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November December January February March April May June July

Tentative Timeline

Dept. completes 
testing scenarios for 

new tables

* File CR-102

Actuarial Work Rulemaking Process

Contractor 
completes review 
of tables & testing

* Hold public 
hearings

Contractor provides 
update on findings at 

February RAC

*File CR-103 for rule 
adoption

* Rules become 
effective

* (Tentative) subject to change

Collecting feedback

Outreach

Contractor completes 
draft Final Report
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Permissible*

Loss Ratios ELRFs in WAC

(as of 3Q22) 296-17B-830

Accident Fund 77.2% 76.6%

Medical Aid Fund 92.0% 88.0%

*The Permissible Loss Ratio is the Loss Ratio at which the

premium rates would break even
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 Fit for purpose. The model is conceptually and methodologically sound for each 
model use.

 Accuracy of calculations. The modeling methodology is implemented correctly 
with accurate inputs and appropriate outputs.

 Design and data processing. The modeling environment, tools and design are 
appropriate for model uses.

 Model governance and documentation. Model control standards are 
implemented and the modeling process and technical functionality are accurately 
and comprehensively documented.



 Deficiency. An adverse finding (e.g., methodology or calculation error) that 
presents an immediate or continued risk to the company if not corrected for a 
period of time.

 Model risk. An observation noted by the validator of a potentially risk- bearing 
finding that does not constitute an error, but which does create a risk for the 
company if not addressed.

 Improvement recommendation. An opportunity for improvement identified as 
carrying little or no risk to the company if not completed.




