutual of Omaha

e Principal Financial e Prudential

e Sun Life Assurance Co e Unum

Please note that to preserve anonymity each company have been randssigped a letter
between A and.L

KEY FINDINGS

1. Performanceand Diagnostic Categoryl he difference in expected recovery rates
(performance between the best and worst performers i2% (up from 11% last year)
The wide differences in performance by compamyjstfor some, but not all, diagrstic
categories. These are the diagnostic categories where claims management practices can
have a significant impact on outcomes. Performance does not vary greatly by company
for other diagnostic categories. These are the diagnostic categories where claims
management practices have less impact on outcomes.

As anexample, consider the two most prevalent diagnostic categories: musculoskeletal
and cancers

e Thefirst chart below shows tht the range ofperformanceby companyfor
musculoskeletal claims muchwider than the range fooverall results.This
indicatesthat musculoskeletal claims aeediagnostic category where claims
management pactices can influenceutcomes

e The second chart below shows the ranggefformanceby company for cancer
claims $ much narrower than the range for the overall results. This indicates that
there is less opportunity for claims management practices to affect outcomes for
cancer claims.
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Performance by Company: Musculoskeletal Claims
Performance = Expected Recovery Rate - Average Recovery Rate
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BPerf| 14% | 8% -2% 1% 2% 1% 2% 7% | 5% | -7% | -8% | -3%

Exp| 68% | 62% | 52% | 55% | 56% | 55% | 56% | 47% | 49% | 47% | 46% | 51%

Ave | 54% | 54% | 54% | 54% | 54% | 54% | 54% | 54% | 54% | 54% | 54% | 54%

Performance by Company: Cancer Claims
Performance = Expected Recovery Rate - Average Recovery Rate
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2. Extended Duration Claim§here are significant differences in tlaetud historic
recovery ratesluringbenefit months 2448 between the 12 participating companies.
The range is between 7% with an average of 10%his suggests that some companies
may be missing significant opportunities in their extended duration claiitigere
through lack of expertise or lack of resources.

Historic Recovery Rate by Company
24 - 48 months
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Diff -1% 7% -2% -4% 2% 1% -4% 5% -2% 0% 4% -4%

Recovery Rate

3. Increasing Average Claimant Agehe average age of new claimants by benefit year has
increased steadily from 2062008 by nearly two years from 47.0 to 4819 spite of this
increase in the avege claimant age, the distribution of claims by diagnostic category
has been very stablé.e., the cause of disability tends to vary by age; however, although
the average claimant age has increased by two years between 2002 and 2008 the
frequencies of vadus diagnoses has remained quite static.
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Historic Claimant Age by Benefit Year
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4. Variance in Claim Approval RateBhere is a much greater than expected variance
in claim approval rates across companies. The rates range from a low of 60.0% to a
high of 89.6%. The average claim approvas iat78.3%Tl here is an expectation
within the industry that performance should be greatest for companies with the
highest approval rates, and visersa. Based on our survey of company approval
rates, we do not see evidence of this pattern.
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The chart lelow shows the average performance of companies within each claim approval rate
band.

Performance by Claim Approval Rate
Average across Companies
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5. Claim Scoring UsagPerformance is best for the companies that used claim scoring
as a claims management tool for at least part of the study pefitaim scoring ia
service provided by Claim Analytics which uses predictive modeling to score each
claim on its likelihood of return to work. Claim scoring is applied as a decision
support and resource optimization tool for managing disability claims.
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COMPANY SPECIFIC ANALYSIS

In addition to this, the main report, each participating company will receive a separate,
individualized analysishich willrevealto them theircompany code and provide amalysis of
their own performance.

BENCHMARKING USER GROUP

ClaimAnalytics will host a user group meeting for benchmarking participants in the fall of 2010.
The user group meeting will provide companies an opportunity to share their claims
management experiences and work toward developing induside best practices.

REPORT FORMAT

Section 1¢ Report Overview and MethodologyT his section provides an overview of the study
and discusses the study methodology.

Section 2 Study ResultsThis section compares expected recovery rates across companies for
the standardizedJ2 NIi T2t A2 2F Of I AYad ¢KS NBadzZ 6a &Kz
performance as well as their performance by the various claim attributes that have been
analyzed, such as diagnostic category and region.

Section X Extended Duration Claim&his setton shows the actual historical recovery rates
between benefit months 2418 for each company on their own block of claims. Readers are
cautioned that a comparison of actual historical recovery rates between companies may not
provide insight into the claismmanagement performance of the companies because there are
underlying differences in the profile of claims between companies.

Section 4 Historical TrendsThis section provides a comparison of the profile of new
claimants by benefit year from 20008 and highlights trends such as the average claimant
age and the distribution of claims by diagnostic category by benefit year.

Section 5 SSDI Approval Rates by Benefit YeRmis section provides a comparison between
companies of the proportion of clais that have been approved for SSDI benefits by benefit
year. The results will help each company better understand how the proportion and timing of
their claimants being approved for SSDI benefits compares to the other participating
companies.

Section 6 Claims Practices Survey Resultsd  LJF NI 2 F GKA& &SI NRa 068
participant completed a survey about their claims management practices. The results of the
survey allow companies to compare their claims management practices to those athiére
participants and also to see how different practicesrelate to performance levels.

12
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METHODOLOGY
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OVERVIEW
OBJECTIVE

Insurance companiesan differ widelyin their LTD claims management practices. However,
until now Group LTD insurers have not had a reliable way to measure the effectiveness of their
claims management practices relative to their peers.

The Claim Analytics benchmarking study compares LTD recovery experience across several
participating insuance companies.

This is the second year of the study. Several enhancements have been added since last year:

Analysis of recovery rates for extended duration claims (Section 3)
Analysis of historical trends (Section 4)

Analysis of SSDI approval rates (iBad)

Survey of participating companies on specific claims practices (Section 6)

PARTICIPATING COMPANIES

The patrticipating insurance compani@s alphabetical ordenvere as follows:

Aetna Life
AssurantEmployee Benefits
Guardian Life

Hartford Life
INGEmployee Benefits
Lincoln Financial

Met Life

Mutual of Omaha
Principal Financial
Prudential

Sun LifeAssurance Co.
Unum

Please note that in order to maintain anonymity, throughout this report each participating
companyhas beerassigned letter between A and_based on the order of performance
ranking

CA@GS 2F GKAA &8SINRA LINIHGAOALIYyOGa 6SNB y20 | LI
Assurant Employee Benefits, Guardian Life, ING Employee Benefits and Prudential. Sun Life
14
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BENEFITS OF PREDICTIVE MODELING

A key feature of this study is that predictive modeling taghes are emgloyed to normalize for
RATFSNBYyOSa Ay (KS o0dzaAySada YAE 06SisSSy O2YLJ
comparison of LTD recovery rates between companies.

An unadjusted comparison of LTD recovery rates between insurance comparyigsovale
misleading results as it does not account for the underlying differences that exist in the
business written by the companies. For example, it is well documented that LTD recovery rates
decrease as elimination period increases. Thus, initieat writes a large proportion of 180

day business wijlhll else being equahave lower recovery rates than insuréthat writes a lot

of 90-day business. However, it would be wrong to conclude based on this that insisraot

as effective at claims magement as insurey.

t NERAOUADGS Y2RStAYy3I tft2a dza (2 tisfcd@ROHNI KS
claim data and quantify the relationships between claimant profile (age, elimination period,
diagnosis, etc) and likelihood of recovelhe result is the ability to compare the expected

recovery results for a standardizeadrtfolio of claims across several insurance compagies

both as a way to measure aggregate performance of each company and also as a way to

identify for each companyheir areas of relative strength and weakness.

DEFINITIONS

a) Recovery The termination of an approved claim for a reason consistent with a claimant
returning to work, being able to return to work or failing to provide evidence that (s)he
is unable to retun to work.

Examples of termination reasons that are considered toda®veryinclude: return to
work, advance pay and close, not totally disabled for any occupation and failure to
provide medical evidence. Examples of termination reasons that@ireonsidered to
be recovery include: death arattainment of maximum benefit.

Note that within the benchmarking study we focus onrr@dnth recovery meaning
claimants that recover within 24 months of the benefit date (the date the elimination
period is satiied).

15
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b) Expected Recovery Ratéhe likelihood of 24nonth recovery fola claimas estimated
bya givenO 2 Y LJI pyedi€ive model.

Note that for any given claim, thexpected recovery ratavill be different for each
company because the predictive modal® specific to each company and their own,
unigue, claim experience.

c) PerformanceThe difference between the expected recovery rate damompany and
the average of the expected recovery rates for all companies.

d) Standardized Portfolio of Claim# patfolio of 200,000claims constructed bgandomly
sampling, with replacemenall claims from the participating companies.

REPORT FORMAT

The report includes the following sections:

Section 1¢ Report Overview and MethodologyT his section provides averview of the study
and discusses the study methodology.

Section 2 Study ResultsThis section compares expected recovery rates across companies for

GKS aidlFlyRINRAT SR LR2NIT2fA2 2F OflAYad ¢KS NBa
performance a well as their performance by the various claim attributes that have been

analyzed, such as diagnostic category and region.

Section X Extended Duration Claimd his section shows the actual historical recovery rates
between benefit months 2418 for each company on their own block of claims. Readers are
cautioned that a comparison of actual historical recovery rates between companies may not
provide insight into the claims management performance of the companies because there are
underlying differences the profile of claims between companies.

16

CLAIM



Section 4 Historical TrendsThis section provides a comparisorttod profile of new
claimants by benefit year from 202008 and highlights trends such as the average claimant
age and the distribution oflaims by diagnostic category by benefit year

Section 5 SSDI Approval Rates by Benefit Y€EHmis section provides a comparison between
companies of the proportion of claims that have been approved for SSDI benefits by benefit
year. The results will e each company better understand how the proportion and timing of
their claimants being approved for SSDI benefits compares to the other participating
companies.

Section & Claims Practices Survey Resultsa  LJF NI 2F (KA& &@SIFNDRa o6Syo
participant completed a survey about their claims management practices. The results of the

survey allow companies to compare their claims management practices to those of the other
participants and also to see how different practicesrelate to performarce levels.

Appendix Ag provides details on how States were classified into Regions.
Appendix Bg provides details on how ICD9 codes were classified into Diagnostic Categories.

Appendix Q; provides details on how SIC codes were classified into tnelsis

17
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DATA CONSIDERATIONS

MODEL DATA

The study was based on claims data provided byiledve participatingcompaniesand
included allapprovedclaims, both open and closed with datesbeinefit commencemenon or
after January 1, 2®)

DATA CONSID ERATIONS
Not all claims were used in the study:

o Claims that were denied, claims that did not satisfy the elimination period and claims
wherethe outcome was notlearlycoded were not used.

e Only claims with a benefit commencement date on or prior todbager 31, 208 were
used as we focused on recoveries witthe first 24 months of benefit, for claims with
later benefit commencement dates, the 2donth status would not have been
determined by December 31, 200&8hich was effectively the study erthte.

In total, we analyzed04,497 claims, of which 209,408 (5I%) recovered within 24 months of
benefit commencement.

DATA FIELDS ANALYZED

With minor exceptions, we limited the analysis to data fields that were provided by all
companies as follows:

e Age at disability e Elimination period

e Gender e Primary diagnosis (ICD9)
¢ Monthly benefit e Benefit percentage

¢ Region e Industry (SIC)

The appendiceprovide cetails onthe definitions of regions, diagnostic categories and
industries.

18
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STUDY METHODOLOGY

Thesteps involvedn developing the study results are discussed below.

MoODEL EACH COMPANY G CLAIM HISTORY

Apredictivemodel was builspecific toeachcompanybased ortheir own histoical claimdata,

to predict the likelihood of new claisrecovering wihin 24 months obenefitcommencement.

CREATING A PORTFOLIO OF CLAIMS

A portfolio of 200,000claimswas createdo be used as our standard for measuremerniis

portfolio was constructed bygandom sampling, with replacement, froatl 404,497 claims

reported bythe twelve participating companies

PREDICT OUTCOMES FOR THE PORTFOLIO OF CLAIMS

The portfolio of claimswas runii K N2 dza K S | Qrilquedndd¢ILThigirdvidiéd for each

companya prediction foreach clém of its likelihood ofecoveringd  a SR 2y G KIF i O2 YL
specificclaimmanagement practices.

AGGREGATION OF RESULTS

For each companthe predictedclaim recoveryesultswere aggregateaver all of the claims
to arrive atits overallexpected recovery rate

Resultswere then analyed by various claim attributes including age, elimination period,
gender region, diagnostic category, industry and monthly benefit amount.

19
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OVERALL RESULTS

Expected Recovery Rate by Company

100% 0- 24 months
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EETEXp | 59% | 56% | 53% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 50% | 50% | 48% | 48% | 47% | 47%
—Ave| 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51%
Perf| 8% | 5% | 2% | 0% | 0% | 0% | -1% | -1% | -3% | -3% | -4% | -4%

Expectedecovery rats were calculatedor each compayon the standardized portfolio of
claims.

For each companyperformancewas thenmeasuredas the difference betweeits expected
recovery rateand the average expected recovery rag&soss all companies.

The participants were assigned company codegbtam their performance relative to
benchmark. The participant with tHaghest performance has been codedG@ampany Athe
participant with the second highest performance has been codedamspany Band so on,
through to the participant with the lowegierformance which has been coded@smpany L

Assigning codes in this manner will be helpful to readers of this report. When looking at the
performance charts for any segment of claims the reader will be able to remember that the
companies with highestggregate performance are at the ldiand side of the chart and those
with lowest aggregate performance are at the rigfand side of the chart.

Theremainderof this sectiorwill discuss the kefindings and theranalyzeexpected recovery
rates across seeral key claimant attributes, such as age, elimination period, gender and
diagnostic category.
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KEY FINDINGS

There are three key findingaide range of performance between companiegerformance by
diagnostic category and performance by monthly benefit

1.

Wide Range of Performancd he difference in expected 2donth recovery rates
(performance)etween the best and worst performing companies296lAgain, the
expected recovery rates are for a standardipexdtfolio of claims so that performance
for eadh company is being measured on a like basis.

The chart below, which is the same as the chart from the previous page, shows that
Company Athe best performing company, would be expected to achieve a recovery
rate of 8% greater than average for the standaedportfolio of claims.Company, the

worst performer, would be expected to achieve a recovery ratdf less than average.

Expected Recovery Rate by Company

100% 0- 24 months
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EEEXp | 59% | 56% | 53% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 50% | 50% | 48% | 48% | 47% | 47%
—Ave| 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51%
Perf| 8% | 5% | 2% | 0% | 0% | 0% | -1% | -1% | -3% | -3% | -4% | -4%

Diagnostic Categoryfhere are wide differences in performance by company for some,
but not all, diagnostic categories. 8$e are the diagnostic categories where claims
management practices can have a significant impact on outcomes. Performance does
not vary greatly by company for other diagnostic categories. These are the diagnostic
categories where claims management praesitiave less impact on outcomédse
benchmarking report will help each company to identify the diagnostic categories for
which their experiene is relatively strong or weak.
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Diagnostic category is explored in greater detail later in this section of fhetrd-or

now, as arexample, consider the two most prevalent diagnostic categories:

musculoskeletal and cancers:

Musculoskeletal claims account for 28% of all claims analyizeifirst chart
below shows that the range of performance by company for miosteletal
claims is much wider than the range for overall results. This indicates that
musculoskeletal claims are a diagnostic category where claims management

practices can influence results.

Cancer claims make up 15% of all claims analyzed. The setamndelow

shows the range of expected outcomes by company for cancer claims is much
narrower than the range for the overall results. This indicates that there is less

opportunity for claims management practices to affect outcomes for cancer

claims.

Expected Recovery Rate by Diagnosis: Musculoskeletal
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EEmMUSC| 68% | 62% | 52% | 55% | 56% | 55% | 56% | 47% | 49% | 47% | 46% | 51%
——Ave 54% | 54% | 54% | 54% | 54% | 54% | 54% | 54% | 54% | 54% | 54% | 54%
Perf 14% | 8% | 2% | 1% | 2% | 1% | 2% | -7% | 5% | -7% | -8% | -3%
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Expected Recovery Rate by Diagnosis: Cancer
0- 24 months

100%
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EESICAN| 39% | 39% | 41% | 38% | 35% | 38% | 36% | 41% | 38% | 38% | 37% | 38%
—Ave | 38% | 38% | 38% | 38% | 38% | 38% | 38% | 38% | 38% | 38% | 38% | 38%

Perf | 1% | 1% | 3% | 0% | 3% | 0% | 2% | 3% | 0% | 0% | -1% | 0%

3. Monthly Benefit Most of the differences in performance by company are attributable
to claimants with monthly benefits of less than $2,500. This category incl@éo7all
claims.

The first chart below shows that performance for claimants witinthly benefits of
less than $2,500 is very similar to overall performance.

The second chart below shows that performance for claimants with monthly benefits
from $2,500- $3,999 has a similar pattern to overall performance, but to a lesser
magnitude.

The third chart below shows that nearly all companies perform equally well for
claimants with monthly benefits of $4,000 or greater.
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Expected Recovery Rate by Monthly Benefit: $ 0-2499
0- 24 months
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Expected Recovery Rate by Monthly Benefit: $ 2500-3999
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Expected Recovery Rate by Monthly Benefit: $ 4000+
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AGE

This chart shows the average expected recovery rate byagd, across all companies
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Asexpeckd, recovery rates decline steeply as claimant age increases.

The charts on the next two pages show the expected recoverg bgtage band for each
company The performance of the companiby age bands veryconsistent withthe overall

performanceresults.
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Expected Recovery Rate by Age: 0-39
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Expected Recovery Rate by Age: 40-49
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Expected Recovery Rate by Age: 50-59
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——Ave | 40% | 40% | 40% | 40% | 40% | 40% | 40% | 40% | 40% | 40% | 40% | 40%

Perf | 9% | 6% | 1% | 0% | 0% | 1% | 1% | 1% | 3% | 3% | 4% | 5%

Expected Recovery Rate by Age: 60+
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Perfl 8% | 6% | 3% | 0% | 0% | -1% | 2% | 0% | 4% | -4% | 0% | -4%
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ELIMINATION PERIOD

This chart shows the average expected recovery rate by elimination period.

Expected Recovery Rate by Elimination Period
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Average across Companies
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Asexpected recovery rates decline as elimination period increases.

The charts on the next two pages show the expected recovery ratesntipation period for
each companyTheperformance of the companidsr each elimination periothandis
consistent withthe overallperformanceresults; howeverthe range is performance increases
as elimination period gets longer.

Note thatthere is somevariation for the 889 day elimination period band because of the small
number of claims in that group.
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Expected Recovery Rate by Elimination Period: 0-89 days
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Perf| 5% | 5% | 0% | 3% | 2% | 2% | 0% | -4% | -1% | 3% | 2% | -1%
Expected Recovery Rate by Elimination Period: 90-179 days
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Perf 7% | 3% | 2% | 1% | 1% | 0% | 0% | 2% | -2% | -4% | -3% | -3%
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Expected Recovery Rate by Elimination Period: 180+ days
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Perf | 10% | 7% | 3% | 0% | 0% | 0% | -1% | 1% | -3% | -1% | 5% | -6%
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GENDER

This chart shows the average expected recovery rate by gender.

Expected Recovery Rate by Gender
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Female claimants exhibit much better-Bdbnth recovery rateshan male claimants. The
higher recovery rates for females are explained by a few factors:

e Very high recovery rates for pregnancy claims

e Female claimants are, on avera@el years younger than male claimants

e The average elimination period of female ofants is10.0days shorter than for male
claimants

e The averagenonthly benefitof female claimants is469less than for male claimants

The charts on tb nextpage show the expected recovery rates by gender for each company.
The performance of the compasby gendelis veryconsistent withthe overallperformance
results.
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Expected Recovery Rate by Gender: Male
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Perf| 8% | 6% | 0% | 0% | 1% | 0% | -1% | 0% | -4% | -4% | -4% | -6%
Expected Recovery Rate by Gender: Female
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REGION

This chart shows the average expected recovery rate by region.

Expected Recovery Rate by Region
0- 24 months
Average across Companies
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Recovery rates are lower in the South and Southwest than in the rest of the country.

The charts onthe next four pages show the expected recovery rates by region for each
company.

The performance of the companiey regionis reasonably consistent with the overall
performance results.
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Expected Recovery Rate by Region: New England
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Expected Recovery Rate by Region: Mid Atlantic
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Expected Recovery Rate by Region: Midwest
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Expected Recovery Rate by Region: South
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Expected Recovery Rate by Region: Southwest
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Expected Recovery Rate by Region: West
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DIAGNOSTIC CATEGORY

This chart shows thaverage expected recovery rate by diagnostic category.

Expected Recovery Rate by Diagnosis
0- 24 months
Average across Companies
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Recovery rates are highest for claimants on disability due to pregratetgd illnesses,
followed by injuries, digestive illnesses and musculoskeletal ailments. Recovery rates are
lowest forclaimants suffering from respiratory illnesses, ailments of the nervous system,
endocrine disorders, circulatory diseases and cancers.

The charts on the next thirteen pages show the expectedwegorates by diagnostic category
for each company.
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Expected Recovery Rate by Diagnosis: Cancer
0- 24 months
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—Ave | 38% | 38% | 38% | 38% | 38% | 38% | 38% | 38% | 38% | 38% | 38% | 38%

Perf | 1% | 1% | 3% | 0% | -3% | 0% | 2% | 3% | 0% | 0% | -1% | 0%

Thet is very little variation between companies in expected recovery rates for cancer claims,
implying that companies have similar experience with these types of claims.
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Expected Recovery Rate by Diagnosis: Circulatory
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——Ave | 34% | 34% | 34% | 34% | 34% | 34% | 34% | 34% | 34% | 34% | 34% | 34%
Perf | 7% 7% 2% 1% 1% 0% | 2% | 0% | -3% | 4% | -1% | -5%

The performance of companidésr managingcirculatory claimss similarto their ovesall

performance results.
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Expected Recovery Rate by Diagnosis: Digestive System
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——Ave| 58% | 58% | 58% | 58% | 58% | 58% | 58% | 58% | 58% | 58% | 58% | 58%
Perf| 6% 4% | 4% | 4% | 4% | 3% | 0% 5% | 6% | -3% | -4% | -9%

The performance of companies in managing digestive system claims is somewhat similar to
their overall performance results.

The companies with highest aggregate performag€&ompanies A, B anddalso perform

well for digesive system claims. And the companies with the lowest aggregate perforngance
Companies I, J, K and;lalso underperform for digestive system claims.

However, for the companies with average aggregate performgri¢empanies D, E, F, G and H

¢ there is anoderate amount of variation in results for digestive system claims.

This may be a diagnostic categevigere case management practicesd outcomesary
significantlyamongst companies.
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Expected Recovery Rate by Diagnosis: Endocrine System
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——Ave | 34% | 34% | 34% | 34% | 34% | 34% | 34% | 34% | 34% | 34% | 34% | 34%
Perf | 8% | 2% | 3% | 5% | -4% | 5% | -1% | 4% | 3% | -7% | 6% | -3%

Performance by company for claimants with diseases of the enumsgistem is similar to
performance for diseases of the digestive system.

Companies with strong overall performance also perform well for this diagnostic category while
companies with weak overall performance also underperform for this diagnostic catdemry
companies with average overall performance thereasdationin the results.
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Expected Recovery Rate by Diagnosis: Genitourinary System
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——Ave | 48% | 48% | 48% | 48% | 48% | 48% | 48% | 48% | 48% | 48% | 48% | 48%
Perf | 1% | 5% | 4% | 1% | 5% | 6% | -3% | -3% | 5% | 1% | -3% | 6%

The performance of companies in managgemitourinary illnesslaims is different than their
overall performance results. particular,ComparnesE, F and fare mud better andCompany
Afares much worse fogenitourinaryclaims than in aggregate.

This may be a diagnostic category where case management pradifisgsignificantly
amongst companies.

44

CLAIM



Expected Recovery Rate by Diagnosis: Infectious/Parasitic Diseases
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Perf| 10% | 7% | 8% | 8% | 3% | 4% | 0% |-17% | -3% | 1% | -3% | -11%

Theperformance of companies in managimfectious and paasitic diseaselaimsdiffers from
overall performance results.

The companies with the strongest aggregate res@tnpanies A, B and @ll perform very

well for this diagnostic category. For the other nine companies, there is not a strong correlation
between aggregate performance and performance for infectious and parasitic disease claims. In
particular,Companies @2nd Jperform much better for this diagnostic category than in

aggregate an€Companies knd Lperform much worse for this diagnostic cgtay than in
aggregate.
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Expected Recovery Rate by Diagnosis: Injury and Poisoining
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—Ave | 73% | 73% | 73% | 73% | 73% | 73% | 73% | 73% | 73% | 73% | 73% | 73%
Perf| 11% | 9% | 5% | 0% | 3% | -1% | 3% | -1% | 4% | 2% | 6% | -8%

In generalthe O 2 Y LJI peKdBdaszein managingnjury and poisoninglaimshas asimilar
patternto their overall level operformance However, the magnitude of results is greater than
overall¢ meaning the degree of ovémunderperformance for this diagnostic category is more
pronounced that aggregate over / underperformance.

Injury and poisoning may be a diagnostic category where claims management practices have a
significant impact on claim outcomes.
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Expected Recovery Rate by Diagnosis: Mental Disorder
0- 24 months
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Perf | 4% | -6% | 4% | 6% | 12% | 2% | -15% | 19% | -1% | 0% | 3% | -18%

The performane of companies in managing mental disorder claims is significantly different
from their overall performance results. In particul@ompanes E andd perform significantly
better andComparnesB, D, G and perform significanty worsefor these claims.
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Expected Recovery Rate by Diagnosis: Musculoskeletal
0- 24 months
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——Ave | 54% | 54% | 54% | 54% | 54% | 54% | 54% | 54% | 54% | 54% | 54% | 54%
Perf | 14% | 8% | 2% | 1% | 2% | 1% | 2% | -7% | 5% | -7% | 8% | -3%

For most companiegerformancein managingnusculoskeletatlaims is similar to their overall
level ofperformance ForComparesA, B, J and Kperformance for musculoskeletal claims is
similar to overall performance but much more pronounced. Outcofoesnusculoskeletal
claims may be sensitive to claims management practices.
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Expected Recovery Rate by Diagnosis: Nervous System
0- 24 months
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Perf| 7% | 7% | 2% | 2% | 3% | 0% | 1% | -5% | -1% | 2% | -2% | -2%

In generalthe O 2 Y LJI peKoBaizein managingiervous systentlaims is similar to their
overall level operformance but to a lesser magnitude
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Expected Recovery Rate by Diagnosis: Pregnancy
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Perf 1% | -1% | 1% | 1% | 0% | 1% | 1% | -1% | 1% | 2% | 0% | 0%

Recovery rates fgoregnancy claims are consistently high across companies. Asd¢nage
expectedrecovery rate is 96% for these claims, there is no room for any company to achieve a
significant excess recovery rate.
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Expected Recovery Rate by Diagnosis: Respiratory System
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Perf 6% | 7% | 5% | 1% | -4% | 2% | -7% | -1% | 4% | -3% | -3% | -3%

Performanceby company for respiratory clainis conparable to aggregate performance for
most companies.
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Expected Recovery Rate by Diagnosis: All Other
0- 24 months
100%
80%
= 60% A
@
>
0 40% A
(@]
[&]
(3
x
20% 1
0%
A B C D E F G H [ J K L
EEDOTHER | 63% | 59% | 55% | 52% | 47% | 49% | 52% | 56% | 45% | 47% | 42% | 48%
——Ave 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51%
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s

In generalthe 02 YLI YA S& Q & dzG&@ S FAKIME Y simildr 46 thériowedll level of
performancebut magnified.

ForCompanies A, B and @e three companiewith aggregate performarebetter than
average, excess expected recoveries are even higher for this diagnostic group.

Similarly, fotCompanies I, J, K andthe four companieswith aggregate performanceorse
than average, excess expected recovetegerl to belower for this dagnostic group.
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INDUSTRY

This chart shows the average expected recovery rate by Industry.

Expected Recovery Rate by Industry
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Expected recovery ratewe consistent across most industries, with two exceptions.

e Expected recovery rates are much higher than average for the EducatustriydThe
high expected recovery rates result from a high proportion of pregnancy claims (19% for
Education vs 7% in total) and a short average elimination period (95 days for Education
vs 135 days in total).

o Expected recovery rates are much lower thaeage for the Manufacturing industry.
The low expected recovery rates result from a low proportion of pregnancy claims (4%
for Manufacturing vs 7% in total) and an older average claimant (48.5 years for
Manufacturing vs 47.4 years in total).

The charts o the next eight pages show the expected recovery rates by Industry category for

each company.

Across industries, the performance for the companies does not vary greatly from their overall

performance.
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Expected Recovery Rate by Industry: Education
0- 24 months
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g
8 60% A
>
(3]
2 40% -
[&]
(3
x
20% 1
0% 1
A B C D E F G H [ J K L
E=mEdu| 66% | 63% | 61% | 64% | 60% | 61% | 56% | 58% | 58% | 55% | 58% | 57%
—Ave| 60% | 60% | 60% | 60% | 60% | 60% | 60% | 60% | 60% | 60% | 60% | 60%
Perf| 6% | 3% | 1% | 4% | 0% | 1% | 4% | 2% | 2% | 5% | -2% | -3%

In generalthe O 2 Y LJI peidBdaizein managng Education claims is similar to their overall
level ofperformance

Company Dperforms better for Education claims than overall wilempany Gperforms
worse.
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Expected Recovery Rate by Industry: Finance

0- 24 months
100%
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EFin | 56% | 53% | 57% | 50% | 49% | 50% | 48% | 53% | 48% | 48% | 46% | 43%
——Ave| 50% | 50% | 50% | 50% | 50% | 50% | 50% | 50% | 50% | 50% | 50% | 50%
Perf| 6% | 3% | 7% | 0% | -1% | 0% | 2% | 3% | 2% | 2% | -4% | -7%

In generalthe O 2 Y LJI peKdBwiaizein managing Finance claims is similar to theirall

level ofperformance

Company (erforms better for Finance claims than overall wilempany Iperforms worse.
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Expected Recovery Rate by Industry: Health

0- 24 months
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B Health| 60% | 55% | 53% | 52% | 51% | 50% | 52% | 51% | 47% | 49% | 47% | 55%
—Ave 529 | 52% | 52% | 52% | 52% | 52% | 52% | 52% | 52% | 52% | 52% | 52%

Perf 8% 3% 1% 0% | 1% | 2% | 0% | -1% | 5% | -3% | 5% | 3%

For the Health industryperformance formost companiess similar to overall levels.

Company Lhas better results for Health ctas than its overall performance.
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Expected Recovery Rate by Industry: Manufacturing

0- 24 months
100%
80%
o
8 60%
>
(3]
3 40% -
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(0]
x
20% 1
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A B C D E F G H [ J K L
BRI Manu| 56% | 52% | 44% | 46% | 48% | 48% | 46% | 44% | 43% | 43% | 43% | 41%
——Ave | 46% | 46% | 46% | 46% | 46% | 46% | 46% | 46% | 46% | 46% | 46% | 46%
Perf | 10% | 6% | 2% | 0% | 2% | 2% | 0% | 2% | -3% | 3% | 3% | 5%
Performanceby company for the Manufacturing industig/consistent with overall
performance levels
Company (as worse results for Manufacturing than its overall performance
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Expected Recovery Rate by Industry: Public Administration
0- 24 months
100%
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EEDIPUbA| 61% | 58% | 56% | 46% | 53% | 46% | 53% | 57% | 49% | 50% | 49% | 46%
——Ave | 52% | 52% | 52% | 52% | 52% | 52% | 52% | 52% | 52% | 52% | 52% | 52%
Perf | 9% | 6% | 4% | 6% | 1% | 6% | 1% | 5% | 3% | 2% | -3% | -6%

For most companies, performance fortiia Administration claims is similar to overall
performance.

ForCompany Hresults for Public Administration claims are better than overall performance.
ForCompany Cand CompanyfF, results for Public Administration claims are worse than overall
performance.
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Expected Recovery Rate by Industry: Services
0- 24 months
100%
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E=mServ| 59% | 57% | 55% | 53% | 55% | 54% | 52% | 54% | 51% | 52% | 49% | 48%
—Ave | 53% | 53% | 53% | 53% | 53% | 53% | 53% | 53% | 53% | 53% | 53% | 53%
Perf| 6% | 4% | 2% | 0% | 2% | 1% | -1% | 1% | 2% | -1% | -4% | -5%

Performanceby company for the Services indusisyonsistent with overalperformance

results.
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Expected Recovery Rate by Industry: Trade

0- 24 months
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B Trade| 61% | 62% | 55% | 56% | 51% | 55% | 52% | 53% | 52% | 49% | 48% | 46%
——Ave | 53% | 53% | 53% | 53% | 53% | 53% | 53% | 53% | 53% | 53% | 53% | 53%
Perf 8% 9% 2% 3% | 2% | 2% | 1% | 0% | -1% | -4% | 5% | -7%

Performance byompany for the Trade industgxhibits a similar pattern toverall
performance results, but the magnitudes of over / underpenfi@nce are greater.
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Expected Recovery Rate by Industry: Other
0- 24 months
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E=mOther| 60% | 56% | 57% | 52% | 53% | 50% | 53% | 49% | 48% | 49% | 48% | 45%
——Ave | 52% | 52% | 52% | 52% | 52% | 52% | 52% | 52% | 52% | 52% | 52% | 52%
Perf | 8% | 4% | 5% | 0% | 1% | 2% | 1% | -3% | -4% | 3% | -4% | 7%

Performance by c6 LJI y &

results.
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MONTHLY BENEFIT AMOUNT

This chart shows the average expected recovery rate by monthly benefit amount

Expected Recovery Rate by Monthly Benefit Amount
0- 24 months
Average across Companies
100%
= 80%
a4
>
o 60%
o
(8]
(0]
x 40%
20% A
0%
0-999 1000-2499 2500-3999 4000+
BAve 56% 53% 47% 39%
% Claims 10% 66% 17% 7%

Recovery rates decrease m®nthly benefit amounts increase. Some of decrease in recovery
rates is a result of higher earners typically being older and having more severe ailments but part
of the decrease is truly esult of the high monthly earnings and benefit amounts

For clamants with monthly benefits less thari $00, performance by company tends to be in
the same direction as overall performance, but to a greater degree.

For claimants with monthly benefits between $1,000 and $2,499, performance by company is
very similar © overall performance.

For claimants with monthly benefits between $2,500 and $3,999, performance by company
tends to be in the same direction as overall performance, but to a lesser degree.

For claimants with monthly bene§ibf $4,000 or morethere isvery little variation in
performance between companies.

The charts on the next three pages show the expected recovery rates by monthly benefit
amount for each company.
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Expected Recovery Rate by Monthly Benefit: $ 0-999
0- 24 months
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B0-999 | 66% | 65% | 60% | 57% | 56% | 54% | 53% | 53% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 49%
—Ave |56% | 56% | 56% | 56% | 56% | 56% | 56% | 56% | 56% | 56% | 56% | 56%
Perf | 10% | 9% | 4% | 1% | 0% | 2% | 3% | 3% | 5% | 5% | 5% | -7%
Expected Recovery Rate by Monthly Benefit: $ 1000-2499
0- 24 months
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B 1000-2499 | 62% | 58% | 55% | 54% | 54% | 53% | 53% | 52% | 50% | 50% | 49% | 48%
—Ave 53% | 53% | 53% | 53% | 53% | 53% | 53% | 53% | 53% | 53% | 53% | 53%
Perf 9% | 5% | 2% | 1% | 1% | 0% | 0% | -1% | -3% | -3% | -4% | -5%

For monthly benefit of both $$999 and $1,0082,499, theperformance bycompanyis similar
to the overallperformance resultsThe degree of over / underperformance is more
pronounced at the $6999 benefit level than for the $1,0662,499 benefit level.
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Expected Recovery Rate by Monthly Benefit: $ 2500-3999
0- 24 months
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B 2500-3999 | 53% | 49% | 47% | 47% | 46% | 48% | 47% | 48% | 45% | 45% | 43% | 44%
—Ave A% | 47% | 47% | 47% | 47% | 47% | 47% | 47% | 47% | 47% | 47% | 47%
Perf 6% | 2% | 0% | 0% | -1% | 1% | 0% | 1% | 2% | 2% | -4% | -3%

For claimants with monthly benefits between $2,500 and $3,999, performaypoempany

tends to be in the same direction as overall performance, but to a lesser degree.
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Expected Recovery Rate by Monthly Benefit: $ 4000+

0- 24 months
100%
80%
e
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>
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8 40% A — — ——
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x
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0%
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BT 4000+ | 41% | 42% | 40% | 39% | 36% | 39% | 38% | 43% | 40% | 38% | 39% | 38%
—Ave 39% | 39% | 39% | 39% | 39% | 39% | 39% | 39% [ 39% | 39% | 39% | 39%
Perf 2% 3% 1% 0% -3% 0% -1% 4% 1% -1% 0% -1%

For monthly benefi of $4,000 or greater, there is little varteon in performance between

companies.

Company Hand Company Bperform better than average foclaimants with monthly benefits
of $4,000 or higherCompany Has the lowest expected recovery rates for claimants with
monthly benefits of $4,000 drigher.
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BENEFIT RATIO

This chart shows the average expected recovery rate by benefit ratio.

Expected Recovery Rate by Benefit Ratio
0- 24 months
Average across Companies
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0-59.9% 60-64.9% 65-69.9% 70+ %
DAverage 54% 51% 51% 43%
% of Claims 17% 68% 12% 3%

Expected recovery rates are, by far, lowest for claimants with benefit ratios of 70% or greater.

For benefit ratios up to 69.9%, performance is generally consistent with overall performance.

For benefit ratios of 70% or more, performance is not correlatedverall performance.

The charts on the next two pages show the expected recovery rates by monthly benefit amount

level for each company and relative to the average for all companies combined.
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Expected Recovery Rate by Benefit Ratio: 0 - 59.9%
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EED0-59.9% | 64% | 60% | 55% | 55% | 51% | 52% | 56% | 53% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 50%
—Ave 54% | 54% | 54% | 54% | 54% | 54% | 54% | 54% | 54% | 54% | 54% | 54%
Perf 0% | 6% | 1% | 1% | 3% | 2% | 2% | -1% | -3% | 3% | 3% | -4%
Expected Recovery Rate by Benefit Ratio: 60 - 64.9%
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E=60-64.9% | 59% | 56% | 54% | 51% | 52% | 51% | 50% | 49% | 48% | 49% | 47% | 47%
—Ave 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51%

Perf 8% | 5% | 3% | 0% | 1% | 0% | -1% | -2% | 3% | 2% | -4% | -4%
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Expected Recovery Rate by Benefit Ratio: 65 - 69.9%
0- 24 months
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EE65-69.9% | 56% | 55% | 53% | 51% | 54% | 52% | 51% | 56% | 48% | 44% | 47% | 45%
—Ave 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51% | 51%
Perf 5% | 4% | 2% | 0% | 3% | 1% | 0% | 5% | 3% | -7% | -4% | 6%
Expected Recovery Rate by Benefit Ratio: >= 70%
0- 24 months
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(&)
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A B C D E F G H [ J K L
E=T70+ % | 50% | 49% | 34% | 43% | 32% | 49% | 38% | 50% | 43% | 43% | 42% | 42%
——Ave | 43% | 43% | 43% | 43% | 43% | 43% | 43% | 43% | 43% | 43% | 43% | 43%

Perf 7% | 6% | 9% | 0% | -11% | 6% | -5% | 7% | 0% | 0% | -1% | -1%

Companies C, &dH perform much worse tha their overall levels for claimants with benefit
of 70% or moreCompanies F, H, |, JaKddL all perform much better.
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TIME TO RECOVERY

Time until recovery is an important consideration when measuring claims management
performance. For this section tife report, the analysis 3ot based on predictive modeling
and a standardized portfolio of claims. Rather, the results presented in this section of the report
FNB o6FaSR 2y SIFOK O2YLI yeéQa
not a perfect comparison; nonetheless, the findings will aid each company in better
understanding their claims management results.
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The chart above shows for each company the distribution of claims that did recover within 24
months by time to reovely (from the benefit date).

The companies with the best overall performan€Cempanies A, BndC have a lower than
average proportion of recoveries in the first three months. Their strong performance appears to
result from success in resolving claimsadér durations.

For the companies with the lowest overall performance there is no consistent finding:

ForCompany | the distribution of recoveries by time is very similar to average. This may
indicate that under performance results from a few opportigs missed at each duration.

Companies dndKachieve a lower than average proportion of recoveries within the first 6
months. The extensiom durationof expectedshortdurationclaims may exacerbate under
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performance by tying up resources that wowltherwise be available to work with more
complex claims.

Company lis showing a very high proportion of recoveries occurring within the first 6 months.
This company appears to have success in resolving claims that are able to recover quickly. The
opportunities for improvement are in achieving more recoveries betwe@d énonths(i.e.,

claims that are likely more complex but still have some likelihood of recpvery

¢tKS OKIFINI o0St2g¢ akKz2e¢a SIOK O2YLIyeQa | Oldz f
horizon. Actual recovery rates may be quite different than the predicted recovery rates used for
benchmarking because of differences in mix of business for some companies.

Historic Recovery Rate by Timeto Recovery (in Months)
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=36 12% | 9% | 9% | 10% | 10% | 11% | 8% | 8% | 9% | 8% | 12% | 9% | 9%
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SECTION 3

EXTENDED DURATION CLAIMS:

HISTORICAL EXPERIENCE
FOR RECOVERY BETWEEN
241 48 MONTHS

CLAIM
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AGGREGATE HISTORICAL EXPERIENCE FOR 24- 48
MONTH RECOVERY

This section of the report focuses on claims that are still open after 24 months of benefits and
measures their historical recovery rates during the next 24 months of ben€Efiese are very

few claimants that do recover between 28 months and so we could not build credible
predictive models, especially for some of the smaller companies. Therefore, we chose to show
historical recovery rates rather than predicted recovery rdteshis time horizon.

The historical recovery rates discussed in this section ara¢helrecovery rates experienced
by each company for theawn block of claims. This is very different than the expected
recovery rates analyzed in thmevious sectin of this report which are the recovery rates a
company would bexpectedto achieve for thestandardized portfolio of claimsSince the
profile of historical claims differs by company, the historical recovery rates doeuassarily
provide a consistenmneasure of claims management performance.

The chart below shows actual -28 month recovery rates for each company, compared to the
average across companies. There is a wide range of recovery rates across companies
experience varies from 6% to 17%.

Historic Recovery Rate by Company
24 - 48 months
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Recovery Rate

The remainder of this section shows historical recovery rates across several key claimant
attributes.

72

CLAIM



AGE

Historic Recovery Rate by Age

24 - 48 months

Average across Companies
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Recovery rates for extended duration claims decrease as age increases.

The charts on the next two pages show the recovery rates by compangdbrage band. The

variance in 248 month recovery rates is much greater for claimants aged less than 50 than for

claimants aged 50 or more.
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Historic Recovery Rate by Age: 0-39
24 - 48 months
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Historic Recovery Rate by Age: 40-49
24 - 48 months
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Recovery Rate
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Historic Recovery Rate by Age: 50-59
24 - 48 months
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Historic Recovery Rate by Age: 60+
24 - 48 months
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ELIMINATION PERIOD

Recovery Rate by Elimination Period
24 - 48 months
Average across Companies
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Recovery rates for extended duration claims do not vary significantly bynation period.

This contrasts with new claims, where recovery rates decrease as elimination period increases.
It appears that the impact of elimination period on recovery rates fades as claim duration
lengthens.
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GENDER

Historic Recovery Rate by Gender
24 - 48 months
Average across Companies
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Recovery rates for extendedidhtion claims do not vary significantly by gender.

CLAIM

77



CLAIM

Historic Recovery Rate by Gender: Male
24 - 48 months
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Historic Recovery Rate by Gender: Female
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REGION

Historic Recovery Rate by Region
24 - 48 months
Average across Companies
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Recovery rates for extended duration claims are consistent across all regions.
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DIAGNOSTIC CATEGORY

Historic Recovery Rate by Diagnosis
24 - 48 months
Average across Companies
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Recovery rates for extended duration claims vary greatly by digtgncategory.

The following diagnostic categories have much greater than averag@ Bdonth recovery
rates: pregnancies, injuries and musculoskeletal claims.

While these diagnostic categories have much lower than averagi 2donth recovery rates:
cancer, respiratory and nervous system claims.

Of the diagnostic categories that are most prevalent for extended duration claims, the ones
with the most variance in recovery rates by company are mental/nervous conditions, injuries
and musculoskeletal claim$hose with the smallest variance in recovery rates between
companies are cancers, circulatory disorders and nervous system claims.
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Historic Recovery Rate by Diagnosis: Cancer

24 - 48 months
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Historic Recovery Rate by Diagnosis: Circulatory
24 - 48 months
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Historic Recovery Rate by Diagnosis: Digestive System
24 - 48 months
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Historic Recovery Rate by Diagnosis: Endocrine System
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Historic Recovery Rate by Diagnosis: Genitourinary System
24 - 48 months
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Historic Recovery Rate by Diagnosis: Infectious/Parasitic Diseases
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Historic Recovery Rate by Diagnosis: Injury and Poisoining
24 - 48 months
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Historic Recovery Rate by Diagnosis: Musculoskeletal
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Historic Recovery Rate by Diagnosis: Mental Disorder
24 - 48 months
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Historic Recovery Rate by Diagnosis: Nervous System
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Historic Recovery Rate by Diagnosis: Pregnancy
24 - 48 months
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Historic Recovery Rate by Diagnosis: Respiratory System
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Historic Recovery Rate by Diagnosis: All Other
24 - 48 months
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INDUSTRY

Historic Recovery Rate by Industry
24 - 48 months
Average across Companies
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There are some slight differences in recovery rategeikended duration claims by industry.
Recovery rates are greatest for the Trade industry and lowest for the Finance industry.
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MONTHLY BENEFIT AMOUNT

Historic Recovery Rate by Monthly Benefit Amount
24 - 48 months
Average across Companies
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For extended duration claims, recovery rates decrease as benefit amount increases.

The variance inacovery rates by company decreases as benefit amount increases as well.
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Historic Recovery Rate by Monthly Benefit: $ 0-999
24 - 48 months
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Historic Recovery Rate by Monthly Benefit: $ 1000-2499
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Historic Recovery Rate by Monthly Benefit: $ 2500-3999

24 - 48 months
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Historic Recovery Rate by Monthly Benefit: $ 4000+
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BENEFIT RATIO

Historic Recovery Rate by Benefit Ratio
24 - 48 months
Average across Companies
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For benefit ratios of less than 70%,-28 month recovery rates decrease as benefit ratios

increase. For benefit ratios of 70% or greater, thed84ronth recovery rates are slightly

higher than those for benefit ratios of 68®.9%.
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Historic Recovery Rate by Benefit Ratio: 0 - 59.9%

24 - 48 months
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Historic Recovery Rate by Benefit Ratio: 60 - 64.9%
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Historic Recovery Rate by Benefit Ratio: 65 - 69.9%
24 - 48 months
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Historic Recovery Rate by Benefit Ratio: >= 70%
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HISTORICAL TRENDS
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HISTORICAL TRENDS

This section of the repoitoboksat the profile of claims that have been approved by the
participating companies from 2002008 totry and identifyany emerging trends.

The most noticeable trend is that the average claimant age has increased nearly 2 years over
the study period, from 47.0 years in 2002 to 48.9 years in 2008.

In light of the increasing@mant age, it is surprising to observe that the distribution of claims

by diagnostic category has been relatively stable over the study period. There has been a small
increase in the proportion of cancer claims and injury and musculoskeletal claimsand a
offsetting decrease in the proportion of pregnancies, circulatory and nervous system claims.
The decrease in the proportion of circulatory claims was much unexpected because this is the
diagnostic category with the highest average age.

The findings ar@resented in greater detail on the following pages.
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AGE

Historic Claimant Age by Benefit Year
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From 20022008 the average claimant age has increased by nearly two years. In 2008, there is a
much greater proportion of claimants aged 50 or more and a much lower proportion of
claimants agedess than 50 than in 2002.
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ELIMINATION PERIOD

Historic Elimination Period by Benefit Year
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Average elimination period does not show a distinct trend from 200@8. However, the
average elimination period for 2007 and 2008 is slightly below the long term average.
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GENDER

Historic Claims by Gender
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BF | 58% 58% 58% 58% 58% 58% 57% 58%
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The distribution otlaims by gender has been incredibly stable over the seven year period.
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REGION

Hhnmn

The distribution of claims by region has been very st 20022008. There does appear to
be a slight increase in the proportion of claims from the Mid Atlantic regiaha slight
decrease from the West region.
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