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News Roundup

ANI Files for Damages Against Nevada In U.S. District Court

On Apri 8, 2013 the Ninth District Court of Appeals decided in favor of
Alliance of Nonprofits for Insurance Risk Retention Group (ANI) in its long
legal battle with the Nevada Division of Insurance. However, the court did not
award damages to the RRG. This judgment prompted ANI to file a motion in
early May with the U.S. District Court in Nevada to recover damages, according
to the RRG’s president and CEO.

The win is the latest chapter in the legal battle, which began in 2010 when the 
Nevada Commis sioner of Insurance ordered the ANI, a Vermont-domiciled
RRG, to cease writing “first dollar” auto liability insurance in the State—policies
required by state law to comply with minimum coverage require ments—saying
ANI was not an “autho rized insurer” under state law. ANI won a summary
judgment in the district court that the Liability Risk Retention Act preempts state
regulation of risk retention groups.

Pamela E. Davis, founder, president, and chief executive officer of Alliance
Member Services, which serves ANI and Nonprofits’ Insurance Alliance of
California, told the Risk Retention Reporter that the RRG filed a motion for
damages May 2, 2013.

Davis said in an email, “We took this action because we are convinced that
Nevada owes us our legal fees as well as damages because of their illegal actions
in 2010 and repeated refusal to stop litigating this matter when the facts of the
matter were clear.”

She continued that while the Appeals Court “upheld the rightness of our
position,” it did not uphold the RRGs request for legal fees “because of
discrim i nation. However, the Appeals Court provided in its decision a reference
to other statutes that would apply for us to request legal fees and damages. We
have filed this Motion using those statutes.”

Risk Retention Group Registrations Growing In Every State

In the past several years, risk retention group regis tra tions have greatly
increased in every state across the U.S. The regis tration of RRGs in states is one
way to measure geographic penetration of RRG opera tions, which is an indicator
of the overall strength of the market place. As part of a recent study, the RRR took 
a closer look at which states RRGs are regis tering and doing business. 

Pennsyl vania is far and away the leader of RRGs with 137, after regis tering
10 new RRGs in the last year. Vermont follows with 124 regis tered RRGs, after
regis tering only five new RRGs. Arizona regis tered seven new RRGs bringing the 
domicile’s total up to 116, and Illinois exceeded the average by regis tering nine
new RRGs, reaching a total of 115 regis tered RRGs. 

New Jersey brought its total number of regis tered RRGs up to 114 after
regis tering seven new RRGs between April 2012 and April 2013. Both Texas and
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New York now have 114 regis tered RRGs, after both states added 11 new RRGs.
California regis tered an above average 12 new groups and brought its total
number of regis tered RRGs up to 111 from 99. Virginia now has 111 regis tered
RRGs after regis tering an impressive 13 RRGs. Georgia added eight new RRGs
for a new total of 107.

Rounding out RRGs that have passed the mark of 100 regis tered RRGs are
Ohio with 107 total regis tered RRGs, Florida and South Carolina both with 104,
Indiana with 102, and Maryland with 100. 

RRG Assets and Surplus Up in 2012, an Analysis by Domicile

Risk Retention Group premium was up in 2012, but RRG total admitted
assets and policy holder surplus also showed gains. RRGs posted a very slight
gain in total admitted assets—up from $7,700.1M in 2011 to $7,804.3M in
2012—an increase of just 1.4%. RRG surplus in regards to policy holders posted a
more signif icant gain of 7.9%, going from $3,242.7M in 2011 to $3,499.6M in 2012. 
Looking at RRG assets and surplus by their domicile, the top ten states are
mostly unchanged from 2011. 

A Quarter of RRGs Now Rated by Best or Demotech

As of July 2013, sixty-four risk retention groups held financial strength ratings
from either A.M. Best or Demotech, Inc. This is up from 59 when the Risk Retention
Reporter last reviewed the ratings in the December 2011 issue. At that time, 23% of
RRGs were rated. Now, a full 25% of RRGs have ratings—64 out of 257. 

Of the 64 now rated,  three RRGs have ratings from both
organi za tions—Allied Profes sionals Insurance Co., A RRG, Inc., Consumer
Specialties Insurance Co. RRG, and Paratransit Insurance Co., a Mutual RRG.
Paratransit is the only RRG that was rated by both firms at the end of 2011.

Clarification Needed for RRGs That Use Fronting Companies

State regulators have developed varying inter pre ta tions of whether or not
the Liability Risk Retention Act of 1986 allows risk retention groups to use fronting
companies, which can cause headaches for the RRGs who wish to do so. 

Fronting companies are insurance carriers licensed in a particular state that
partner with other, nonadmitted companies to provide insurance. Captive
insurance companies usually must use fronting companies to write business in
states other than their state of domicile. One benefit of the federal legis lation that
created RRGs is that fronting companies are not generally required—but that
does not mean there are not some instances where RRGs may want to use them.

The most common reason why a RRG will use a fronting company is because 
one of its insureds is required, either by its own bylaws or by an outside party,
like a mortgage lender, to have insurance through a specific kind of company—a
licensed insurer, perhaps, or one with a certain level of rating. In many states,
RRGs can be considered licensed insurers for this purpose, even though they are
techni cally just regis tered, but other states may require they partner with a
fronting company. As for the rating, young RRGs may need to wait several years
before seeking a financial rating that will allow them to qualify, leaving the
member-insured, who has this requirement, without the ability to insure through 
the RRG. 

These instances are relatively rare, but for those that need to insure a
member with such require ments in a state where fronting by RRGs is not
allowed, the lack of clarity can be problematic, according to industry sources.

“What the industry needs is case law or a change in the LRRA,” said George
W. Sumner, III, deputy commis sioner and captive insurance admin is trator in the
insurance division of the Hawaii Department of Commerce and Consumer

Compliments of The Risk Retention Reporter July 2013

� Industry Insights �

The 24th annual edition of
the Risk Retent ion Group
Directory & Guide  is now
avai lable in pr int  and on
CD-Rom. For the first time, the
Directory also includes the
Market Analysis and Financial
Stabi l i t y  Supplement ,  a
separate book that takes an
in-depth look at the RRG
financial market place.

CrossFit RRG ,  a group
serving the U.S. affil iates of
fitness company CrossFit Inc.,
recently added an abuse and
moles tation sublimit for the
opera t ion’s CrossFi t  K ids
program to its general liability
policies. CrossFit RRG decided
to add sthe coverage due to
l imi ted opt ions in the
commercial market.

Arizona Department  of
Insurance has appointed
Vincent R. Gosz as the new
chief analyst of the Captive
Div is ion. Gosz replaces
Stephanie Lefkowski who left
the department late last year.

 
Attorney Arthur Perschetz

has joined McIntyre & Lemon,
PLLC, a law firm in Washington,
D.C. Perschetz has extensive
experience in the captive and risk 
retention group indus tries for
several large law firms, the most
recent being Faegre BD.

Kevin Doherty has moved to
Nelson Mull ins Riley &
Scarborough LLP’s Nashville
office, as a partner with the firm.
Doherty was formerly with Burr & 
Forman. Doherty is a long-time
proponent of captive insurance,
most recently spear heading the
formation of the Tennessee
Captive Insurance Associ ation.
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Affairs. “Businesses and states can handle a yes, they can handle a no, but this
maybe thing is really not good for the industry.”

Hawaii has allowed RRGs to use fronting companies. Sumner pointed out
that using a fronting company can actually be more secure, because there is the
added scrutiny of the RRG and its business opera tions by the fronting company,
as well as oversight by regulators of both the fronting company and the captive
insurance company.

The National Risk Retention Associ ation (NRRA) also supports the use of
fronting companies by RRGs, “under the condition that it fits within the
param eters of the LRRA,” said Robert H, Myers, a partner in the Washington, D.C. 
law firm Morris, Manning & Martin and general counsel of the of NRRA. “Most
states are willing to be flexible about this,” he noted, but some are not, because
“it’s a question of how the section of the act regarding reinsurance is construed.”

While case law could clarify this issue, Myers said that most RRGs are not
large enough to afford the hefty costs of taking a case to federal court, which
makes a suit less likely in the near future.

Eight South Carolina RRGs Celebrate a Decade of Business

A total of eight South Carolina-domiciled risk retention groups are
celebrating ten year anniver saries this year, highlighting the strengths the state
has for captives and RRGs according to Jeff Kehler, program manager in the
South Carolina Department of Insurance in Columbia, South Carolina. “There’s
a lot to be said for being the only mature captive domicile in the south,” he said.

The majority of the RRGs celebrating anniver saries this year are healthcare
related, primarily providing medical profes sional liability insurance and nursing
home profes sional liability insurance. Two others provide commercial
automobile liability insurance. 

Kehler said he’s seen a paradigm shift as insureds see the benefit of using
captives and RRGs, even with market changes. When you own the insurance
company, you look at risk management very differ ently. “The swings in the
market place become much less signif icant because these risk retention groups
and their owner-insureds have seen the benefit to taking an ownership position
in their insurance company. And when you have a group that is princi pally
made up of owner-insureds with better–than-average experience and a
commitment to risk management, you can have a very robust and finan cially
sound insurance company.”

The “Class of 2003” celebrating 10 years domiciled in South Carolina include: 
Central PA Physi cians RRG, Inc.; GRACO Risk Retention Group, Inc.; LVHN
Recip rocal RRG; American Forest Casualty Co. RRG; Commu nities of Faith RRG, 
Inc.; Caregivers United Liability Insurance Company, a Risk RRG; Healthcare
Providers RRG; and St. Luke’s Hospital RRG.

AEIX Risk Management Awards Presented to Member
Hospitals

Premier Insurance Management Services Inc. (PIMS) honored six member
hospitals for their excep tional risk management practices with its annual
American Excess Insurance Exchange (AEIX) Risk Management Award. The
awards were held on June 12 at Premier’s 2013 Break throughs Conference and
Exhibition. PIMS is the parent company of American Excess Insurance
Exchange, RRG and each of the award recip ients are member hospitals of the
RRG. The recip ients of the award were: Baystate Med i cal Cen ter (Spring field,
Mas sa chu setts), Long Beach Me mo rial Med i cal Cen ter and Miller Chil dren’s
Hos pi tal Long Beach (Long Beach, Cal i for nia), John C. Lin coln  North Moun tain
Hos pi tal (Phoe nix, Ar i zona), Pres by te rian Hos pi tal (Al bu quer que, New Mex ico),
Texas Health Pres by te rian Hos pi tal Dal las (Dal las, Texas).
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Four new RRGs were
licensed recent months: 
� BeaconHarbor Mutual RRG
(ME) is providing medical profes -
sional liability for physi cians.
� CareNext RRG, Inc. (MT) is
providing general liability and
profes sional liability for long-term 
care facil ities. 
� IQS Insurance RRG, Inc. (VT) 
is providing commercial auto
liability for members who are
affil iated with Covenant Trans -
por tation Group, Inc. and offer
premium trans por tation services
throughout the U.S. 
� Conti nental Risk Under -
writers RRG, Inc. (NV) is
providing contractual liability for
its member companies, Direct
Buy Associates, Inc. and VSC
Admin is trators Inc., which offer
vehicle service contracts.

Three states have passed
new captive legis lation in 2013
and have had state captive
associ a tions formed:
� Oklahoma legis lature passed 
a revised captive law updating
the exist ing law or igi  nal ly
passed in 2004. At the same
time, supporters of the state’s
capt ive communi ty jo ined
together to form the Oklahoma
Captive Insurance Associ ation.
� The Texas state legis lature
passed a law to allow the
formation of pure captives.
Shortly following the formation
of the Texas Captive Insurance
Associ ation was announced. 
� The legis lature of North
Carolina passed a law this
spring making the state a new
domicile for captives and risk
retention groups. Prior to the law 
passing, the North Carolina
Captive Insurance Associ ation
was formed to suppor t the
passage of a captive bill.
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FORUM
GAAP / SAP and RRGs—PUT TO BED AT LAST?

By Troy Winch, Di rec tor of Cap tives, Risk Ser vices, LLC

Although perhaps not as blood curdling as the Hatfield and McCoy feud, the
battle between GAAP (Generally Accepted Accounting Principles) and SAP
(Statutory Accounting Principles) as the accounting method ology of choice for risk
retention groups has likely been going on since the federal Liability Risk Retention Act
(LRRA) was first enacted. As background, SAP is the accounting protocol largely
unique to the tradi tional insurance and insurance regulatory community. It is
basically a more conser vative accounting basis, which does not allow the deferral of
acqui sition costs and other expenses typically permitted of companies under GAAP.
Captives (and RRGs which are most often formed under captive statutes) generally
employ GAAP, a practice which is blessed by virtually every major captive domicile.
Non-captive domiciliary regulators, on the other hand, are most comfortable with
SAP accounting, complaining it is more difficult for them to fully under stand
financial state ments filed by RRGs using GAAP.

To bridge the gap (or GAAP if you enjoy puns!) between GAAP and SAP, a
recon cil i ation has always been included in Note 1 of the Notes to Financial
State ments of the NAIC Annual Statement (AKA: The Yellow Book). However,
recently the NAIC has made a push to have the GAAP to SAP recon cil i ation also be
required within the Notes to Financial State ments of each RRG’s audited financial
state ments. This newly proposed NAIC requirement immedi ately caught the
attention and concern of the RRG community and their respective CPA firms, as this
change would now require the CPA to effec tively conduct audits on both GAAP and
SAP financials in order to include the GAAP to SAP recon cil i ation within a RRG’s
audited state ments. These are but some of the costs which would be incurred by
RRGs, which in essence would need to compile and reconcile two sets of books in the
walk across footnote (known as “Footnote One”) as part of a standard annual audit.
Obviously, the RRG community, the majority of which file and are regulated on a
GAAP basis, were very concerned given these substantial costs and time commit ments 
which would be incurred to comply with this new requirement. A requirement which
would ultimately produce very little regulatory value and the results of which would
produce zero regulatory conse quence. 

This train wreck can be averted. The National Risk Retention Associ ation
(NRRA), aided immea surably by captive domicile regulators (Dana Sheppard of the
District of Columbia and Dave Provost of Vermont are to be partic u larly singled out), 
succeeded in persuading the NAIC Risk Retention Group (E) Task Force to
recommend to the NAIC Financial Regulation Standards and Accred i tation (F)
Committee to eliminate the requirement that a GAAP to SAP recon cil i ation be
audited as part of the standard annual audit. However, the force fulness of the
recom men dation by the Task Force to the Committee is still far from clear. Without a
clear expla nation by the Task Force to the Committee as to the burden and lack of
utility in imposing the SAP burden on RRGs, the RRG community and NRRA, which 
repre sents it, should be vigilant in monitoring this issue lest domiciliary states via
backdoor regulation by the NAIC accred i tation process, impose this SAP
requirement on RRGs. As a member of the NRRA Board of Directors, I appre ciate
that the Associ ation can be at its effective best engaging in these types of “under the
radar” but absolutely vital regulatory efforts on behalf of its RRG members. 

At this point, the RRG industry does feel a sense of accom plishment with the
results it has achieved in persuading the NAIC Risk Retention Group (E) Task Force
to recommend to the NAIC Regulation Standards and Accred i tation (F) Committee
to eliminate the requirement that a GAAP to SAP recon cil i ation be audited as part of
the standard annual audit. However there are still additional NAIC committee
hurdles to clear yet before this issue is completely put to bed. Ideally those hurdles
can be cleared and this requirement goes away entirely. If this does not happen then
RRGs may be subject to the additional time and expense burden of compliance if
they cannot secure waivers from the domiciliary regulators on a one off basis.
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A GAAP to SAP
requirement would add
most signif icant compli-
ance costs to an RRG’s
financial repor t ing
protocol neces si tating:

� Ex tra time for the RRG, or
their cap tive man ager, to
pre pare SAP f i  nan cial
state ments and a SAP based
NAIC An nual State ment
(which must be com pleted in
or der to prop erly cal cu late the 
RRG’s de ferred tax
as set/li a bil ity)

� Po ten tial ad di tional soft ware
costs to the RRG for NAIC
An nual State ment soft ware
as so ci ated with pre par ing
both GAAP and SAP An nual
State ments

� Likely ad di tional soft ware
costs to cal  cu late SAP
de ferred tax as set/li a bil ity,
which is a highly com plex
cal cu la tion for which many
in sur ers uti lize spe cial ized
soft ware

� Ad di tional fees by the CPA
as so ci ated with add ing a SAP 
au dit to the al ready con ducted 
GAAP au dit
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RRG Boards' Best Practices
Measuring Risk Retention Group Performance

By Mi chael C. O’Mal ley, Man ag ing Di rec tor, Stra te gic Risk So lu tions, Inc.

How is my risk retention group (RRG) doing? That is a question that is asked 
by Boards, RRG owners, and service providers alike. How to answer the question 
is not straight forward, as there is no reliable benchmark against which to
measure perfor mance due to the unique operating structure of each RRG. In this
article we look at several different approaches to measuring RRG perfor mance.

Alternatives Comparisons
An obvious place to start in assessing the value added by the RRG is to

compare its results against alter na tives. A risk financing study could project the
net present value after tax (NPVAT) of the RRG in comparison to a commercial
market insurance premium. The same type of analysis could be used on a
historical basis to show the value that the RRG has actually delivered compared to
a tradi tional fully insured model. This analysis will require an estimation of the
fully insured pricing overtime. For commercial insurance coverage this can be
done with input from the RRG’s broker/consultant based on premiums being seen 
for compa rable accounts. The analysis directly measures the value from the
decision to establish the RRG. 

Funding Comparisons
Another internal measurement is to compare the financial perfor mance of the 

RRG to the funding assump tions that were developed for the premium
calcu la tions. These will include the non-loss costs, the projected loss costs or loss
pick, and the expected investment returns. Tracking actual perfor mance against
funding is similar to a comparison to budget, although there is some complexity
in tracking loss perfor mance against funding. The ability to hold loss reserves
including incurred but not reported reserves (IBNR) means that actual loss
perfor mance is not seen in the financial results until under writing years have
matured. For tradi tional long tail liability lines of coverage this could take many
years. As the loss pick is typically the RRG’s major expense, the RRG’s
perfor mance against funding may not be known for years. A more in-depth and
individual analysis of losses is required. 

Loss Score cards: To track where loss perfor mance is at any point in time
requires comparison of actual losses to projected losses at that point in the
devel opment of each under writing year. The actuarial projec tions used to
develop a loss pick for the RRG will also have a devel opment pattern showing
the percentage of ultimate losses that are expected to have been incurred (or
paid) by month. Multi plying the monthly devel opment percentages by the loss
pick for that line of coverage under written by the RRG provides a month loss
budget to compare to actual losses. This scorecard is specific to each line of
coverage under written by the RRG for each under writing year. It can be
aggre gated across all years and lines to provide an overall loss scorecard for the
RRG. As claims continue to mature well after under writing years have ended,
the devel opment on each under writing year should continue to be tracked until
the end of the actuary’s devel opment pattern. 

Investment Perfor mance: Separate analyses can also be used to assess
investment perfor mance, including tracking against a suitable industry
benchmark. A full discussion of investment reporting is beyond the scope of this
article, but care should be taken in choosing a benchmark that matches the RRG
investment strategy. Each asset class should also have a customized benchmark
with perfor mance focused on trailing twelve months. In addition to
benchmarking the perfor mance of the portfolio, the riskiness of the portfolio
should be measured to under stand potential volatility, as well as compliance
with the RRG’s investment strategy. 
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measuring RRG

perfor mance:
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ü Funding Comparisons

ü External Comparisons - Key
Ratios

ü Benchmarking

ü Customized Combination
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External Comparisons—Key Ratios
Beyond internal measurement, most RRGs want to know how they are doing 

relative to others. In the RRG industry there are a couple of approaches to
external comparison. One is benchmarking, which is discussed below, and the
other is the use of key industry ratios. Some of these are drawn from ratios used
to assess commercial insurance company perfor mance and some are specific to
captives or RRGs.

Generally Accepted Captive Standards: These standards were developed by 
Tillinghast as a specific set of ratios to assess captive perfor mance which can also
be applied to RRGs. They have subse quently been adapted into the financial
perfor mance ratios of the Towers Watson Recom mended and Accepted Captive
Standards (TRACS). The ratios are meant to serve as a guide since the individual
nature of each RRG’s operating structure does not support the estab lishment of
broad-based standards. It is important to make a practical assessment of the
individual RRG program given its specific loss profile, capital compo sition,
organi za tional structure, and opera tional goals. The ratios focus on different
aspects of the RRG’s perfor mance.

· Le ver age—these ra tios mea sure how much risk is be ing re tained rel a tive to the fi -
nan cial re sources avail able. They in clude pre mium-to-sur plus ra tio, re -
serves-to-sur plus ra tio, and risk re ten tion ra tio.

· Li quid ity—these met rics as sess the RRG’s abil ity to meet its short-term fund ing
needs and whether there is any need for ad di tional li quid ity from the par ent. The
ra tios in clude as sets-to-li a bil ity ra tio and re serves-to-liq uid as sets ra tio.

· Prof it abil ity—these are a se ries of inter-re lated P&L ra tios that mea sure the RRG’s 
prof it abil ity. They in clude loss ra tio, ex pense ra tio, com bined ra tio (loss + ex pense
ra tios), in vest ment in come ra tio, and op er at ing ra tio (com bined—in vest ment in -
come ra tios). 

While there are industry ranges, the ratios will be affected by each RRG’s
unique structure. Care should be taken in how these ratios are used and in
under standing how they relate to each RRG’s own structure. 

Other Measures: There are also several other key data points and ratios that
a RRG should consider. These include:

· Loss re serves— a true test of the ad e quacy of loss re serves is to ob tain an ac tu ar ial
opin ion of the re quired loss re serves and com pare to the RRG’s ac tual re serves. The
ra tio of case re serves to IBNR and how this is chang ing over time is also im por tant
to see the ex tent to which the RRG has fi nan cial re sources to cover fu ture claim de -
vel op ment.

· Reg u la tory and rat ings tests—RRGs are sub ject to ad di tional reg u la tory tests im -
posed by the NAIC or in ter na tional reg u la tory bod ies. A RRG will need to sat isfy
these tests. Other RRGs may also use these as a ref er ence point in as sess ing their
own strength and per for mance. Rat ings agen cies such as A.M. Best and Demotech
will also per form their own sol vency and fi nan cial strength tests be fore as sign ing a
rat ing to a RRG.

Benchmarking
Benchmarking is a more direct comparison of key perfor mance indicators of

your RRG to others. Those may be financial metrics or quali tative aspects of the
RRG program such as the use of independent directors. The key to successful
benchmarking is picking the right peer group. RRG programs tend to be unique.
There is consid erable variety between RRGs based on the type of RRG, domicile,
lines of coverage under written, funding philosophy, and other factors. These
differ ences should all be considered in picking the peer group. There are two
approaches:

1. In dus try data—RRGs can uti lize Risk Based Cap i tal (RBC) ra tios and/or IRIS ra -
tios as a per for mance guide. Al ter na tively, ser vice pro vid ers and even do mi ciles may 
main tain data that can be used for benchmarking. A key anal y sis point is to al ways
con sider the in di vid ual op er at ing na ture of the RRG com pared to the “in dus try”
and de tail these dif fer ences in the nar ra tive. 
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Beyond internal
measurement,  most
RRGs want to know how 
they are doing relative to 
others.

W ith both of these
b e n c h m a r k i n g
approaches there is a
trade-off  between
weeding out differ ences
and having a peer group 
of meaningful size. For
small immature groups
the assessment can be
misleading due to a lack 
of credi bility. As with the
ratio analysis, bench-
marking provides a data 
point for measur ing
perfor mance. 
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2. Se lected peer group—the al ter na tive to in dus try data is pick ing your own peer
group and con duct ing your own benchmarking study. This will be a more in-depth
ex er cise and prob a bly re quire some in cen tive, such as shar ing the re sults, for the
peer group to par tic i pate. It will al low for a more ac cu rate com par i son as many of the
dif fer ences be tween peers will be re moved in pick ing the group. 

With both of these benchmarking approaches there is a trade-off between
weeding out differ ences and having a peer group of meaningful size. For small
immature groups the assessment can be misleading due to a lack of credi bility.
As with the ratio analysis, benchmarking provides a data point for measuring
perfor mance. The difference between peers makes over-reliance on
benchmarking as a measurement technique misleading. 

Customized Combination
The optimal approach to assessing RRG perfor mance often times involves a

customized combi nation of:

· Loss score cards—fo cused on in di vid ual and ag gre gate mem ber per for mance;

· In vest ment per for mance as sess ment—com pared to ap pro pri ate benchmarks by as -
set class;

· Fi nan cial ra tios—com pared to in dus try and in di vid ual RRG his tory; and

· Benchmarking—com pared to in dus try and peer RRGs. 
Ultimately the most accurate comparison is to the RRG itself and how its key

perfor mance indicators are changing over time and why. Devel oping appro priate 
metrics and tracking them over time gives the RRG targets to obtain, and a
means of measuring success. This will provide a framework for driving
improvement in RRG results.
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� Upcoming Events �

VCIA 28th Annual Conference
Hosted By: Vermont Captive

Insurance Association
When: August 13, 2013 through

August 15, 2013
Where: Sheraton Hotel and

Conference Center,
Burlington, Vermont

Information: www.vcia.com

SCCIA 14th Annual Executive
Educational Conference

Hosted By: South Carolina
Captive Insurance
Association

When: September 16, 2013
through September 18, 2013

Where: Wild Dunes Resort, Isle
of Palms, South Carolina

Information: www.sccia.org

2013 Education Conference
Hosted By: Kentucky Captive

Association
When: September 19, 2013

through September 20, 2013
Where: Churchill Downs,

Louisville, Kentucky
Information: www.kycaptive.com

NRRA National Conference 2013
Hosted By: National Risk

Rtention Association
When: October 1, 2013 through

October 3, 2013
Where: Ritz-Carlton Pentagon

City, Washington, D.C.
Information: www.riskretention.org

SIIA National Conference &
Expo

Hosted By: Self-Insurance
Institute of America

When: October 21, 2013 through 
October 23, 2013

Where: Sheraton Chicago Hotel
& Towers, Chicago, Illinois

Information: www.siia.org 
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Risk Retention Group
Vital Statistics

2013 (end of 2nd qtr.)

Total Number of RRGs: 257

RRG '13 Formations: 6

By Domicile:
D.C.:  3
Maine: 1
Montana: 1
Vermont: 1

By Business Area:
Healthcare: 5
Transportation: 1

RRG '13 Retirements: 10

By Domicile:
Arizona: 1
Delaware: 1
Georgia: 2
Hawaii:  1
Nevada: 2
South Carolina: 1
Vermont: 2

By Business Area:
Healthcare: 5
MFG & Commerce: 1
Professional Services: 2
Property Devel.: 2
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RRG Year-End Premium, 2006-2012

After a volatile seven years, risk retention group premium is once again
growing. In 2013, the industry is poised to surpass the all-time premium high
achieved in 2006.


