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I am a retired State of Maryland employee who, in 2003 and 2004, purchased Long Term Care
policies from Unum Provident for my husband and me as part of the State of Maryland benefit
package.
I am appealing to the Maryland Insurance Administration and Commissioner Redmer to deny
the request from UNUM to increase my premium by 26.7% for the following five reasons.

As indicated in the following statement of Richard Paul McKenney, CEO of Unum, the
company’s financial position is strong and they are increasing dividends to
shareholders and repurchasing shares.
“With those margins, we have continued to deliver strong statutory earnings and cash
generation. This has enabled us to maintain strong and stable capital metrics, while consistently
returning capital to our shareholders. This quarter that means that along with the $100 million
of share repurchases, we also raised our dividend by just under 10%.”
UNUM Second Quarter Earnings Call, July 31, 2019

Who is the Maryland Insurance Administration protecting – UNUM’s institutional
investors or senior citizens who purchased and have held these Long Term Care
Policies?
The majority of UNUM shareholders are institutions as reported on the UNUM website
https://investors.unum.com/InstitutionalOwnership. Compare the ability of Vanguard,
Blackrock or Fidelity to understand the complexity of insurance reserves, claims and premiums
to the knowledge of the ordinary policy holder.

My premium has already increased 60% since 2013.
Our premium has risen 60% from 2013 to 2019. An astonishing increase in 6 years! According to
the Bureau of Labor Statistics consumer price index, today's prices in 2019 are 9.95%
higher than average prices throughout 2013.
Source: http://www.in2013dollars.com/us/inflation/2013?amount=1
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UNUM does not notify its policyholders that they are requesting a rate increase.
I was aware of this hearing because I requested notifications from the Maryland Insurance
Administration. Consequently, I got a hearing notice on July 31, 2019 with a deadline of August
13 for testimony and RSVPs. The State should require that the company notify affected
policyholders of the requested rate increases, the amount of the requested increase, and
hearing dates no less than 60 days prior to the hearing. The State should also provide their
notice 60 days prior to the hearing. Policyholders frequently need to consult with financial
advisors regarding these types of matters and the notice that I received from MIA on July 31 for
the hearing on August 20 does not provide adequate notice. Both the State and the company
need to be accountable and transparent.

UNUM has not provided its policyholders with the assumptions that they have made
for future rate increases.
The Second Quarter 2019 UNUM Earnings Report stated that the company updated the reserve
assumptions for Long Term Care policies in the Third Quarter of 2018 and also made
assumptions for future rate increases. Before approving any more increases, the State should
require Unum to disclose to its policyholders the projected increases and the dates those
increases are forecasted. Policyholders are blind about the intentions of this company and
cannot reasonably decide whether they can afford this policy in the future or should choose
options offered by the company to decrease coverage or to elect the contingent non-forfeiture
benefit.
Testimony of Steve Zabel, Chief Financial Officer, in the Second Quarter 2019 Earnings Call on
July 31,2019
“The results of the long-term care business line for the second quarter reflect the updated
reserve assumptions, which we adopted in the third quarter of 2018. On this updated reserve
basis, the interest adjusted loss ratio for long-term care was 87.4% in the quarter, in line with
our expected range of 85% to 90%. The interest adjusted loss ratio in the year ago quarter is not
comparable given the reserve basis change. We are now 4 quarters past the update to our longterm care reserve assumptions we recorded in the third quarter of 2018. Over those 4 quarters,
the interest adjusted loss ratio was 86.7%, well within the 85% to 90% long-term range we
outlined.
In addition, we're making good progress against the assumption for future rate increases, and
we've received approvals for just under half of the $1.4 billion assumption. We remain
encouraged about our ability to achieve this goal over the coming years.”

Complete Transcript of the UNUM Second Quarter Earnings Call on July 31, 2019 can be found
at: https://investors.unum.com/
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I want to thank the Maryland Insurance Administration affording me the opportunity to provide
input for the Long-Term Care hearing regarding the proposed rate increases that many Longterm Care Providers operating in the state of Maryland continue to request. I may have missed
the specific hearing involving the Continental Casualty Company’s CNA LTC’s premiums, but
the issue will not go away and I am hoping this letter will somehow be considered the next time
they come before you.
I have had a long-term care insurance policy with CNA since 2002 I took out the policy because
my dad had a stroke and he did not have long-term care. My dad survived for four years with inhouse care. My mother had to go back to work to pay for his care that just about bankrupted
her.
My husband is in the same situation with Security Mutual Insurance for his LTC policy that he
took out in 2003. We are in our seventies. We have Medicare with supplemental insurance and
Social Security but neither of us has a pension or other income source. Both CNA and Security
Mutual have raised our premiums 15% in 2018 and now they have raised our premiums another
15% this month. This is a 30% increase in two years and their respective requests to increase
premiums will no doubt continue.
My premium has jumped to almost 4 thousand dollars each year; my husband’s is even higher.
We cannot afford the premium increases that these LTC insurance companies are levying on us
and probably will continue to request due to their admitted “miscalculation by their actuaries”.
My husband and I understand CNA’s and Security Mutual’s obligations to ensure that their
shareholders are afforded dividends, and perhaps salary increases for their employees and
management. However, residents of the state of Maryland should not have to pay the price and
bear the brunt of their miscalculations on our policy premiums.
Options are being offered to us for electing reduced coverage, significantly decreased amounts
available for affordable care, or no annual cost of living adjustment price-increases. These
choices significantly reduce our ability to take care of each other, especially when there is no
family to help defray cost of care.
I urge this board to seriously consider the consequences of these “class” rate increases and
deny them, or slow them down so that they are not allowed every year.

