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CONFIDENTIALITY

Our clients’ industries are extremely competitive, and the maintenance of confidentiality with respect to our clients’ plans and data is critical.
Oliver Wyman rigorously applies internal confidentiality practices to protect the confidentiality of all client information.

Similarly, our industry is very competitive. We view our approaches and insights as proprietary and therefore look to our clients to protect our
interests in our proposals, presentations, methodologies, and analytical techniques. Under no circumstances should this material be shared with any

third party without the prior written consent of Oliver Wyman.
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SUMMARY



BACKGROUND

Manitoba Public Insurance Corporation

Public Utilities Board

L¥s

Our Duty

In June 2025, Manitoba Public Insurance
Corporation (MPI) submitted its general rate
application (2026 GRA or Application) for base
rates and premiums for compulsory driver and
vehicle insurance, effective April 1, 2026.
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The Public Utilities Board (PUB) in Manitoba
regulates compulsory automobile insurance rates
in the province. The PUB is an independent
regulatory agency responsible for ensuring that
automobile insurance rates are fair and
reasonable for consumers. The Public Interest
Law Centre (PILC) subsequently retained Oliver
Wyman to assist its client, the Consumers
Coalition (CC), in its participation in the PUB
review of the 2026 GRA.

Our duty in providing assistance and giving
evidence is to help the Public Utilities Board. This
duty overrides any obligation to the Consumers’
Coalition.

We intend the information that we provide in this

report:

*  to be fair, objective and non-partisan;

* to be related only to matters that are within
our area of expertise; and

* to provide such additional assistance as the
Public Utilities Board may reasonably require
to determine an issue.



2025 GRA -> 2026 GRA

2025 and 2026 GRA Summary

2025 GRA 2026 GRA

A. MPI Overall Indicated Required Rate Change +6.15% +2.07%
B. MPI Overall Filed Rate Change +3.00% +2.07%
C. Oliver Wyman Alternative Indication +4.93% +2.88%
D. MPI Rate Indication October Update +6.77% +1.83%
E. MPI Approved Rate Change +5.70%
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OLIVER WYMAN REVIEW

 To provide information and views to support the * Components of the Rate Indication

PUB assessment of the GRA — Overall claims forecast

— Forecasts are reasonably reliable — Merit rating / DSR

~ Actual and projected costs incurred are * Other factors influencing policyholder premiums
necessary and prudent - Class ratemaking, including the large loss

- Reasonable revenue needs of the corporation provision
in the context of its overall general health _ Appropriateness of expenses, including

- Appropriate allocation of costs between classes unallocated claims adjustment expense

- Rates consistent with accepted actuarial — Investment policy
practices

- Just and reasonable rates in accordance with
statutory objectives
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SCOPE OF OLIVER WYMAN REVIEW

MPI 2026 GRA Actuarial Issues

In Order No. 89/25, the Public Utilities Board of Manitoba established the issues within the scope of the review of the 2026 GRA. We initially identified
the following issues listed as within the scope of our experience and expertise.

PUB Issue Description
Rate Level Change
1 Requested vehicle rate and any changes to other fees and discounts;
2 Ratemaking:
a) Rate indication based on accepted actuarial practice in Canada;
b) Ratemaking methodology;
c) Large loss loading based on Order 4/23, Directive 2;
10 Claims forecasting, including but not limited to Personal Injury Protection Plan (PIPP) and changes or enhancements to claims forecasting design
Merit Rating
12 Driver Safety Rating (DSR), including but not limited to MPI’s progress towards a plan for changes to the DSR model, moving vehicle discounts, and driver

premiums by one-fourth of the way to the actuarially indicated percentage, and implementation of Order 4/23, Directive 16

Prior Period Run-off

4 Financial forecast:
a) Financial forecast accuracy (2024/25 forecast versus actual results)
b) Changes in projected financial results

14 Run-off of prior year claims during 2024/25
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COMPONENTS OF MPI ESTIMATE OF REQUIRED PREMIUM

Components of Required Premium

B Expenditure

27-24(2.6%) B Other Income (Offset)

Service Fees and Other Revenue
Reinsurance 20.20 (2%)

Premium Tax 31.02 (3%)

Premium Collection -14.24 (-1.4%)

Other Operating Expenses 75.03 (7.3%)

Fleet Adjustments and Inactive Discounts 18.50 (1.8%)

Driver Premiums -51.83 (-5%)

Commissions 45.63 (4.4%)

Claims Expense 134.17 (13%)

802.64 (77.6%)

Claims Costs

I I I I I I I I I
$0m $100m $300m $500 m $700 m $900 m
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Overall Required Premium for 2026/27

Rating Year

Sum of projected discounted claims and
expenses, offset for other income received
(driver premium, and service fees, and other
revenues)

Majority of Premium Relates to Claim

Costs & Handling

Approximately 90.6% of the total premium

relates to claim costs

* Claims costs including ALAE = 77.6%

* Unallocated loss adjustment expenses =
13.0%

Claims Experience

The claims experience reviewed by MPI
includes allocated loss adjustment expenses
(ALAE) associated with individual claims (such
as the legal expenses associated with claim
settlement).

Unallocated Loss Adjustment Expenses
Unallocated loss adjustment expenses (ULAE)
cannot be attributed to a specific claim and are
estimated separately.



DISTRIBUTION OF CLAIM COSTS

Claim Costs by Coverage
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7,341
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167,276
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FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Proposed Alternative Assumptions Result

Trends

* Accident Benefits — Weekly Indemnity

* Accident Benefits — Other (Indexed)

* Accident Benefits — Other (Non-Indexed)
* Collision

* Comprehensive Hail
¢ Comprehensive Theft

+ Comprehensive Vandalism MPI has requested a rate change of +2.07%. We
* Property Damage Third Party Deductible Transfer > gam) " > estimate the indicated premium change to be
* Property Damage Other (o) (0) 2 88%

+2. )

+

Other Alternative Assumptions

* Mobility Parameter (Work From Home Adjustment)
* Accident Year Weights (Accident Benefits — Other (Indexed))

1 Subject to immaterial rounding differences in our replication of MPI’s rate change model

© Oliver Wyman
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COMPONENTS OF INDICATED RATE CHANGE

Percent of 2026 Percent of Total Contribution to * The projected required rate increased
Component of Required Rate GRA Required Rate Change (S) Change Change 9.21% between the 2025 GRA and 2026
Claim Costs: Collision 46% 26.70 31% +2.82% GRA, from $946.65 to $1,033.86.
Claim Costs: Comprehensive 12% 1.41 2% +0.15% * The main drivers of the increase are the
projected claims costs for collision
Claim Costs: All Other 19% 28.44 33% +3.00% (+2.82%) and accident benefits (+1.71%).
Subtotal, Claim Costs 78% 56.54 65% +5.97%
ULAE 13% 6.86 8% +0.72%
Commissions 4% 441 5% +0.47%
Reinsurance 2% 4.74 5% +0.50%
Driver Premiums -5% (2.68) -3% -0.28%
Services Fees and Other Revenue -3% (0.33) 0% -0.04%
Other Operating Expenses 7% 6.34 7% +0.67%
Fleet Adj. and Inactive Discounts 2% 2.80 3% +0.30%
Premium Delay -1% 5.93 7% +0.63%
Premium Tax 3% 2.62 3% +0.28%
Total 100% 87.23 100% +9.21%
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12



|

CLAIMS FORECASTING



MPI METHODOLOGY AT A GLANCE

1

P 2

Data

* MPI calculates historical
frequency and severity based
on ultimate claims estimates
from the December 2024 AAR
and MPI Analysis of Ultimate
Claim Counts.
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) 3

Model Fitting

* MPI fits regression models to
the estimated frequency and
severity or loss cost to model
“past trend.”

* MPI develops estimates of
future trend.

* The regression models include
a “mobility” parameter, if
statistically significant, to
consider the effect of reduced
traffic volumes during the
COVID-19 pandemic.

4

Selection of Loss Costs

* MPI adjusts indicated loss
costs from the March 2025
AAR, for past trend, WFH,
CERP, etc.

* MPI calculates a loss costs at
2024/25 (accident year 2024)
cost level as a weighted
average.

* Appendix 4, Table 3 presents
estimates for accident year
2011 to 2024. MPI’s
selections consider estimates
for the five years from
accident year 2020 through
2024.

Forward Projection

* MPI does not apply a future

work from home (WFH)
adjustment assuming
frequency has returned to
pre-pandemic levels since
accident year 2024

MPI selects future trends
considering (i) past trend,

(i) expectations of past trend
being reflective of future
trends and (iii) adjustments to
future trends that may not be
present in the data from their
analysis or research.
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MPI METHODOLOGY: CHANGES FROM 2025 GRA

Comprehensive loss trends by peril

* Fire

* Glass-only
* Hail

* Theft

* Vandalism

* Other perils

New simplified mobility parameter

* Replacing the mobility parameter in prior GRAs using the Google COVID-19 Community Mobility Reports and the Commuter Behaviour Survey.

* MPI further removes the mobility parameter for accident year 2024 and the future frequency trend assuming frequency has returned to pre-
pandemic levels

© Oliver Wyman 15



1.1

ACCIDENT YEAR WEIGHTS



MPI SELECTED ACCIDENT YEAR WEIGHTS

MPI Accident Year Weights

MPI’s weighted average 2024 loss cost level is based on an average of the 2020/21 to 2024/25 data observations with 20% weight assigned to each year.

Insurance Year AB-WI AB-O (1) AB-O (NI) Bl CL M PD

2020/21 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20%
2021/22 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20%
2022/23 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20%
2023/24 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20%
2024/25 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20%
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ACCIDENT YEARS WEIGHTS LOSS COST PROJECTION

Accident Benefits — Other (Indexed) MPI Rating Year 2026/27 Loss Cost Projection
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ACCIDENT YEARS WEIGHTS FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Accident Benefits — Other (Indexed) trend, development and adjustments appear to have unintended compounding

effects on accident year 2020 and 2021.

* In Section 3.3 of PUB Order No. 145/23, the Board approved an alternative indication for the 2024 GRA which included the following:
— The claims forecast for 2024/25 and 2025/26 is to be adjusted, using 20% weights for each of the most recent five accident years (2018/19 through
2022/23)

* We interpret the guidance PUB Order No. 145/23 as applying to 2024 GRA, and not necessarily to the 2025 or future GRA. Equal accident years weights
may not always be appropriate.

* We propose the following accident year weights to reduce the impact of accident year 2020 and 2021 on the projected adjusted ultimate loss cost on
Accident Benefits — Other (Indexed)

Insurance Year AB-WI AB-O (1) AB-O (NI) Bl CL CcMm PD

2020/21 20% 12.5% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20%
2021/22 20% 12.5% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20%
2022/23 20% 25% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20%
2023/24 20% 25% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20%
2024/25 20% 25% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20%
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ACCIDENT YEARS WEIGHTS LOSS COST PROJECTION

Accident Benefits — Other (Indexed) Alternate Rating Year 2026/27 Loss Cost Projection
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1.2

WORK FROM HOME (WFH) ADJUSTMENT




MOBILITY PARAMETER

2026 GRA Methodology

* MPI's past work from home adjustment uses a “simplified” mobility
parameter assigning values of 4, 3, 2, 1, (0) to accident years 2021/21 to

2023/24 (2024/25).

* MPI assumes 2023/24 was the last year affected by COVID-19,
estimating a return to pre-pandemic commuting patterns and thus does
not apply a future work from home adjustment

© Oliver Wyman

Prior GRA Methodology

MPI’s past work from home adjustment used data from the Google

COVID-19 Community Mobility Reports and the Commuter Behaviour

Survey

— Google stopped collecting data and releasing the reports in October
2022

— The Commuter Behaviour Survey was used to supplement the
absence of the Google reports to continue projecting mobility trends
from November 2022 onwards.
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TREND MODEL EVALUATION - INTERPRETABILITY/EXPLAINABILITY VS MODEL FIT

Model Fit

Parameter significance

Adjusted R-squared

© Oliver Wyman

Interpretability/
Explainability

Plausible behavioyr
changes from indirect
external influences

Parameters derived
from trusteq unbiased
sources

Parameters correspond
to known events

Goal of modeling is to explain observed data
to predict future outcomes and NOT to
achieve the best model fit statistics

Model fit statistics help evaluate models and
often the model that can explain the
observed data the best is the model with the
best model fit statistics (but not always).

Model fit statistics tell how well the model
can mirror the observed data, but without
an unbiased holdout dataset to test, the
predictive power of a model is only inferred.

An actuary could select metrics equivalent to
the effects observed in the data, which
would result in a “perfect fit” to the data.
However, such selections compromise the
value of inferences from the model.

Models with higher interpretability/
explainability may warrant a trade-off in
model fit statistics
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WORK FROM HOME ADJUSTMENT

Pandemic Effect Variables

Mobility Parameter Values Work From Home Adjustment
Accident Year 2025 GRA 2026 GRA 2025 GRA 2026 GRA
2020/21 29.78 4 1.000 1.000
2021/22 22.16 3 0.744 0.750
2022/23 16.48 2 0.553 0.500
2023/24 14.79 1 0.497 0.250
2024/25 14.79 0 0.497 0.000
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CONTINUATION OF WFH ADJUSTMENTS: REVIEW OF COLLISION DATA

Actuarial Evidence PUB (CC) 1 (excludes 2024)
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WORK FROM HOME ADJUSTMENT FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

We recommend the continued use of their previous methodology, which includes an explanatory variable based on

verifiable third-party collected data.

* Independent variables in a regression model should be metrics that explain changes in the dependent variable.
* Those metrics should not be arbitrary and should be based on unbiased data or selections grounded in sound reasoning and logic.

» Selecting metrics absent justification beyond model fit statistics increases the risk of biased estimators or overfitting as the model captures additional
noise within the data.

There is significant uncertainty in the need for a work-from-home adjustment for 2024/25 and subsequent

* In our initial review of the data, we did not include a WFH adjustment for 2024/25 and subsequent. We developed that view based on the collision
frequency for 2024/25.
* PUB (CC) 1 identified the uncertainty with the 2024/25 frequency projection.
— We focused our response on the sensitivity of the trend factor to the 2024/25 data, rather than the need for a WFH adjustment
— Although subject to considerable uncertainty given both the 2023/24 and 2024/25 data, we believe an adjustment is appropriate.
— In PUB (MPI) 1-55, MPI calculated that this rate level need, assuming 2025 GRA WFH adjustments, would be +0.27%.
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1.3

FREQUENCY & SEVERITY TIME PERIOD ALIGNMENT



FREQUENCY, SEVERITY AND LOSS COSTS

* Frequency and severity are not completely independent variables.

* Frequency and severity trends may change differently over time and not capturing those changes over the same period may lead to larger estimation
errors on loss cost.

* Using different time periods may capture different economic, operational or environmental conditions which could lead to biased trend assumptions.

* Generally, in the absence of an outlier data point or other compelling evidence (i.e., changes in claimant behaviour, coverage or exposures etc. that
predominantly affect frequency of severity only), we recommend temporal alighment between frequency and severity.

© Oliver Wyman
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FREQUENCY AND SEVERITY TEMPORAL MISMATCH

* The mix of claims may change between accident periods. If the data underlying frequency and severity models is not aligned, then the trends models
will not capture the change in mix. The basis for the change in mix is not always well understood, however examples of issues of temporal mismatch:

— A hailstorm could create an increase in comprehensive frequency, but a decrease in comprehensive severity
— Population shifts between urban and rural environments (urban accidents tend to occur at lower speeds)
— The severity of winter weather affects the type of accident events

© Oliver Wyman
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FREQUENCY AND SEVERITY TEMPORAL ALIGNMENT FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

We recommend using the same period for frequency and severity in the absence of compelling evidence or reasons to

deviate.

* MPI should provide justification to deviate from using the same period for frequency and severity.

* MPI should note known events affecting claims if they contribute to the decision to exclude the data point (i.e., changes in reserving or adjusting
practices, court judgement affecting claimant behaviour, known weather events skewing data, coverage level changes etc.).
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LOSS TREND SUMMARY

Mobility Parameter

(WFH Adjustment)

Accident Benefits — Weekly Indemnity
Accident Benefits — Other (Indexed)
Accident Benefits — Other (Non-Indexed)
Bodily Injury

Collision

Comprehensive - Fire

Comprehensive - Glass

Comprehensive - Hail

Comprehensive - Theft

Comprehensive - Vandalism
Comprehensive — Other

Property Damage (Third Party Loss of Use)

Property Damage (Third Party Deductible Transfer)

Property Damage (Other)

Frequency & Severity

Period Mismatch Experience Period

Future Trend!

1 Future trends will also be affected by alternative past trends if the selected future trend is equal to the past trend

© Oliver Wyman
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1.4.1

TREND MODELS: ACCIDENT BENEFITS -
OTHER (NON-INDEXED)



ACCIDENT BENEFITS - OTHER (NON-INDEXED) LOSS TREND

Accident Benefits — Other (Non-Indexed) MPI Trend Model

Past Trend (Left)
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1 The maximum amounts payable for ABO Non-Indexed benefits increase annually at the Manitoba CPI lagged by one year
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ACCIDENT BENEFITS - OTHER (NON-INDEXED) LOSS COST PROJECTION

Accident Benefits — Other (Non-Indexed) MPI Rating Year 2026/27 Loss Cost Projection
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ACCIDENT BENEFITS - OTHER (NON-INDEXED) TREND FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Oliver Wyman Recommendation: Fit separate frequency and severity models starting at 2012.

* We observe cyclicality about a negative frequency trend (decreasing 2011 — 2014, increasing 2014 — 2016, decreasing 2016 — 2022).

* We observe a positive trend since 2022, but it is not clear whether that is simply the “increasing part of a cycle.”

* We observe relatively stable severity other than a one-time increase between 2019 and 2020.

* MPI’s model fit to loss cost data for 2019 to 2024 does not recognize the frequency cyclicality and extrapolates the increasing trend for future trend.

* We include our alternate mobility parameter based on the MPI methodology of previous GRAs

This results in a reduction in the loss cost trend from +4.95% to +0.35%.
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ACCIDENT BENEFITS - OTHER (NON-INDEXED) ALTERNATIVE LOSS TREND

Accident Benefits — Other (Non-Indexed) Alternative Trend Model

severity (log scale) frequency (log scale)

loss cost (log scale)
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The upper panel presents the historical
frequency data, and the Oliver Wyman
alternative model fit to the observations
from accident years 2012 through 2024.

The middle panel presents the historical
severity data, and the Oliver Wyman

alternative model fit to the observations
from accident years 2012 through 2024.

The lower panel presents the historical loss
cost data, and the loss costs implied by
Oliver Wyman’s alternative frequency and
severity models.
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ACCIDENT BENEFITS - OTHER (NON-INDEXED) LOSS COST PROJECTION

Accident Benefits — Other (Non-Indexed) Alternate Rating Year 2026/27 Loss Cost Projection

© Oliver Wyman
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1.4.2

TREND MODELS: COMPREHENSIVE - THEFT



COMPREHENSIVE - THEFT LOSS TREND

Comprehensive — Theft MPI Trend Model
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Parameter  Coefficient p.value Adj.R2

Past Trend (Left)

* The upper panel presents the historical
frequency data.

* The middle panel presents the historical
severity data.

* The lower panel presents the historical loss
cost data, and the MPI model fit to the
observations from accident years 2011
through 2024.

Future Trend

* MPI selects a future loss costs trend that is
equivalent to its selected past trend rate.
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COMPREHENSIVE - THEFT LOSS COST PROJECTION

Comprehensive — Theft MPI Rating Year 2026/27 Loss Cost Projection
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COMPREHENSIVE - THEFT TREND FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Oliver Wyman Recommendation: Select future trend reflecting recent theft trends.

* We observe a flattening loss cost trend since 2022.
* MPI’s model fit to loss cost data for 2011 to 2024 does not recognize this recent flattening and extrapolates the past trend for future trend.
* Our Alberta and Ontario Industry Loss Trend Reports exhibit a similar recent pattern for comprehensive — theft

* Canadian Automobile Insurance Rate Regulators (CARR) Fall 2025 Conference — Cracking the Code: Industry-Wide Strategies to Detect and Deter
Insurance Fraud presentation noted a recent decrease in theft losses

This results in a reduction in the future loss cost trend from +10.31% to +0.00%.
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COMPREHENSIVE - THEFT INDUSTRY LOSS TRENDS
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1 We do not select future loss trends in our industry loss trend reports
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Ontario
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COMPREHENSIVE - THEFT LOSS COST PROJECTION

Comprehensive — Theft Alternate Rating Year 2026/27 Loss Cost Projection
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1.4.3

TREND MODELS: PROPERTY DAMAGE
(THIRD PARTY DEDUCTIBLE TRANSFER)



PROPERTY DAMAGE (THIRD PARTY DEDUCTIBLE TRANSFER) LOSS TREND

Accident Benefits — Other (Non-Indexed) MPI Trend Model

severity (log scale) frequency (log scale)

loss cost (log scale)
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-©- Data
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T
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- Data
Implied Loss Cost Model
MPI Model

Parameter  Coefficient p.value Adj.R2
Trend -0.031 0.001 0.859
Mobility -0.075 0.002

Trend Rate -3.1%

Parameter Coefficient p.value Adj.R2
Trend 0.004 0.002 0527

Trend Rate +0.4%

Parameter Coefficient p.value Adj.R2
Trend -0.021 0.003 0.837
Mobility -0.084 0.001

Trend Rate -2.1%

T T T T T
2012 2014 2016 2018 2020

Accident Year Beginning April 1, 20XX

T T
2022 2024

Past Trend (Left)

The upper panel presents the historical
frequency data and the MPI model fit to
the observations from accident years 2012
through 2024.

The middle panel presents the historical
severity data and the MPI model fit to the
observations from accident years 2011
through 2024.

The lower panel presents the historical loss
cost data, and the MPI model fit to the
observations from accident years 2011
through 2024.

Future Trend

MPI selects a future loss costs trend that is
equivalent to its selected past trend rate.
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PROPERTY DAMAGE (THIRD PARTY DEDUCTIBLE TRANSFER) LOSS COST PROJECTION

Property Damage (Third Party Deductible Transfer) MPI Rating Year 2026/27 Loss Cost Projection
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PROPERTY DAMAGE (THIRD PARTY DEDUCTIBLE TRANSFER) TREND FINDINGS AND
CONCLUSIONS

Oliver Wyman Recommendation: Fit frequency and severity models to 2014 and subsequent

* MPI’s approach to its selected regression model time periods (2012 to 2024 for frequency and 2011 to 2024 for severity) does not recognize the change
in trend beginning in 2014.
* We observe a flatter trend emerging between 2014 and 2020 for both frequency and severity.

* We include our alternate mobility parameter based on the MPI methodology of previous GRAs

This results in a loss cost trend increase from -2.64% to -2.01%.
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PROPERTY DAMAGE (THIRD PARTY DEDUCTIBLE TRANSFER) LOSS TREND

Accident Benefits — Other (Non-Indexed) Alternate Trend Model

severity (log scale) frequency (log scale)

loss cost (log scale)
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1The maximum amounts payable for ABO Non-Indexed benefits increase annually at the Manitoba CPI lagged by one year
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The upper panel presents the historical
frequency data and the Oliver Wyman
alternative model fit to the observations
from accident years 2014 through 2024.

The middle panel presents the historical
severity data and the Oliver Wyman

alternative model fit to the observations
from accident years 2014 through 2024.

The lower panel presents the historical loss
cost data, and the Oliver Wyman
alternative model fit to the observations
from accident years 2014 through 2024.
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PROPERTY DAMAGE (THIRD PARTY DEDUCTIBLE TRANSFER) LOSS COST PROJECTION

Property Damage (Third Party Deductible Transfer) Alternate Rating Year 2026/27 Loss Cost Projection
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VEHICLE COUNTS (HTA UNITS)




VEHICLE COUNTS (HTA UNITS)

MPI Forecasted Total HTA Unit Growth: 1.87% for 2025/26 and 1.72%

thereafter ‘ ‘

* Reflects the aggregate of the forecasted unit growth by major class.

* For each major class, MPI based its selections on various averages with MPI has revised upwards the unit growth for all major classes
consideration for short- and long-term trends and volatility in units. compared to last year as the actual growth for EY-EU 2024/25
fiscal year was higher than forecasted in the 2025 GRA. MPI

* Insome instances, MPI selects averages excluding 2020/21 and X > ) ) )
2021/22 due to the impact of COVID-19. continues to monitor the movement in earned units to keep its

GRA forecasts up to date.

- MPI

HTA Units Percentage Change

Year Annualized Percentage Change

2020 0.64%
2021 2.84%
2022 0.74%
2023 1.89%
2024 2.58%
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VEHICLE COUNTS (HTA UNITS) FINDINGS AND CONCLUSION

1 2

Findings Conclusion
Based on the data provided, we find the proposed HTA unit growth We recommend MPI continue to monitor the HTA unit growth forecast to
forecast to be reasonable. account for updated information post COVID-19 pandemic, changes in

immigration in the future and effects from the political and economic
environments.
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EXPENSES



EXPENSES

ULAE, operating
expenses, premium
taxes, and commissions
are the only expense
components that
represent more than 2%
of the estimated
required premium

© Oliver Wyman

Unallocated Loss Adjustment Expenses (ULAE)

* MPI splits the ULAE profit provision into a fixed component and a

variable component for other costs associated with claims costs.

* Methodologies used to estimate the ULAE provision consider the

relationship of paid ULAE to paid loss.

* ULAE is discounted using the implied factor for loss and ALAE.

Fixed * Manitoba Health Levy
Expenses * Non-contract Towing

¢ Salaries of claims
department
Variable * Claim payment costs
S4el=lgls= e Other overhead costs
related to claim
settlement
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EXPENSES

ULAE, operating
expenses, premium
taxes, and commissions
are the only expense
components that
represent more than 2%
of the estimated
required premium

© Oliver Wyman

Operating Expenses

* MPI projects operating expense for the 2026/27 rating year to be
$100,670,961 (2026 GRA, Part VIIl — Rate Indication, RI.2.3)

* MPI allocates 2/3 of operating costs to
front-end costs for the initial cost of
writing and issuing the insurance policy.
This cost is allocated uniformly over the
2026/27 rating year.

Maintenance
and servicing

policies
* The remaining 1/3 of operating

expenses is allocated to maintenance
and servicing the policies. This cost is
allocated based on the portion of
premium earned in each development
quarter as shown in the table below.

Front-end
Costs

Development Year Q2 Q3 Q4
2025/26 1/32 3/32 5/32 7/32
2026/27 7/32 5/32 3/32 1/32
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EXPENSES

Commissions

* Amended provincial regulations incorporate negotiated commissions
rates (i.e., Agent Commissions Regulation, M.R. 93/2009 under The
o 3 Manitoba Public Insurance Corporation Act).

ULAE, operating — MPI indicates approximately 85% of commissions are variable and

. 15% are through flat fees.
expenses, premium

taxes, and commissions * MPI states for the 2026/27 rating year, the variable commission rate for

are the onIy expense in-person transactions is 3.49% of written vehicle premiums.

components that
represent more than 2%
of the estimated
required premium

— MPI also expects to implement online transactions in 2029/30,
deferred from the previous expected date of July 2027.

* MPI selects an effective commission rate of 3.75%, which is higher than
the rate above to consider the policy cancellations.
— That is, this higher rate considers that MPI does not “claw back” paid
commission on mid-term cancellations.

o 4 Premium Tax

* MPIincludes premium taxes at 3% of premium.
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EXPENSES FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

No material issues

* Based on the information provided, we find the proposed expense provisions to be reasonable.
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SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVE ASSUMPTIONS



SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVE ASSUMPTIONS

We suggest that the Board consider alternate assumptions for the following items

* Accident benefits - other (indexed) accident year weights * Comprehensive - hail trend

* Accident benefits - weekly indemnity trend * Comprehensive — theft future trend

* Accident benefits - other (indexed) trend * Comprehensive — vandalism trend

* Accident benefits - other (non-indexed) trend * Property damage (third party deductible transfer) trend
* Collision trend * Property damage (other) trend

Overall rate level indication using alternative assumptions: +2.88%

MPI estimated required 6

premium: $1,033.89 Alternative assumptions

estimated required
premium : $1,042.06
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SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVE ASSUMPTIONS

Total Impact of Alternative Assumptions

A MPI Overall Indicated Required Rate Change +2.07%
B MPI Overall Filed Rate Change +2.07%
C. Oliver Wyman Alternative Indication +2.88%
D MPI Rate Indication October Update +1.83%

Individual Impact of Assumptions on Overall Rate Level Indication

Alternative Assumption Estimated Impact on Overall Rate Level Indication

AB — Other (Indexed) Accident Year Weight -0.27 p.p.
AB - Weekly Indemnity Trend +0.32 p.p.

AB - Other (Indexed) Trend +0.30 p.p.

AB - Other (Non-Indexed) Trend -0.11 p.p.
Collision Trend +1.35 p.p.
Comprehensive — Hail Trend +0.03 p.p.
Comprehensive — Theft Future Trend -0.98 p.p.
Comprehensive — Vandalism Trend -0.05 p.p.
Property Damage Deductible Transfer Trend +0.12 p.p.
Property Damage Other Trend -0.06 p.p.

Total Change in Actuarial Assumptions +0.81 p.p.
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MERIT RATING (DSR)

DSR Program

“ * MPI’s Driver Safety Rating (DSR) program provides incentives for better driving

experience through reductions in premiums.
DSR discount levels shall be moved

one sixth of the way towards the
actuarially indicated discount, and * MPI has adhered to Order 2/25, Directive 13 fitting two contiguous straight lines to
then rounded down to the nearest better predict the discounts in the 2026 GRA.

* MPI has adhered to Order 2/25, Directive 14b in the 2026 GRA.

* MPI proposes to expand the maximum DSR level from +19 to +20.

whole number, with base rates
adjusted to off-balance these
changes

MPI DSR Model
- PUB Order 2/25, Directive 14b. * MPI calculates indicated DSR loss cost relativities using a minimum bias procedure.

* MPI then fits a piecewise regression model to the indicated loss cost relativities with
slope change at DSR +4.

* MPI calculates premium relativities that consider the non-l¢ss components of premium.

* MPI proposes final relativities in accordance with Order 2/25, Directive 14b.
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MPI DSR MODEL AND ALTERNATIVES

Linear Models
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LOESS Models
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MERIT RATING (DSR) FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Continue transition from minimum bias model to a GLM model

* We recommend MPI continue its transition from a minimum bias model to a GLM model and move towards a GLM based rating

model.

Consider DSR level an ordered categorical variable rather than a continuous numeric variable

* Under the current approach, movement of a single DSR level results in the same absolute, but not relative, change in relativity (see
2025 GRA, Part VIl = RC Appendix 6, p 7, Figure RC App 6-2). We view DSR level to be an ordered categorical variable without the

restrictions noted.
— The MPI approach results in a 7.4% reduction in the fitted relativities from Level 19 to 20, but only a 3.5% reduction from DSR Level

4 to 5 (both have absolute reduction of 0.482).
— This view would require MPI to either use the indicated rather than the fitted relativities or apply manual smoothing. This would not

be anissue when MPI transitions to a GLM model.
— While Order 2/25, Directive 13 addresses some of our concerns, we note DSR levels above 13 continue to be underpredicted (see

2026 GRA, Part VIIl - RC Appendix 6, p 5, Figure RC App 6-1). Given the underprediction of the highest volume classes, MPI risks not
collecting sufficient premium.
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VEHICLE RATE GROUPS

Proposed Changes Current Rate Group Methodology

Determining the weighted average of the A

collision and comprehensive IBC CLEAR vehicle

Rate Group Expansion

rate groups!? )
° H . N
Current Maxwum Rate Group: 41 Add the accident benefits
® Proposed Maximum Rate Group: 45 CLEAR vehicle rate group
J
N
Rate Group Movement
Subtract 2
J
e Current Movement Cap: +1
e P d Movement Cap: +5 - )
ropose P: Cap the result to 41 (i.e. take the lesser of the
calculated composite vehicle rate group or 41)
J

1 In the 2026 GRA, MPI gives 80% weight to the collision rate group and 20% weight to the comprehensive rate group. This is a change from the 2025 GRA which assigned 82% weight to the collision rate group and 18% to the comprehensive rate group.
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VEHICLE RATE GROUP MOVEMENTS

Premium Impacts by Positive Rate Group Movement (including DSR changes)

Rate Group Movement Number of Vehicles Percentage of Vehicles Average Premium Change ($) Premium Change
+5 44,100 4.9% 411.25 24.23%
+4 128,259 14.4% 351.90 19.33%
+3 45,063 5.1% 258.05 16.06%
+2 49,444 5.5% 191.03 12.46%
+1 56,048 6.3% 130.47 8.53%
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VEHICLE RATE GROUPS FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Rate group expansion off balancing only for rate groups up to 41 is unreasonable.

* We find the expansion from maximum rate group 41 to 45 to be reasonable.
* However, off balancing methodology unfairly targets expansion rate groups 42 — 45 for rate increases.
— Consumers have no say in their rate group being capped at 41 previously and are being penalized with the proposed change.

Rate group movement places an undue burden on consumers who do not have control over their vehicle rate group

assignment.

* Vehicles with a rate group movement of +5 will experience an average premium increase of 24.23% (5411.25), vehicles with a rate
group movement of +4 will experience an average premium increase of 19.33% ($351.90), and vehicles with a rate group movement
of +3 will experience an average premium increase of 16.1% ($258.05).

— In total, 172,359 vehicles or 19.3% of vehicles in Manitoba would experience a rate group increase of at least +4.
— 217,422 vehicles or 24.4% of vehicles in Manitoba would experience a rate group increase of at least +3.

* |n a privately delivered insurance model, consumers have the freedom of choice should they find their insurer’s rates to be excessive
or unreasonable.

— A publicly delivered insurance model limits the consumer’s choice. Greater care on consumer impacts is needed to lower risk of
consumer harm.
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PRIOR PERIOD RUNOFF

We present a comparison between the loss cost estimates included in the
2025 and 2026 GRAs for each coverage.

Specifically, we present the loss cost estimates underlying MPI’s 2025 GRA
projections, the loss cost estimates used in its 2026 GRA trend analysis (data
valued as of September 30, 2024), and the loss cost estimates underlying
MPI’s 2026 GRA projections (data valued as of March 31, 2025)

Findings and Conclusion

* For coverages other than physical damage coverages, MPI’s projections
are relatively stable over time, with small deviations as accident years
mature that remain within a reasonable range.

* For physical damage coverages, higher inflation levels resulted in
increases to the projection for 2022/23 and 2023/24. In turn, estimated
rating year 2025/26 loss costs also increased relative to rating year
2024/25 loss costs presented in the 2025 GRA. These increases are
primarily responsible for the increase in required premium

© Oliver Wyman
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MPI CHANGES IN THE 2026 GRA

Rate Impacts by Changes

Components Rate Change Contribution

A Deductible Change +2.98 p.p.
B DSR Change -1.63 p.p.
C Vehicle Rate Group Change +3.20 p.p.
D Total (A+B +C) +4.55 p.p.
E MPI Rate Indication +2.07%
F Total Rate Indication (compared to current rates) (D + E) +6.63%

© Oliver Wyman
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ACCEPTED ACTUARIAL PRACTICE AND TRANSPARENCY

Canadian Institute of Actuaries (CIA)

» Standards of Practice 1110.02

The existence of standards is not a substitute for professional
judgement or consideration for the needs of the user(s) when
performing specific work

» Standards of Practice 1120.34

Indicated rate is the best estimate of the premium required to
provide for the corresponding expected claim costs, expenses
and provision for profit.

© Oliver Wyman

Manitoba Public Insurance Values

hd

As a public auto insurer, we hold ourselves accountable to all
Manitobans to deliver value by fostering a culture of excellence. We
achieve this through our four core values:

Striving for Excellence

Providing Value to Manitobans

Investing in People

- MPI (https://www.mpi.mb.ca/who-we-are/)
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TRANSPARENCY OF REQUIRED PREMIUM

MPI Requested Premium Change
If No Rate Group Movement Cap

MPI Requested Premium Change
If Rate Group Change Denied

Actual Premium Change MPI Requested Premium Change

* MPI2026/27 average premium

including premium trend (see
2026 GRA, Part VIIl — Rate
Indication, Figure RI-13)!

$997.44

* MPI estimated
required premium

$1,063.59

Actual required
premium change

6.63%

1 Line [12] * (1 + [13]); Overall Column
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MPI 2026/27 average premium
including premium trend (see
2026 GRA, Part VIII — Rate
Indication, Figure RI-13)2

$1,012.88

MPI estimated
required premium

$1,033.89

MPI requested
premium change

2.07%

Actual required
premium change

6.63%

2 Line [12] * (1 + [13]) * (1 + [14]) * (1 + [15]); Overall Column

MPI 2026/27 average premium
including premium trend (see
2026 GRA, Part VIII — Rate
Indication, Figure RI-13)3

$982.46

MPI estimated
required premium

$1,033.89

MPI requested
premium change

5.23%

Actual required
premium change

6.63%

3 Line [12] * (1 + [13]) * (1 + [14]); Overall Column

* MPI2026/27 average premium

including premium trend

?

* MPI estimated
required premium

$1,033.89

* MPI requested
premium change

?

* Actual required
premium change

6.63%
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RATE APPLICATIONS IN OTHER JURISDICTIONS

Ontario

* Private Passenger Automobile Filing Guidelines — Major
(https://www.fsrao.ca/media/7681/download)

— Section 2: Summary of Information

In responding to Question 4, the impact of all proposed
changes to rates or rules, including base rate changes,
differential changes, discount or surcharge changes, and
rating rule changes, must be disclosed under the proposed
average rate level change column. The impact by coverage
must be calculated, on an uncapped basis, and disclosed.

— Section 7.f: Calculation of Rate Level Change and Average Rate

© Oliver Wyman

The filing must clearly describe and show how the rate level
impact of changes to base rates, differentials and discounts or
surcharges, in combination with any off-balance which may
be applied, are used to calculate the overall rate level change

on a per coverage basis.

Alberta

* Filing Guidelines for Change in Rates & Rating Programs
(https://albertaairb.ca/wp-content/uploads/2025/10/Filing-Guidelines-
Effective-October-1-2025-Final.pdf)

— Section 7h: Calculation of Rate Level Change and Average Rate

Describe and demonstrate how the rate level impact of
changes to base rates, differentials and discounts or
surcharges, in combination with any off-balance which may
be applied, are used to calculate the overall rate level change
on a per coverage basis. Reconcile this calculation with the
Proposed Overall Rate Level Change from CARS, Question 4a.

— Prior to October 1, 2025, Section 7h was Section 7k
(https://albertaairb.ca/wp-content/uploads/2024/12/Filing-
Guidelines-Effective-December-2024.pdf)
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RATE APPLICATION IN ONTARIO

Section 2, Question 4
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Questiond

Is this Question Applicable? YES

4a. State the indicated rate level changes and proposed average rate level changes and premium weights using
direct written premiums that have been adjusted to current rate level. (If direct written premiums are not available,

please use direct earned premiums.) Where there is no proposed rate level change, please indicate "0" for all

coverages rather than "n/a".

Indicate whether the changes by coverage are weighted by written or earned premiums by selecting the appropriate

choice, and state the source and date of data

Date of Data:
Source of Data:
PremiumType

08/31/2024
Internal Database
Direct Written Premium

(Weighted Average)

‘ 7.18% ’

*Coverage Indicated Rate Level Proposed Average Weights
Change Rate Level Change

Liability - Bodily Injury 6.62% 6.5% 17.03%

Liability - Property -0.51% 0.01% 1.05%

Damage

Standard Accident 7.18% 7% 21.64%

Benefits

Uninsured Automobile 31.68% 29.33% 0.72%

Direct Compensation - 7.35% 7% 22.98%

Property Damage

All Compulsory Coverages 7.24% T% 63.42%

(Total)

Specified Perils 9.4% 20.32% 0%

Comprehensive 22.06% 20.3% 13.48%

Collision or Upset -0.55% 0% 22.35%

All Perils 0% 0% 0%

Family Protection (OPCF -21.22% 0% 0.75%

44R)

All Optional Coverages 7.36% % 36.58%

All Coverages Combined 7.28% 100%
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RATE

APPLICATION IN ONTARIO

Section 7.f

~ =

[al
[b]
[e]
[d]
[e]

STETES

Exhibit 7.f
Private Passenger Automobiles - Ontario
Calculation of Rate Level Change and Average Rate
Bl PD DC AB UA Um coL CMP sp TOTAL
Current Average Rate S 459.11 S 28.18 S 619.52 S 583.39 § 19.34 $ 2026 S 653.55 S 385.83 S 128.82 S 2,679.54
Proposed Impact before Base Rate Change (incl Endrosement)
Years licensed [0,1] increase by 5% 1.2% 1.1% 1.0% 0.7% 0.7% 0.0% 1.0% 0.5% 0.5% 0.88%
Electric vehicle discount update from 10% to 5% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.0% 0.13%
2025 CLEAR table update 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 1.1% 10.5% 10.4% 1.90%
No prior insurance update 0.7% 0.7% 0.6% 0.5% 0.4% 0.0% 0.7% 0.4% 0.6% 0.58%
Introduce minimum vehicle premium of 5100 0.00%
Cumulative Impact before Base Rate Change (incl Endorsement) 2.0% 1.8% 1.8% 2.4% 1.1% 0.0% 3.0% 11.7% 11.7% 2
Base Rate Off Balance Change (incl Endorsement) 4.4% -1.8% 5.2% 4.5% 28.5% 0.0% -2.9% 7.7% 7.7% 3.54%
Final Impact of All Changes (incl Endorsement) 6.5% 0.0% 7.0% 7.0% 30.0% 0.0% 0.0% 20.3% 20.3% 7.18%
Weights for (5) Final Impact of All Changes 17.0% 1.0% 23.0% 21.6% 0.7% 0.8% 22.3% 13.5% 0.0% 100.00%
Proposed Average Rate S 488.94 S 2818 S 662.88 S 624.23 S 2513 $ 2026 5 653.56 S 464,15 S 155.00 $ 2,872.04
Calculated using extension of exposure method based on company inforce data as at Aug 31, 2024.
[1+(a)] x [1+(b)] x [1+(c)] x [1+(d)] x [1+{e}] - 1
Calculated by extension of exposures program to offset the cumulative impact with base rate change.
Impact on inforce book, calculated using extension of exposure method of base rate change and all proposed changes combined.

@
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Premium weights for inforce book as at Aug 31, 2024 rerated to current rate level using extension of exposure method.

(1) x [1+(5)]
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RATE APPLICATION IN ALBERTA

CARS, Question 4a
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4a) Please complete the table below. The indicated and proposed changes by coverage must be on uncapped

premiums. The premium weights must add up to 100%. The grey boxes will calculate after clicking “calculate rate

change”. All percentages must be entered as a decimal (45% would be entered as 0.45).

Third Party Liability - Bodily Injury

Third Party Liability - Property
Damage

Direct Compensation for Property
Damage

Accident Benefits
Basic Coverage
Underinsured Motorist
All Perils

Collision
Comprehensive
Specified Perils
Endorsements
Additional Coverage

All Coverage

40.38 %

1.38 %

15.44 %

8.36 %

65.56 %

1.58 %

18.20 %

14.66 %

34.44 %

100.00 %

$727.79

$24.79

$278.40

$150.78
$1.181.73

$28.59

$415.06

$307.40

$609.32

$1.768.29

-1.90 %

30.70 %

30.70 %

26.98 %

1015 %

-69.44 %

-18.57 %

61.03 %

12,87 %

11.12 %

0.06 %

26.06 %
26.08 %

26.91 %
10.16 %

0.00 %
-15.10 %

24.38 %

2.40 %

7.49 %

$728.24

§31.25

$351.00

$191.35
$1,301.80

$28.59

$352.39

$382.35

$623.93

$1,900.68
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RATE APPLICATION IN ALBERTA

Section 7.k (now 7.h)

711 Calculation of Rate Level Change and Average Rate
“Each factor change is added sequentially and the breakdown of the impact is generated below

1 Changesto for Rating Tersitory
Coverage In-force Vehicles Current Avg Prem

Proposed Avg Prem

Impact

12 BI=2]/[1-1
fa] [b] [h]
BI 728 742
TP 25 25
PD 278 285
AB 151 154
€L 415 423
CM/SP 307 312
u1 20 20
Total 1,768 1,803
2 Increase to for Years of verified experience
Coverage In-force Vehicles Proposed Avg Prem Proposed Avg Prem Tmpact
12 [31=12]/[11-1
[b] [c] [b]
742 760 243%
2 26 281%
285 207 4.40%
154 153 0.61%
423 438 335%
312 312 -0.05%
29 2 0.00%
1.803 1844 2.25%
3 Decrease to for Insurance score band
Coverage In-force Vehicles Proposed Avg Prem Proposed Avg Prem TImpact
2 BV
[c] [d] [h]
760 760 0.00%
26 26 0.00%
207 208 0.04%
153 153 0.00%
438 386 -11.80%
312 275 -11.89%
20 20 0.00%
1.844 1,773 -3.86%
4 Introduce Surcharge on Cancellation for Non-Payment
Coverage In-force Vehicles Proposed Avg Prem Proposed Avg Prem Tmpact
1] 12 311211111
4] [e] [u]
760 763 0.27%
2% 2% 0.27%
208 299 0.34%
153 154 027%
386 386 0.02%
275 275 0.02%
29 29 0.00%
1773 1,776 0.20%
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LEAR with vsing CL/DCPD combined RG

Coverage In-force Vehicles Proposed Avg Prem Proposed Avg Prem Tmpact
] 21 [BI=21
fe] If] ]
762 762
26 26
200 296
154 154
386 380
275 275
29 29

Tatal 1,776 1,776

6. Final Base Rate Adjustment to target overall +7 5%

Coverage In-force Vehicles Proposed Avg Prem Proposed Avg Prem Impact
1l 121 B2
] lg] [
728 -4.48%
31 19.81%
351 18.49%
191 24.54%
352 -9.36%
382 39.02%
2 _ g —
1,901 ‘ 7.01% ’
Overall Impact from Cwrrent rating structure to Proposed rating structure
Coverage In-force Vehicles Current Avg Prem Proposed Avg Prem Impact
[ 121 BI=[2)/[1}-1
[a] lg] [b]
728 728 0.06%
25 at 26.06%
278 351 26.08%
151 101 2691%
415 352 -15.10%
307 382 24.38%
20 29
1,768 1,901

T ——
‘ 7.49% ,
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RATE INDICATION PRESENTATION FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Rate indication should describe the total change in required premium to achieve rate adequacy irrespective of proposed

changes.

* Transparency for the PUB to understand the total premium gap.

* Greater flexibility for the PUB to approve overall rates while considering partial approval or modification of other MPI proposed
changes

— Can determine the effect on MPI’s requested rate change without the need for IRs or requests for undertakings.

Requested rate change should include premium impacts of all requested changes.

* The current MPI methodology is less transparent. Consumers would have difficulty identifying the potential impacts to their policy
beyond the MPI requested rate change (equivalent to and often referred to as the base rate change).

* Consumers do not experience the rate changes resulting from MPI’s other changes separately from the requested rate change so the
requested rate change understates the actual premium impacts consumers will experience.
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APPENDIX A:
BIOGRAPHIES




BIOGRAPHIES

Rajesh Sahasrabuddhe and Felix Chan are the actuaries responsible for this report. Mr. Sahasrabuddhe and Mr. Chan
provide actuarial consulting services related to automobile insurance throughout Canada. Those service include
reviewing automobile insurance rate applications, providing expert witness testimony on rate applications, analyzing
automobile insurance reform measures, development of model governance frameworks, conducting automobile
insurance benchmark rate studies and performing special studies.
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BIOGRAPHIES: RAJESH SAHASRABUDDHE

Rajesh (“Raj”) holds a Bachelor of Science, majoring in Mathematics — Actuarial Science (summa cum laude) from the
University of Connecticut. Raj is a Partner with Oliver Wyman Actuarial Consulting. His primary responsibilities are to
provide actuarial consulting services to regulators and a variety of insurance, reinsurance and self-insured organizations.

Raj reviews automobile rate applications in on behalf of regulators and consumer stakeholders in several Canadian
provinces. Within the scope of this work, he provides expert witness testimony in rate hearings.

Raj is a Fellow of the Casualty Actuarial Society, a Fellow of the Canadian Institute of Actuaries, and a Member of the
American Academy of Actuaries. He has been approved to provide captive loss reserve certifications by regulatory
authorities in Vermont, South Carolina, Delaware, and Bermuda.

Prior to joining Oliver Wyman, Raj provided actuarial consulting services to self-insured clients at a national brokerage
company and financial advisory and litigation support services at an independent consulting firm. With his prior
experience at a Big Four audit firm, he is also familiar with insurance accounting issues.
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BIOGRAPHIES: FELIX CHAN

Felix Chan is a Senior Manager with Oliver Wyman Actuarial Consulting, Inc., located in the Toronto office. He holds a
Bachelor of Arts degree in Mathematics for Commerce from York University. He specializes in P&C Personal and
Commercial Lines Ratemaking.

His primary responsibilities are to provide actuarial consulting services to insurance regulatory authorities, review
insurance rate applications, analyze insurance reform measures and conduct automobile insurance benchmark rate
studies.

Prior to joining Oliver Wyman, Felix spent over 13 years at primary carriers in a variety of roles with increasing
responsibilities. In addition to his actuarial experience, primarily within ratemaking, Felix has also held roles as an
insurance broker, team lead within a data science team and product owner for software development and systems
migration.

Felix is a Fellow of the Casualty Actuarial Society and a Fellow of the Canadian Institute of Actuaries.
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QUALIFICATIONS, ASSUMPTIONS, AND LIMITING CONDITIONS

This report is for the exclusive use of the Oliver Wyman client named herein. This report is not intended for general circulation or publication, nor is it
to be reproduced, quoted, or distributed for any purpose without the prior written permission of Oliver Wyman. There are no third-party beneficiaries
with respect to this report, and Oliver Wyman does not accept any liability to any third party.

Information furnished by others, upon which all or portions of this report are based, is believed to be reliable but has not been independently verified,
unless otherwise expressly indicated. Public information and industry and statistical data are from sources we deem to be reliable; however, we make
no representation as to the accuracy or completeness of such information. The findings contained in this report may contain predictions based on
current data and historical trends. Any such predictions are subject to inherent risks and uncertainties. Oliver Wyman accepts no responsibility for
actual results or future events.

The opinions expressed in this report are valid only for the purpose stated herein and as of the date of this report. No obligation is assumed to revise
this report to reflect changes, events, or conditions, which occur subsequent to the date hereof.

All decisions in connection with the implementation or use of advice or recommendations contained in this report are the sole responsibility of the
client. This report does not represent investment advice nor does it provide an opinion regarding the fairness of any transaction to any and all parties.
In addition, this report does not represent legal, medical, accounting, safety, or other specialized advice. For any such advice, Oliver Wyman
recommends seeking and obtaining advice from a qualified professional.



