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AIG Programs - Underwriting Bulletin
Program Performance®
	99 High Street
Boston, MA 02110
December 14, 2018

Please note that this Bulletin may provide an update or additional guidance to direction previously provided to you via your Underwriting Guidelines or Program Underwriting Authority document.  This Bulletin supersedes any such previous direction as of the effective date specified below and will be incorporated into your Underwriting Guidelines or Underwriting Authority document, if applicable, as future updates are issued.  If you have any questions or require clarification regarding this Bulletin, please contact your Program Manager.


Title:	 Program Administrator Peer Review Process

We understand that the vast majority of our Program Administrators have an active self-audit “peer-review” process as an underwriting quality assurance measure.  From our perspective, there is a clear correlation:  those with an active and comprehensive self-audit process seldom experience material issues during AIG Underwriting Quality Reviews.  
As such, we are taking steps to reinforce with you the importance of the process.  Attached you will find a summary of the self-audit questions that we view as ‘best practices’ and would expect to find on the self-audit  templates being utilized by our partners.   


With this in mind, we are asking you to please do the following:  
· Review the attachment against your current self-audit template – and where needed, please add questions that are missing or expand upon those that require enhancement to align with the best practices.  
· If your current template already includes these questions, please leave it as is.
· If you do not currently have a self-audit review process in place, we are asking you to implement one immediately using the attached to govern your newly developed process.
Please note that the following requirement appears in your new Program Underwriting Authority Statement (to be issued to you shortly):
You must conduct file reviews of each member of Your staff to whom You have delegated underwriting authority.  Such reviews must be conducted by either a peer (defined as an underwriter with the same level of authority) or someone with higher underwriting authority.  File reviews must be conducted on at least one (1) account per quarter per underwriter (or more as directed by your Program Manager in your Program Underwriting Authority) and include each product line for which Your underwriting staff has been granted authority.  These reviews must provide performance feedback to the underwriting staff relative to Our underwriting requirements, and where appropriate, implement improvement or training plans addressing any identified concerns.  Further, if the file review identifies any policies for which modifications or corrections are necessary, You must address such issues immediately.  You must document such reviews and make them available to Us upon request.

We will continue to periodically review and assess your Underwriting self-audit process as part of our Program Manager visits and/or your regularly scheduled Underwriting Quality Reviews.  Please make certain that your self-audit process includes/addresses the best practices attached and that your office is conducting these peer reviews regularly and in accordance with our requirements.  
Please contact your Program Manager with any questions you may have.  Thank you.  
 
The information and other material contained herein is proprietary to AIG Programs and intended for internal use only.  Unauthorized disclosure, dissemination, copying or other use of this information and material without the express written permission of AIG Programs is strictly prohibited.
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PA Peer Review Questions



		Issue Category		Question / Root Cause		Response

		Core Questions		Are all aspects of the risk eligible in accordance with the Program's underwriting authority statement, and if not, did the underwriter obtain proper approval?

		Core Questions		Are the limits quoted/bound within the Program Underwriting Authority (or individual underwriters authority if less). 

				If not, was the account properly referred and approved by the Program Manager prior to quote?

		Core Questions		Are the limits quoted/bound within the UW's authority.   

		Core Questions		Is there adequate risk evaluation and does the file contain thorough documentation, including current loss information, for the underwriting analysis?

		Core Questions		If any additional information was requested to support the underwriting review, was it received and properly evaluated?

		Core Questions		If required, was a loss control survey/risk engineering request made? 

		Core Questions		If a loss control survey contained recommendations, were they properly addressed? 

		Core Questions		Was the appropriate rate charged in accordance with business plan targets?

		Core Questions		Does the file have complete documentation supporting the Schedule debits/credits; IRPM factors applied?  

		Core Questions		Was the account quoted in time to allow for a referral to the AIG Program Manager, or a conditional renewal notice where required? 

		Core Questions		Where required, did the UW send proper/legal notice to the insured advising them of rate changes in accordance with headquarter state's statutes?  

		Core Questions		Were all rating exposures and limits accurately reflected in the rating system? (select any/all that apply)

				Exposure unit doesn't match application/submission

				Occurrence limit doesn't match the final policy/binder

				Aggregate limit doesn't match the final policy/binder

				SIC code doesn't match eSTART and/or booking system

				External rater premium charged doesn't match the booking system

				Claims experience has not been correctly entered when experience rating

				Loss information doesn’t match AIG claims run or submission details

				A 'Miscellaneous screen' used without prior written approval from the AIG Program Manager

		Core Questions		Were the appropriate terms, conditions, and/or coverage extensions applied as directed by the Program Underwriting Authority Statement?

		Core Questions		Are there manuscript wordings and/or manuscript endorsements on the policy  and if yes, has the proper referral/approval been received?  

		Core Questions		For mid-term changes/endorsements processed subsequent to the issuance of the policy, do any materially change the risk from when it was originally underwritten (e.g. 20% increase in limits, addition of a new GL class code, or addition of 10 or more vehicles or any medium or heavy truck class not present at inception) and if so, was the change properly underwritten?   

		Core Questions		Is the updated policy (with mid-term changes now added), still eligible for the program and within the Program Underwriting Guidelines?

		Core Questions		Were the mid-term changes within the Underwriters authority to process? 

		Core Questions		Do the policy terms and conditions match the quote and binder?

		Core Questions		Was contract certainty achieved? (at the time of binding all coverages and wordings were finalized and agreed upon)

		Core Questions		Is the account subject to reinsurance and if yes, was the AIG Program Manager immediately notified at time of binding? 

		Core Questions		For business written outside of Cover-All, Is the rating/premium coding correct (including all reinsurance where applicable) and, if applicable, was the booking instruction sheet accurate?

		Core Questions		Is there anything you would recommend be done differently to improve the quality and underwriting of this account?

		Core Questions		How would you rate the overall level of underwriting? (Satisfactory, Needs Attention, Unsatisfactory)

		Core Questions		Does your review of this account yield any suggested training opportunities?



		Property Line		Has the Underwriter validated that the Insurance to Value is correct and confirmed the limits used are no more than +/-15% of the Commercial Express (formerly Marshall and Swift) calculation?  

		Auto Line		Is there any evidence of the Insureds adding 5 or more vehicles shortly after binding?

				If yes, has the underwriter re-evaluated the account?

				If written on a composite rate basis, does the file have a copy of the worksheets supporting the deposit premium used when establishing the composite rate? 

				Is the policy eligible for composite rating?

				Is the composite rate higher or lower than the average rate calculated?

				If ISO Rule 15 or any other form of Dereg was used when pricing the account, was the account referred and approved by the Program Manager prior to quote? 

				 Does the state allow the use of Rule 15 and/or dereg?

				 Is the policy eligible?  

				 Is the file properly documented in accordance with ISO or state requirements?

		GL Line		If written on a composite rate basis, does the file have a copy of the worksheets supporting the deposit premium used when establishing the composite rate? 

				Is the policy eligible for composite rating?

				Is the composite rate higher or lower than the average rate calculated?

				If ISO Rule 34, or any other form of Dereg was used when pricing the account, was the account referred and approved by the AIG Program Manager prior to quote? 

				 Does the state allow the use of Rule 34 and/or dereg?

				 Is the policy eligible?  

				 Is the file properly documented in accordance with ISO or state requirements?

		Umbrella Line		Were the correct underlying policy exposures used when rating the policy?

				Was the policy quoted using the rating 'mid point' as stated in Qwik Notes?

				If no, was it referred and approved?

				Are the justification reasons valid?
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