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PREFACE

This report was supported by grants from the National Center for
Health Services Research and Development and the Office of Economic
Opportunity for studies of medical care financing and the demand for
medical care. It is one of several that explore the effects of deduct-
ibles. These effects are treated theoretically in E. B. Keeler, C. E.
Phelps, and J. P. Newhouse, Deductibles and Demand for Medical Services:
The Theory of a Consumer Facing a Varying Price Schedule under Uncer-
tainty (Rand Report R-1514-OEO/NC, December 1974), and empirically in
J. P. Newhouse and others, An Empirical Estimate of the Impact of De-
ductibles on the Demand for Medical Services (Rand Report R-1661-0EO/NC,
forthcoming).

The present report focuses on the question whether deductibles
should apply on a per-family or a per-individual basis. The results
are also relevant to the choice of accounting period, since the pooling
of family members is formally equivalent to aggregating time periods--
where, for example, 'per year" is analogous to the family deductible

and "per quarter' to the individual deductible.
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SUMMARY

Most American medical insurance has the form of reimbursement for
medical expenses--the insured person pays all of his medical expenses
up to a certain amount (the deductible) and pays a proportion (the
coinsurance) of the remaining expenses. This report studies how indi-
vidual deductibles should be combined to make a family deductible with
the same expected expense for the insurer, and how the choice of de-
ductible type affects the variance of insurance payouts and alters the
individuals' incentives to economize on medical care. The variance of
policies is interesting because a major point of medical insurance is
the reduction of risk. Altered incentives are a problem even to the
policyholder, because he must pay a higher premium for them.

We present some theoretical results on the variance of plans for
any family. We prove that if the coinsurance rate is zero, the vari-
ance of payments by the insured is higher with individual deductibles
than with equivalent family deductibles. This is a plus for the family
deductible because the purpose of insurance is to shift the risk from
the insured to the insurance company, which, by its size and the law
of averages, can better afford it.

Other theoretical results are less clear cut. The payouts by the
insurer under a family plan will usually have higher variance than
under individual plans, but this is not necessarily true. Similarly,
even with a positive coinsurance rate, the insured out-of-pocket pay-
ments will usually have higher variance with individual plans than
with family plans, but examples show that this is not necessarily true.

A real family, however, is more than just a statistical artifact.
Its medical expenses are affected by an unhealthful environment, diet,
and constitution; by its attitudes toward health and doctors; and by
its insurance policy--all of which are shared to some degree by family
members. Because the interrelation of family medical expenses is so
complex, the best way to get at real tradeoffs is by empirical study
of family and individual plans.

We conducted such a study using data from the CHAS-NORC 1970
Medical Expenditures Survey (described in [1]), which consists of a
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national sample of approximately 3700 families. When upper limits for
out-of-pocket payments consistent with various NHI proposals are im-
posed, the variance of payouts by families under individual deductible
plans is higher than the variance under equivalent family deductible
-plans for all deductibles and coinsurance rates we tried. However,
raising the upper limit to $10,000 or more per family per year substan-
tially changes our estimates of variance, and exceptions do emerge.

Our empirical conclusions for large upper limits on out-of-pocket pay-
ments are sensitive to the effect of outliers--very large expenditures--
and we conclude that our sample of 3700 households is too small to let
us draw definite conclusiops. However, we would emphasize that vir-
tually all proposed legislation places an upper limit on expenditures
of less than $10,000 per family per year.

It might be noted that our discussion also applies to a choice
between 3-month and l-year deductible periods. 1In this case, the four
members of a one-person 'family" (called, for example, Joe) are Joe in
the spring, Joe in summer, Joe in fall, and Joe in winter. The same
theoretical results apply, as do arguments on family similarity and

altered incentives, once the deductible is exceeded.
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THE CHOICE BETWEEN FAMILY AND INDIVIDUAL DEDUCTIBLES
IN HEALTH INSURANCE POLICIES

1. INTRODUCTION

In the last few decades, major medical policies have become much
more significant in the market for health insurance. The so-called
comprehensive major medical policy now requires the insured person to
pay all of his medical expenses up to a fixed amount (the deductible)
and a proportion (the coinsurance rate) of the remainder.* In this
report, we study the distribution of medical expenses, and how these
expenses are divided between insurer and insured under various medical
plans. In particular, we compute the size of a family deductible that
gives the same expected out-of-pocket expense as a set of individual
deductibles. We call such a family deductible equivalent. Since a
principal point of insurance is risk reduction, we are also interested
in how the type of deductible (family or individual) affects the vari-
ance of family out-of-pocket payments. For many utility functioms, if
expected payments are the same, the policies with the lowest variance
of payments are least risky and hence preferred.

In Section 2, we present our theoretical results: some inequali-
ties on the variances of equivalent plans. These results depend on the
assumption that expenditures of medical services are independent of
their price, and in some cases that the coinsurance rate is zero, and
thus they correspond to an idealized situation that, in fact, does not
obtain. But they do give guidance as to what one might expect from
more realistic assumptions that are impossible to analyze from a purely
theoretical standpoint.

In Section 3, we describe some empirical work undertaken to exam-

ine whether the inequalities hold in practice. We use data from the

*The deductible is useful because it greatly reduces administra-
tive cost by eliminating reimbursements and processing for small claims.
Were it not for the tax advantages of medical insurance (see [5] and
[6]), it is likely that much larger deductibles would be popular. (See
also [1], [2], and [3] for related work.)
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CHAS-NORC 1970 Medical Expenditures Survey,* generate tables of equiva-
lent family and individual deductibles, and compare family and individ-
ual variances under a number of plans. Finally, in Section 4, we con-
clude by discussing whether family deductible plans are preferable in
‘realistic situations, particularly when the assumption that price

doesn't affect purchases of medical care services is dropped.

2. THE VARIANCE OF FAMILY AND INDIVIDUAL DEDUCTIBLE POLICIES

Throughout this section we assume that medical expenditures do

not depend on the price of care and, in particular, that they do not
depend on the deductible. In this case, the same family deductibles
are equivalent to a set of individual deductibles for both insurer and
insured. Since a purpose of health insurance is to reduce risk, we
will compare various insurance policies with an equal expected payout
by the insured to see which has the lowest variance..r Our empirical
results show that the insured's out-of-pocket payments under individ-
ual deductible plans usually have higher variance than under equiva-
lent family deductible plans. This fact seems intuitively plausible,
since the family plans permit greater risk-pooling by the insured.
However, only when the coinsurance rate is zero is it necessarily the
case that the family plan must have lower variance. We now prove this

assertion.

2.1, Zero Coinsurance

Let Zi be random (nonnegative) medical expenses of individual 1
(1 =1, ..., n) in a particular n person family, and let cy be the de-
ductible for his expenses in an individual deductible policy. Let
Z= 22-1 Zi be the family's total medical expenses, and let c be a
family deductible. The out-of-pocket payment for person i is

*
This survey is described in detail in [1].

+Of course, the policy with lowest variance for the consumer is
the one in which he prepays a lump sum equal to his expected expendi-
tures plus a loading fee and then gets all medical care free. Such a
policy is typical for participants in a health maintenance organizationm.



Yi = min (Zi’ ci), while the family out-of-pocket payment under indi-
vidual deductible policies is Y' = Z:=l Yi' Under a family deductible
policy, the family's out-of-pocket payment is Y = min (Z, c).

Theorem 1. Var(Y) < Var(Y'). In other words, if the coinsur-
ance rate is zero, the variance of the total family out-of-pocket pay-
ments under individual deductible policies is greater than or equal to
the variance of family out-of-pocket payments under the equivalent
family deductible.

Proof. Var(Y') - Var(Y) = E(Y'%) - E(¥?) = E(¥'? - ¥9)

- E(¥' - DEX' +Y) > E¥'? - v%) - 2cE(Y' - Y), since E(Y) = E(Y')

< ¢ by the definition of equivalent plans. The following lemma implies
that the last term is nonnegative and this completes the proof of the
theoremn.

Lemma. E(Y' - ¥%) > 20E(Y' - ¥).

Proof. E(¥'2 -¥%) = E[(X' +Y)(¥' - ¥)]. Now if ¥Y' <Y, Y' +7Y
< 2c¢ because Y < ¢. Similarly if Y' > Y, Y' < Z implies Y < Z, so that

v

Y=cand Y' + Y > 2¢. Combining we have

Ef@'+V@E"'-V]1=2 f (' -Y)2c+ S (' =-7Y)2c = 2cE(Y' - Y)
Y'<y Y'>Y

proving the lemma.

Remark. Since the lemma needs no assumptions about E(Y), E(Y'),
and c, with minor modification the proof of the theorem actually shows
that Var(Y) < Var(Y') for family plans whose deductibles are equiva-
lent to or more generous than the individual deductibles plan (see last
inequality).

A simple example shows how c might vary as a function of the cy-
Suppose that the family has two individuals with independent, identical

medical expense distributions:

Zi = 0 with probability p
= 100 with probability 1 - p.

Then the joint distribution Z = Zl + 22 is



N
L}

0 with probability p2
= 100 with probability 2p(1 - p)
200 with probability (1 - p)2.

If both deductibles 2 and c, are less than 100,

v
]

0 with probability p
with probability 1 - p,

n

¢

so that E(Y) = E(Yl + YZ) = (1 - p)(cl + cz). We must find a ¢ so
that '

E(Y) = 2p(1 - p) min (100, ¢) + (1 - p)° min (200, c)
= (1 - p)(cl + CZ)'

The solution is that

-

cl + c2
c = 1+ if this is < 100,
¢y + ¢, = 200p
c = otherwise.
l1-p

Figure 1 gives the histogram of expenditures for the example.
Since the positive expenditures by the family Y lies between the posi-

tive expenditures for individuals Y', the variance is clearly lower.

2.2. Pogitive Coinsurance

The coinsurance rate is the proportion of expenses over the de-
ductible paid by the insured person. We now consider the case of a
coinsurance ratio a, 0 < a £ 1. We assume that the individual and the
équivalent family plans have the same rate a. Since E(Y) = E(Y') im-
plies that E(Z - Y) = E(Z - Y'), and the family payouts for the two
plans are X' = Y' + a(Z - Y') and X = Y + a(Z - Y), the equivalent

family deductible is the same no matter what the coinsurance rate a.
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We now prove a theorem relating the variances of the family's
payouts under individual deductible and equivalent family deductible
plans. The relation is illustrated below, where Var(X) - Var(X') is
the quantity being graphed:

a |
ky Qa— k a—
(a) (b)

These graphs are summarized as

Theorem 2. Let D(a) = Var[Y + o(Z - Y)] - Var[Y' + o(Z - Y')].
Then there exists an a*, 0 < a* < 1, so that D(a) < 0 for 0 < a < a*
and D(a) 2 0 for u* < a < 1., In other words, for any joint distribu-

tion of expenses, the zero-one interval may be partitioned into two
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segments: a lower one, in which the variance of family out-of-pocket
payments for the equivalent family deductible plan is less than or
equal to its variance for the individual deductible plan; and an up-

per (possibly empty) one, in which the variance is strictly greater.

- Proof.
D(a) = Var[Y + o(Z - Y)] - Var[Y' + a(Z - Y")]

= E{[oZ + (1 - a)Y]2 - [0z + (1 - a)Y']z}

B[ - 02?2 - v'%) + 201 - 02X - Y]

=@ - (- )EX? - ') + 20E[z(Y - YD)

= (1 - [ - )k, + 20k,],
where k1 = E(Y2 - Y'2) and k2 = E[Z(Y - Y')]. From the lemma, kl < 0.
Now D(0) = ky and D(1) = 0. If k, > 0, then D(a)/(1 - a)(1 - o)k, + 20k,

*
is strictly increasing with o, so that D(a) < 0 for 0 < o < a and

D(a) > O for a* < o < 1, where u* = —kl/(Zk2 - kl) <1, 1If k2 < 0,
D(a)/(1l - ¢) < 0 and hence D(a) < 0 for 0 £ a <1, Q.E.D.

Theorem 3. For any o > 0, there is a distribution of independent
individual expenses for which the variance of payments for the equiva-
lent family deductible plan ie strictly higher than the variance of
payments for the individual deductible plan, t.e., D(a) < 0.

Proof. Consider a two-person family with independent identical
distributions of expenses p(0) = .1, p(1l) = .8, p(x) = .1. If the in-
dividual deductible is 1 and x > 2, the equivalent family deductible
is about 1.97. A messy but straightforward computation shows that the
variance of out-of-pocket payments under a family deductible is higher
than under an individual deductible for x 2 3/o. Q.E.D.

Such examples also show that the variance of insurance company ex-
penditures (1 - a)(Z - Y), might be greater with individual deductible
policies, since Var(z - Y) - Var(z - ¥') = E(¥2 - Y'%) - 2E[2(Z - Y")]
= k1 - 2k2. This is not of great interest, since it is the function
of insurance companies to assume risks through pooling that individuals
do not want to bear. Furthermore, because of averaging, the difference

in risk to the insurance companies should be negligible.
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- %
Remark. The o in Theorem 2 has an interpretation, since
A

* _kl Var Y' - Var Y

e = 2k, - k) T Var(z - Y') - Var(Zz - V) °

Thus, the individual deductible plan has lower variance only when the
coinsurance rate a is greater than the ratio of the difference in vari-
ances of out-of-pocket payments below the deductible and the difference

in variances of the insurance combany payouts.

3. AN EMPIRICAL INVESTIGATION

While the theory of Section 2 provides an inequality on the risk
of family versus individual deductibles, it leaves unanswered a number
of important questions. First, how much lower is the variance of fam-
ily deductiblesé Second, Theorem 1 assumes zero ééinsurance, but it
is of interest to determine whether the inequality holds when various
policies with positive coinsurance at typical levels are considered.
Finally, since it is unreasonable to assume that the demand for medical
services is perfectly inelastic, the question naturally arises whether
. the inequality still holds when insurance is assumed to create addi-
tional demand. The purpose of this section is to provide at least par-
tial answers to some of these questions.

The following is a brief description of our approach. We obtained
a body of data--the CHAS-NORC 1970 Medical Expenditures Survey--which
gives information on the expenses of approximately 3700 families. The
data include each person's demographic characteristics and an indicator
of whether or not the person was insured. It is a national sample, but
the data available were not specific about the type of insurance poli-
cles held.

We investigate the relationship in these data between the variance
of medical expenditures for equivalent individual and family deductible
plans and for a variety of coinsurance rates. We cannot unequivocally
answer the question of whether the variance inequalities described in

Section 2 stili hold when insurance is assumed to create additional
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demand. But we do attempt to adjust for what ought to obtain by ad-
justing medical expenditures in the‘data to the situation in which
everjpne is insured, as well as to the situation in which everyone

is uninsured; the adjustment method is described in Section 3.1. The
adjustment procedure is designed to coﬁtrol both for the ''selection
effect" of people who tend to have higher medical expenditures (all
other things being equal) and are thus more likely to purchase insur-
ance, and, to some degree, for the additional demand created by the
insurance policy itself. We do not attempt (nor would our data allow
us to do so) to explicitly model the effect of insurance on expendi-
tures.

We are therefore limited to comparing variances separately for
three different "populations" of medical expenditures where the vary-
ing insurance plans (deductibles and coinsurance rates) do not change
the actual medical expenses. Nonetheless, if it turns out that the
variance of medical expenditures for family deductibles is lower than
(or higher than) the variance of medical expenditures for individual
deductibles for each of these two adjusted populations, as well as for
the unadjusted population, then we will be reasonably sure that the
inequality will hold when insurance is assumed to create additional de-
mand. For each of two coinsurance rates--0 percent and 25 percent--
and for each of three sets of data--two adjusted and one unad justed--
"equivalent" individual and family deductibles from 0 to $500 per
person per year were obtained and their variances compared. The
results are described in Section 3.2.

Approximately 3700 households or 11,287 individuals were included
in the CHAS-NORC 1970 Medical Expenditures Survey sample. In each
household the demographic characteristics of every individual (e.g.,
race, sei, age, educational level, income) were recorded, along with
a qualitative measure of health status, an indicator of whether or not
the person was insured, and the medical expenses incurred. A listing
of each relevant variable, together with the label used in data proces-
sing and its weighted mean and standard deviation, is given in Table 1.

As mentioned earlier, because our data were not specific about

the type of insurance held, we could not reliably estimate the amount
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Table 1

VARIABLES ENTERING INTO THE ANALYSES OF
MEDICAL EXPENDITURES

Weighted
Weighted Standard
‘Variable Label Mean Deviation
Family income INC 10,964 11,534
Nonwhite (head) NONW 0.118 0.323
Age AGE 31.26 22.15
Female FEM 0.508 0.500
Health status poor HSP 0.0382 0.192
Health status fair | HSF 0.1212 0.327
Health status good | HSG 0.4322 0.495
Employed EMP 0.365. 0.481
Insured INS 0.740 0.439
Expenditures EXP 245 86
Family size SIZE 4,20 - 2.18

%The means do not sum to 1.000 because "health
status excellent" is the default value having a
weighted mean of 0.409.

of additional demand created by various types of insurance plans. But
we felt that three different, estimated, national medical-expenditure
populations could be used to obtain insight. The first is simply the
national population estimated directly from the data itself; The sec-
ond is derived by adjusting (according to the method described in Sec-
tion 3.1) the expenses of uninsured families to what they might have
been had the families been insured. The third is derived by using the
same method to adjust the insureds' expenses to what they might have
been had the families not been insured. When looking at the expenses ‘
of insured (or uninsured) families, a natural question is: Why do
these different populations need be considered at all? The main rea-
son is bias. The insureds tend to have much higher incomes, consist
predominantly of whites, and are much more often employed (see Table 2).
Since it is reasonable to assume that these quantities influence medi-
cal expenses (a fact borne out in Section 3.2), a simple inference

based on the insured subpopulation would not readily extend to the
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Table 2

DIFFERENCES IN CHARACTERISTICS BETWEEN
INSURED AND UNINSURED GROUPS

- Weighted Weighted

Insured Uninsured
Label Mean Mean
INC 12,509 6,571
NONW 0.069 0.257
AGE 30.900 32.400
FEM 0.506 0.517
HSP 0.021 0.087
HSF 0.107 0.162
HSG 0.443 0.402
EMP 0.408 0.243
EXP 241.000 259.000
SIZE 4.150 - 4,330

national population. A second reason is sample size. Clearly it is
reasonable to assume that the expenses of the uninsureds bear some
relation to what their expenses would be 1if they were insured; to have
thrown out the uninsureds would have left only 651, 361, 331, 221,

and 110 two-through-six-person families, respectively, which we judge
would not have been sufficient to estimate the difference between fam-
1ly and individual deductible. For similar reasons, we have adjusted
the expenses of insured families to what they would have been had the
families been uninsured, in order to derive an estimated national unin-
sured population. It seems reasonable to suppose that the range of
variances between family deductibles and individual deductibles for the
more generous plans will be covered by the differences occurring among
our two estimated populations and the actual population. This adjust-

ment model is given in Section 3.1 below.

3.1. Adjustment Model

In this section we develop a model that addresses the question:
How different would expenses have been for uninsured (or insured) fam-
ilies 1if they had been insured (or uninsured)?

Our adjustment model assumes that an individual's propensity to-
ward medical expenditures can be split into predictable and unpredictable
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components. The predictable component depends on such measurable char-
acteristics as age, sex, insurance status, income, race, etc. The un-
predictable component depends on such unobservables as the number of
illnesses the patient has had, whether he is a heavy user of medical
services, the fraction of his income available for medical services,
whether he gets hit by a car, etc. Clearly, both are relevant to the
prediction of what adjustments must be made to an individual's expenses
if his insurance statué changes. Ideally, we would like a method that
uses both the predictable and unpredictable components.

There are a number of ways to adjust for insurance status. We
chose a way that makes the expenses of the uninsureds (insureds) look
"exactly" like those of the insureds (uninsureds), in the sense that
if the insureds (uninsureds) regression model were fitted to the unin-
sured (insured) group, the regression coefficients and the mean squared
error would be identical. To do this, we proceeded in several steps.
First, we developed regression models to measure the predictable com-
ponents of expense, separately for both the insured and uninsured per-
sons. For each person, the unpredictable component was estimated as
his residual expense. Then, to adjust an uninsured person’s expense,
‘we modified the predictable component by substituting the person's
demographic characteristics into the equation for insured persons, re-
scaled the unpredictable component by the ratio of insured to uninsured
standard deviations, and added the two. A similar procedure was fol-
lowed to adjust an insured person's expenses to those of an uninsured
person.

One difficulty in using a regression model is that expenses are
not normally distributed. We tried to overcome this by transforming
expenses, and among the class log (expenses + c), we picked ¢ = 1 as
the parameter that made the dependent variable most nearly normal. In
particular, taking logarithms prevents a few large expenditures from
having too much effect on the fitted model. A bulge at zero remains,
but that is true for any dependent variable transformation. An alter-
native is to model explicitly both the probability of zero expenditures
and the amount of nonzero expenditures conditional on nonzero expendi-

tures as functions of the independent variables. We rejected this
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approach on the grounds that our conceptual understanding of the rela-
tionship between the insurance effect and the independent variables

is slight and our data are not detailed enough to warranﬁ constructing
such a complicated model.

As independent variables, we included both actual income and fam-
ily size to measure effective income. As a compromise between assum-
ing that effective income is independent of family size or is equal to
per capita income, we included log income and log family size as in-
dependent variables. This is equivalent to assuming effective income
= incomea/family sizeB, with a and B to be determined frbm the data.

We also included five age-class dummy variables, an employment dummy
variable, and a dummy variable for poor health status. In model de-
velopment, it appeared that sex and race were interacting with insurance
and medical expenses, so we split the sample into eight possible race-
sex-insurance classes. The regression results are giQen in Table 3.

Higﬁer expenses are associated with poor health, with higher ef-
fective income (more income and smaller families), with unemployment,
and with age. Employment makes a bigger difference for men than for
women. Younger people generally have lower expenses, except women of
child-bearing age.

One fact that stands out clearly is the low R2 (squared multiple
correlation coefficient) achieved in each of these equations. This
suggests that medical expenses are highly unpredictable even after in-
cluding a dummy variable for poor health. It is likely that individuals
simply cannot predict their future expenses very well; In fact, if in-
dividuals knew their future expenses, they wouldn't need to insure
against risk "over time," and adverse selection would cripple any "in-
surance' plan.

The way that the adjustment model works is best illustrated by a
simple example. Consider the problem of adjusting the expenses of an
uninsured nonwhite female. The predictable component of log (expendi-
tures + 1) is
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where X5 Xy e, X are the characteristics (log income, age, health sta-
tus, employment, log family size) of the particular uninsured nonwhite
female being adjusted and bl(i), bz(i), cens bk(i) are the coefficients

for insured nonwhite females. The residual of Y = log (expenditures

+ 1) is -

k
r(u) =Y - Z b, (wx,,
§=1 b b

where bl(u), ceey bk(u) are the coefficients from the nonwhite unin-

sured female regression. Then YA’ the adjusted value of Y, is

k
Y, = Z

a(d)
J by(W)x, + 22 ) r(u),

1 o(u

where 5(1) = 1.85 and 6(u) = 1.90 are the estimated error standard de-
viations given in the last column of Table 3 for insured and uninsured
nonwhite females, respectively. A similar procedure is used for other
categories and for adjusting insured to uninsured.

Table 4 indicates how the adjustment procedure affected the ex-
penditures of insured and uninsured people. Thus, in the above example,
an uninsured nonwhite female's expenses are, on the average, adjusted
upwards from $164 to $190. As the table shows, the adjustment proce-
dure makes a substantial difference in the expense distributions. An
examination of the individual expenses revealed a few very large annual
totals. For example, one family of four had annual expenses of
$28,887--with $25,605 of this sum spent on one dependent. To gauge
the effect of these inordinately large expenditures, we redid the cal-
culations after eliminating all families with annual expenditures of
at least $10,000--a total of 10 families. There was an enormous effect
on the resulting means and standard deviation; some standard deviations
decreased by 65 percent. But the regression coefficients in the adjust-
ment model are essentially unaffected by these large expenditures be-
cause the dependent variable is the logarithm of the expenditures.

Thus, our adjustment model is robust against very large values.
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Table 4

EFFECTS OF ADJUSTMENT ON MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATION
OF INDIVIDUAL EXPENSES

Actual Data Adjusted Data®
Standard Standard
Category Mean Deviation| Mean | Deviation
Uninsured:
Nonwhite females 164 394 190 417
Nonwhite males 175 596 225 697
White females 272 699 323 788
White males 327 , 1,546 357 1,550
Insured:
Nonwhite females 223 905 147 357
Nonwhite males 182 642 153 1,147
White females 272 1,154 223 600
White males 226 493 193 899

aAdjustment for uninsured status is to insured (up-
ward) ; adjustment for insured status is to uninsured
(downward) .

3.2 Comparing Individual and Family Deductibles

We turn now to the main purpose of Section 3--an empirical com-
parison of expenses under equivalent individual and family deductible
plans. We consider our CHAS-NORC 1970 sample as reflecting the entire
1970 national population once the sampling weights are used to "blow
it up." This is done as follows: Let Y

{10 e Yini be the expendi-
tures of the ny members of the i~th family, where 1 = 1, ..., k. 1If

wl, ey wk (Z§=l wi = 1) are the normalized weights associated with

each family, then Z¥=l wy Z?il Yij is an estimate of the average national
medical expenditure. Thus, our estimated national population is assumed
to have proportion w, of families with expenditures Yil’ ooy Yi,ni'
Although using this estimated national population in our variance cal-
culations assumes many more homogeneous "lumps' of families than ac-
tually exist, this lumping should not appreciably affect the differ-

ence in medical expenditure variances between family and individual
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deductible plans. Our procedure in comparing variances has the advan-
tage of not assuming any distribution form for medical expenditures.

As indicated earlier, the distributional characteristics (means
-and standard deviations) of our data are sensitive to the upper tail
of the distribution--the larger expenditures. It is in this region
that typical insurance policies reach expenditure limits. On the other
hand, public programs, free care, bankruptcy, or refusal to pay bills
become possible remedies. Given this varied pattern of financing, it
is hard to know how to "standardize" or truncate expenditure distribu-
tions.

Most National Health Insurance (NHI) bills do not envision copay-
ments up to very high expenditure levels. Among NHI bills that do re-
tain patient payment, the two that roughly span the gambit of proposals
are the Kennedy-Mills bill, which limits per-family expenses to $1000
per year, and the Long-Ribicoff-Wagner bill, which limits per-person
expenditures to $1000 per vear [7]. In the computations that follow, we
have taken an upper limit that is a compromise between these two pro-
posals and have truncated the excess of all expenditures above this up-
per limit. For an n person family, this upper limit on yearly family
medical expenditures is 1000 + 500 (n - 1) dollars. Our decision to
base the upper 1limit on possible NHI legislation reflects our hope that
our work might shed some light on the choice between individual and
family deductible plans for NHI. Other standardizing rules were also
used; the results are discussed at the end of this section.

We present our results on comparing the variance of medical ex-
penditures for family and individual deductible plans conditional on
the size of the family, i.e., two-, three-, four-, five-, or six-member
families. For each family size, we calculate the distribution of out-
of-pocket medical expenditures for the individual deductible (0 to $500
in increments of $50) and for the equivalent family deductible. For
each of these distributions (standardized as above), we calculate both
the mean and standard deviation.

Figures 2 through 6 present the comparison of standard deviations
for each of these insurance plans for two different coinsurance rates:

0 percent and 25 percent. The three graphs in each figure refer to the
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unadjusted, adjusted to insured, and adjusted to uninsured populations.
The adjustment method is that described in Section 3.1. The Appendix
gives the tables of values on which Figs. 2 through 6 are based.

The six figures all show that the standard deviation of a family's
eiﬁenses, for all three populations, is less under the family deduct-
ible plan than under the individual deductible plan, even with a 25
percent coinsurance rate. Tables 5 through 14 show that under the fam-
ily deductible plan, the standard deviation can be as much as 30 per-
cent lower than under an individual deductible plan, but more typically
it 1s between 2 and 10 percent lower. The differences are greatest
for zero coinsurance and for larger family sizes.

A number of different expenditure distributions were run, corre-
sponding to different upper expenditure limits. These runs included
no upper limit, a $10,000 per family upper limit, an n x $1000 per
n-person family upper limit, and a $1000 per family upper limit. Only
in two cases-~the 25 percent coinsurance and no upper limit and the
$10,000 per family upper limit--does the equivalent family deductible
plan yield a larger standard derivation (and hentce a higher variance)
than the individual deductible plan. With a $10,000 per family upper
limit, the only case in which the standard deviation of the family de-
ductible plan exceeds that of the individual deductible plan 1is for
families of four in the uninsured population with an individual deduct-
ible of $450. For this case, the equivalent family deductible is $840
and the standard deviations of the individual and family deductible
plans are $460 and $463, respectively. With no upper limit and 25 per-
cent coinsurance, there are several individual deductibles for four-
and six-person families when the standard deviation of the equivalent
family deductible plan is larger than that of the individual deductible
plan for all three populations.

We conclude that our estimates of the relative size of the stan-
dard deviations of the two plans are quite sensitive to the extreme
upper tail of the expense distributions--the probability of occasional
very large expenditures. For this reason, our sample of 3500 house-
holds is too small to let us draw definite conclusions about how the

standard deviations of expenses under different insurance plans with
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no upper limit compare for a national population. As argued earlier,

the no upper limit plan is unrealistic for many situationms.

4. CONCLUSIONS

We have shown that under certain assumptions, a family deductible
plan, or alternatively a longer-time-period deductible plan, is less
risky for the insured than individual or shorter deductible plans.
Specifically, if demand for medical services does not depend on price,
and the coinsurance rate is zero, individual deductible plans have
higher variance than equivalent family plans. (Intuitively, the latter
plans permit greater risk-pooling by the insured.) We have observed
that this result remains true with 25 percent coinsurance at all levels
of deductibles up to $500 per person for family expenditures when an
upper limit typical of a NHI plan is imposed in the CHAS-NORC 1970
Medical Expenditures Survey. However, some exceptions appear when no
upper limit is imposed.

Tables 5 through 14 in the Appendix show that under an individual
deductible plan, the probability of a claim is greater than under the
equivalent family deductible plan. This may lead to family deductible
plans having lower administrative costs to the insurance company, thus
further increasing their attractiveness. Insurance companies might be
willing to offer a family plan with a deductible even lower than the
"equivalent value" in order to save on administrative costs. Such a
plan would tend to give families an even lower standard deviation of
expenditures, in addition to decreasing the family's expected payout.

The assumptions and criteria for choice may not be realistic, and
when they are dropped, people may not necessarily prefer the family
plans. For example, except for certain classes of utility functionms,
means and standard deviations of probability distributions are not
sufficient to determine preferences. For most people, the exact shape
of probability distributions must be known before a choice can be made.
Since the standard deviation is not that much bigger with individual
deductibles, reasonable examples of utility functions can be constructed

in which the individual deductible plans might be preferred.
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More important is the influence that insurance coverage has on
medical expenditures. We believe that the demand for medical services
does depend on price. Not only is there less reason to economize once
Ehe deductible is exceeded, but, as the deductible is approached there
is an incentive to seek care for marginal problems, since today's ex-
penditures have a bonus effect of reducing the deductible remaining for
the next illness. (This phenomenon is discussed at length in [4].)
Evidence presented in [8] bears out these predicted effects. While the
probability that anyone will file a claim is only slightly larger for
individual dedvctibles under equivalent plans (because ordinarily only
one person in a family has'iarge expenditures in a year), the probabil-
ity of any particular individual's filing is lower than that of the
family's filing under a family plan. In other words, under a family
plan, after one member of a family has had large medical expeises, all
the family gets care cheaply; but under a set of individual plans, only
the large-expenditure member gets medical care cheaply.* The anticipa-
tion of future illnesses exacerbates the problem§ of family deductibles,
since a family with a small deductible can be fairly confident that it
will exceed its deductible in the future, but only rarely will an indi-
vidual know that he is due for heavy future medical expenses.

Thus, the family deductible plans have both advantages and disad-
vantages that must be balanced against one another. The solution may
He in family deductibles that are larger than equivalent. Apparently,
because of the tax advantages of medical insurance, large deductibles
have not been very common. If the tax laws change, such policies may
become desirable because of their smaller premiums (see [5]). 1Indeed,
they may permit a lower coinsurance rate. With a deductible large
enough to induce people to economize on care, such policies would be

less expensive.

*
For longer as opposed to shorter plans, only the later periods

can get cheaper care as a result of earlier expenditures. This 1s one

place where the analogy with families and individuals is imperfect.
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APPENDIX

Here we present the tables of values on which Figs. 2 through 6
are based. Tables 5 through 14 show company and family expenditure
data for two- through six-person families for both O percent and 25
percent coinsurance rates. Each table covers three population groups:
unadjusted, adjusted to insured, adjusted to uninsured. The first two
columns give the individual deductible in increments of $50 and the
equivalent family deductible. The next two columns give the average
cost to the family (insured) and to the insurance company (insurer) for
either of the two équivalént plans. The next two columns, headed "Fam-
ily Standard Deviation," give the standard deviations of the insured's
payout under the individual deductible and family deductible plans,
respectively. These are the numbers graphed in Figs. 2 through 6. The
two columns headed 'Company Standard Deviation'" give the standard de-
viations of the insurer's payout for the individual and family deduct-
ible plans, respectively. The final two columns give the probability
of a claim under each of the two plans. It turns out that the proba-
bility of filing a claim is larger for the individual deductible plan
than for the family deductible plan for all cases.
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Table 5

COMPANY AND FAMILY EXPENDITURES FOR O PERCENT COINSURANCE PLANS
FOR TWO PERSON FAMILIES
UNADJUSTED

|QEDUCTI3LE __tFAMILY(CRD, | EAMILY _SIDEY {L0e STDEY ___IPROGBLCLAIMY_ _|
I1rDIY _JEAMILYICOSY _$COSI__JINCIV_ TFAMILYLINDIV IEAMIUYIINDIV_ IEAMILY!
| Ol 0. 0el 68241 Oe t Oal 103041 10301 0,991 0499
| 501 88.1 T8¢l 604,14 28. | 22.1 1023.1 1024.1 0.84] 0.79]
| 100.1 16741 134,] 54f.] 6lel 5341 1009« l0lle}l 0691 0465}
I 15341 23841 17741 5051 924 | 82el 992.1 99¢.| 0.591 0.551
1 200et 304e1 211e1 471le)] 121el 1091 975.1 98l.1 0.501 O0.48|
: 2501 370el 24041 44241 1484l 1351 957¢l 9634l 0e44} 0os4l]
|
{
1
[

300.1 433,01 265.1 417.1 17401 160, 939.| 946.] 0.401 0,38]
35041 4970' 28“.' 3%4a | 200.] 1864 | 921la | 929, 1| 0.37' 06351
400s1 560,1 309.1 37241, 22641 209.1 903.,1 91l.| 0«35 0,32}
4504| 623,01 329, 353,| 25141 232,1 886e1 89341 04321 0301
—-300al__087a) 347e1 33541 _276al__253al__B69al _8Ital_ _0a30l__0a28I

ADJUSTED TO INSURED (UPWARC)

IQEDUCTIBLE ___|FAMILY|CT, | EAMILY SIDEY_1CQe SIREV ___IPEQBL{CLAIMY _|
JIMDLIY _LEAMILYICOST _12A2ST__LINCIY LEAMILYLINDIV_ 1EAMILYLINDIV_ IFAMILY)
| Ool Oe ! Ocl 705 Oe | Dol 102ief 10zlel 04991 06991
| 50| 89,1 80.1 62541 2741 2Z+| 1015, 1016.1 0.B6| 0.81}
| 100.} 169.] 135.,] 506.] 60a 4 50el 100lel 10034| 0ea71l! 0e68]
| 150el 240.] 185.,] 520.] 91, } 79«1 985! 9891 0.62] 0.58]
I 200e1 308¢l 22241 483¢] 1204 107.] 9S68el 974el 0e53| 04501
l 250.' 375-' 253.' ‘052.‘ 1‘0701 l34.| 9‘09.' 957.' O.‘rél 0043'
|
{
|
|
|

——— . o -

3001 43861 279.1 426.1 173, 1 15941 931.1 940.1 0.42] 0.401
350,.1 5006 { 3Ude | 40241 quol 184.' 913.‘ 22.‘ 0039| 0.36'
40041 %65.1 325.1 330,10 225.1 209.1| 895, 904.1 0.36| 0,33]
45041 620.1 34601 259.1 25041 233, 8771 B886el Ue34| 0431}

—-500a1 _693al__3£5el _34lal_ 27541 _256a)__B60al _8E8al_ _0e311 _0a29!

ADJUSTED 10 UNIKNSUPELD (DOWNWAFD)

e e o e (o e e e . e e . e . o e e T e . . . T — T T " — ————— Y ——— ————————— T~ ———————

|EEDM£IIBLE_-_|FAMILVICJ. TEAMILY _STQDEY_|CDa_STICEY_ ___|PROBICLAIMI__|
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| 15941 226el 1566l 47241 924 1 83.1 111741 112141 04511 0.50]
| 200e1 290¢] 185.1 444! 11941 109¢! 1101l 1100.] 0.43] 0.42]|
I 25041 35061 209! 41Sel 145e1 134el 1086el 1092e! 0e40| 0o38]
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Table 6

COMPANY AND FAMILY EXPENDITURES FOR 25 PERCENT COINSURANCE PLANS
UNADJUSTED FOR TWO PERSON FAMILIES

IREDUCTISLE __IFAMILY|CO. {EAMILY STQEY 1CLe SIDEY ___IPROBILLAIMY |
TINDIY_IEAMILYICOSY _JCQST _LINDIV SEAMILYIINDIV_ IFAMILYIINDIV I1FAMILYI
{ Ol lel 17041 51zel 25lel 25lel 779l 779%9¢1 0991 0499
i 50| 88.1 227.1 455.1 255,01 254.1 778.1 778.] 0.84] 0.78}
I 1001 168al 269e] 413e| 26%«1 263¢l TTlel 773al 06691 0e65]
| 15061 238¢) 300401 38241 280.1 275.1 763.] 766.] 0.59] 0,55]
I 200.1 303,] 325.1 357.1 295.1 2891 75541 7591 04501 0.%8]
| 250! 3704l 3460l 3366l 311el 304e] T747e] 7504 Ge44! 0o4ll
I 300.1 433.1 364.1 318.1 327.1 32041 739,| 742.1 0.40] 0.38]
| 350e1 495¢1 380.! 20241 34341 335« 73lel 734el 0e37{ 0e35|
| 400.1 560.] 395.1 287.1 359, 352.1 723.] 725.1 0.35{ 0.32}
| 450e| 620e| 4080l 274el 3754) 367e¢l 717l 7186l 0e632] 0430}
| __500a) _685al__421al__261lal__390el.__383al__711e) _712.1__0a301__0Qa29I

ADJUSTED 79 INSURED {(UPWARD)

IQEDUCTIBLE __|FAMILY|CO.  |EAMILY_SIDEY_1CQa SIDEY. . IPRUBLCLAIML_ 1
{L&DIV_LFAMILY)ICOSI__1CQST__JINDIY_LEAMILYLINDIV. LFANILYIINOIY_ IEAMILYI
0.l )P 17641 529 | 250e | 250, } T71a1 77161 04991 0e 99}

{

{ 50, | 88s1 235,1 470e4] 25441 253.1 770.1 770.1 04861 0.81|
| 100el 168Bal 27941 4264l 26%a] 26241 T64al T64el 0s711 0468]
I 150el 24341 31341 392.] 278¢f 275.] 7156« 157«1 0.62) 0.57]
I 20041 310.1 34041 366.1 29441 289.1 7471 74941 0e531 0450
| 25061 37341 3€lel 344e| 310e1 304s| 738e1 74lel 0e461 0,44l
I 300.1 433.1 380.] 325.1 32641 319.1 730.1 733.] 04421 0.40]
I 35041 49741 39741 328, 342,01 334el T72lel 72441 04391 0.36}
| 400e1 560.1 413.] 292.1 359.1 350,01 714, 71l6.1 0,361 0.33]
I 450e| 62541 427a| 27841 5754] 36Tel T0te| T08al 04341 04311
| __500a)_ 68541 _440el__2654)_ _390a)l__3tlal__200al 7024l _0a311__0a29)

ADJUSTED TO UNINSURED (DOWNWARE)

IRERDUCTIBLE __IFAMILYICO. VEARILY SIDEY_1C0s SIDEY. ___|PROELCLAIMI__|
{INDIV_LEAMILYICOSY _ICOST__{INDIV_IEAMILYLINDIV_ JEAMILYIINDIV_ 1EAMILYI
| Oet Oel 15241 4764 250el 250e] 91l4el 9l4el 06991 0499}
| S0, 85,1 20541 423.1 25441 25341 913.101 9l4.i 0.761 0,72}
I 100e| 160e1 24lel 38841 2651 260241 908e1 90941 0ab3l 0457]
| 15061 2284l 267,101 361.1 2791 275.1 902.1 904e.) 0,51 04491
1 20041 287.1 287.1 34lel 2S3.] 287¢l 896l 89841 06431 0.42]
| 2506l 35061 305.1 3234) 307.1 301el 890.i 893.] 0.40] 0,38}
I 300401 410.1 321el 307,01 323.1 315.| 885.] 887.1 0.38] 0.35]
| 350e1 475401 33541 29341 237, 33lel 879.1 88241 0e33{ 0.30]
I 400el 53541 348.1 28041 352.}1 34641 874.1 B876.1 0.311 0,291
| 450a1 600e] 360e! 269s] 36641 36lel 8701 8704l 06291 06271
I_

-500a1__055a4_ 370al _258al_ _380a1__374s1__B¢5.1 _860al _0a274 _0a26l
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Table 7

COMPANY AND FAMILY EXPENDITURES FOR O PERCENT COINSURANCE PLANS
FOR THREE PERSON FAMILIES

UNADJUSTED - _— _— - -
| DEDUCTIIALE __IFAMILY|CQC. lE2YILY SIDEY |CCa STDEV. ___IPRCBICLAIMY__|
P1tDIV_IEAMILYLICOSY _1COST__LIbpIy 1EAMILYLINDIV _JFAMILYLINDLY LEAMILYI

| 0.l Oaf 0. T4lal Oe | Vel B06e1 B805.1 1,001 1,00l
i 501 12«6 1151 6266 | 366 | 254 | 7930‘ 799, | 0901 Oe84l
' 1000| 2270' 1950‘ 546-' 79.‘ Dlo' 772-' 782.‘ 00781 0070l
| 1506l 517¢] 2534) 488el 11741 Gbel T5cel T6lel 0eb6Ti 06601
I 20041 392.] 300.1 44lel 15241 1291 732.1 73%9.1 0e.611 0.56]
I 25%.1 468,01 338,10 4J)3.] 184al 159} 712el 72iel 0e55] 0531
| 300e] 534el 37241 369,101 213.1 18841 €92.1 703.1 0.511 0.50]
I 350.1 598¢l 402.1 339,01 242,1 2l4.1 ©672.] 68cst 0.481 0.451
| 400.! 656841 42941 31241 268e] 240! 65361 ©70es] 0Oa44] 0s44l
| 450.1 718.1 45641 287.1 293,01 264.1 6341 655,01 0.41] 0.4l
| __500a)__128al__217al__26%al__31tal _28B8al__&léal_ _023al__0e381 _0a37l

ACJUSTED TO INSUKED (UPWARD)

|DEQUCTIBLE __|FAMILY[CO,. JEALILY SIDEV_ICU._SIDEY. ___|BROBLCLAIMY I
PIMDIY IEAMILYICOST _1COST _fINDIV IEAMILYLINDIV LEAMILYLINDIV IFAMILYI
| 0.l Ol O 75641 0o} Vel 7971 797.1 1.001 1.00}|
| 50l 1251 117¢1 63941 35 | 24e1 784el 7T91el 0691} 0.85]
| 100.1 229.] 198, 556,.1 78, | 59,1 763«1 T73.! 0a79| 0e71]
| 1506} 320e] 259¢) 49tel 1letel G4l T4lel T5241 0e681 O0e6ll|
| 200el 402,10 307.1 44Se1 151,11 12641 72241 731.1 0e631 0.57|
I 250e] 474e1 34741 4391 1R4e] 15941 70lel Tllel Ue571 0e54]
1 300e] 342¢1 38241 374el 214el 18841 €8lel ©693.1 0.521 00501
|
|
]
1

350,01 606e] 41341 34341 243.] 214sl 66lal 676el 0.45] 0.46]
40041 66€al 442e] 31541 269e1 239.1 64lel 660.1 Ce451 0s44l
45041 T25.1 465.1 290.] 29441 264s1 0221 644l 0e4ll 0.4lf
__500a) _785a1__488af__268a]__317a)__28lal__603al _628a1__0a381 _Q0.38I

ADJUSTED TO UNINSURED (DOANWARLD)

NEDUCTIALE___(FAMILY|CO.  [EAFILY SIDEV ICDa SIDEY____IBECBLCLAIMY__|
lLDlM_lEAﬁlLIlCQSI_-lﬁﬂil-_llﬁﬂly_lEAHlL!llNDIM_lﬁéMlL!llﬂﬁll-lEAﬁlLX‘
0.l VI | Uel 649, 1 Uel Oel 7884 | 7881 1.001 1.00}

l

|

{

| 54| 1181 105 544, 39, 26 | T74e ] 7791 0e831 060791
‘ 1000‘ ZlBol 1720’ 477.' 800' 640| 7540‘ 700.' 0071' 0.63'
| 15041 29541 2211 42841 lleel 98, | 735.0 T41lel 0621 0e57I
| 250.1 124, 294, | 35541 1804 | 1584 | 6964 | 7051 0491 0e47|
| 300.1 5001 32441 325.]1 209.1 186el 6T7.1 68741 04471 0.44l
| 35041 5631 351.1 298.1 23¢6.]1 211.1 659.1 671sl 0Oe%4l 0,41l
| 40041 52341 375.1 274e] 260e1 2366l 642e1 65541 04401 0438|
' 450-' 080.| 3960] 253.' 282.‘ 2590' 625-’ 640.‘ 0.36' 0-36'
I__3500al_ 26041 . 6l6al_ _232al__304el__28¢ al__008al _£25a1__Da341__0a321
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Table 8

COMPANY AND FAMILY EXPENDITURES FOR 25 PERCENT COINSURANCE PLANS
FOR THREE PERSON FAMILIES

UNADJUSTED _ L _

IDEQUCTIBLE __|FAMILYICO.  {EAMILY STDEV_ICCa STDEY ___|PKOBLCLAIML__|

I1n0Ly lEaMILYICOSY _1COST__LINDIV_ IEAMILYLINDIV JFAMILYIINDIV 1EAMILYI
Oel Oel 185.1 55541 «0la] 20lal 605,101 605.1 1,001 1le001

|

| 5001 12341 271e] 469.1 212.1 207.1 596.] 600, 0.901 0484}
I 100el 22641 331.1 479,01 23441 22341 58lel 5884l 0a78] 0470}
I 15061 318e1 37541 3661 25741 24541 5664l 57341 0.671 04591
I 200.| 400s! 4101 331lel 280.1 268.1 552.1 55641 0.61] 0.56]|
I 25061 468l 438,101 303el 50241 «288el 537l 544ef 06551 0453]
| 30041 53541 a6, 277,01 32541 309.1 523.1 531.| 0.51| 0.501
I 350el 5971 48641 2551 3461 327el 50941 5191 04481 04451
I 40041 o6€¢0sl 507.! 234s] 3¢T7e}l 347l 49641 50741 0Oo44l 0.44
I 45041 717.1 525.1 2l€el 385,10 364el 484el 496e| 0e4ll 0.4l]
| _-90Q0al__T773al__S54lal__139ad__403.1 _38lal__473al__485%al__0a38]1_ _0a371}

ADJUSTED TO INSUKEDN (UPWARD)

IDEDUCTIBLE __IFAMILYICO. 1 EAMILY_SIDEY_|CLUs STDEY____IPROS(CLAIML |
I 1LDLY _EAAXLYLCOST. _1COST. _LINDIV. JEAMILYLINDIY_ IEAMILYLINDIV_ IEAMILYI
Del Del 18941 56641 199.] 19941 59841 598.1 1001 1400

|

{ 50el 1264l 27741 47941 211.| 206.]1 5884} 592.! 0.911 0.85]|
| 10Ul 23041 339,01 41741 2321 222« 572.1 580« 0.79]1 0.71]
] 150e1 3221 384e] 37241 25641 2444l 55Tel 564¢] 0.68] 0.61]
| 20041 40241 41941 33740 2804 267.1 542.1 549.1 0.63] 0.57|
I 250! 47541 4491 307e1 303e1 2884l 5274} 534el 0571 0054}
| 30041 54041 47541 281a1 325.1 307.! 512.1 92i.l 0.52| 0.50]
| 350el 605e] 49R8ai 25Tel 3474} 328¢e1 498¢1 5081 Q.49 0s46l
I 400el 6674l 51941 237.1 367.1 346.) 485.1 496.1 0.45] O0.44l
I 45041 72341 53741 21841 386s1 363,] 47lel 48541 Os4ll 0as4l]
1 __5004a) 2838l __554%al__20lael__%40%el__38lal__459al__474al__0a381 _0a38I

ADJUSTED YO UNINSURZD (DOWNWAKD)

IREQUCTIBLE __|FA4ILV(CQ, VEAMILY _SIDEV_1CDa SIDEV. ___1PRO3LCLAIMI_ 1
I INDIY _LEAMILYICQST _[COSI__1INDIV_IEAMILYLINDIV AIEAMILYIINDIV IEAMILYI
| Oel lel 163 487e] 196al L196el 592} 59241 1.00] 1400}
| 50e! 11841 24141 408.1 209.] 205.1 58ls] 585.1 0831 0.79]
1 100.] 21241 2911 358.1 2304 22241 56Tel 57261 04711 0e63]
| 150e1 2954 32Bal 321.1 25241 24341 55341 557¢l 04621 0,571
| 200e1 368.1 35841 29141 27541 263.]1 5391 544¢] 0«54l 0453}
| 25041 43541 383.] 2666l 2974l 284el 524el 53lel 0643 0447}
| 300.1 500.1 405.1 244.] 313,01 303.1 51lel 519«1 0.471 044}
' 350.' 563.' 425.' 2&4.' 338.| .541.).‘ QQS.l 506.‘ 0.44' O.I,ll
| 400.1 623, 443.1 206s] 357.1 340.1 485.1 4S5.] 0.40] 0.38]
| 45041 680.1 459.1 190s] 3744} 357« 474e! 48541 04361 0e36]
l__ﬁQQ;l__llﬁAl__§13ll__lIﬁ;l-_iﬂﬂ;l__illgl-_Sﬁﬁtl__ﬁ15;1--9;131.-9;32‘
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Table 9

COMPANY AND FAMILY EXPENDITURES FOR O PERCENT COINSURANCE PLANS
FOR FOUR PERSON FAMILIES

UNADJUSTED _ - e _—

IDEDUCTIBLE __{FAMILY{CO. lEAMILY STDEV_1C0a STDEY. ___IPROB(CLAIM)__|

'lﬁﬂly_lﬁéﬂlLXlCDEI-_lQQSI-_llNDly-lEAﬂlLIllNQIM-lEAMIhILINQIM_lEAMlLYl
o" 00‘ O.l 8150! 00‘ O.I 976.‘ 976.‘ I.OO| 1.00'
501 15841 1451 67041 S0 1 34a] 962el 9674l 0689 0484]

{

|

{

' 150a1 57841 29941 51éal 149.] 115.1 916.1 927, | 0.681 04591
I 20041 470.1 35341 455.1 190.1 153.1 89%.] 904.] 0.601 0.51]{
I 25041 56041 392,01 423.] 228.1 1894] 872.1 88lel 0.53] 0.45]
I 300e] 645.1 428.1 38841 264 222,01 85241 859.1 0.471 0.40]
I 35000 72701 4591 356.1 296.1 253.1 833.1 836.] 0.451 0.35]
I 400e1 307.1 4B6el 32941 325.1 283el 815.1 8l4el| O.41]| 0.32]
I 45041 89041 511.1 304.| 352.] 31241 798.1 791.| 0.371 0,281
l-_iQQ.L__3loLL__532;1;-zszsl-_ilﬂ;l__339.1_-1ﬁ2tL__192.1__Q;361--Q‘2§l

ADJUSTED TO INSURED (UPWARD)

IDEDUCTIBLE __1FAMILY|CO. TELILY _SIDEY_|LCa SIDEY. .. IPEOBLCLAIML I
ANDLIY_MEAMILYICOSI_ _1COST__LINDIY 1EAMILYLINDIV_ LFAMILYLINDIV LEAMILY!
Oel 0. O, ! 839,14 V| 0.l 996, 1 996, 1001 1600}

|

| 50e1 160.) 148.1 691.] 49, | 32e1 9824 987el 06911 0,85}
I 1004] 280.1 241.1 598.] 101.} 73.1 96Vl 96941 0,771 0,70!
I 150¢1 385.1 30841 5311 147¢1 1llé4el 93tel «94Tel 0e69] 04591
I 200.]) 47¢.] 359.| 480.1 189.{ 150.]| 913, 92541 0.601 0.52]
I 25041 564al 40241 437.) 22741 136e] 391lel 90341 04551 O0o46}
I 300.] 648el 438,1 400e! 262.1 219.]| 870.1 B88lel 0s49| 0.40]
I 350e1 733.] 470.] 368.1 295.] 251.| 850s| 85741 04461 0436]
I 400e1 817.1 499,] 340.] 226,] 283,]| 83lel B34e| 0.42] 0.33]
I 45001 90041 52401 31441 354.] 312, 813.] 8ll.l 0.38]| 0,28}
l__EQQ‘i__Ssna1--5&3‘1__291.L--331;1_-3&2;L_-lan.1--1&§;L_-Q;3ol__Q;210

ADJUSTED TO UNINSURFD (JOWNNWARD)

IDEDUCTISLE __{FA%ILY{CO.  |EAMILY SIDEY. ICDa SIDEY. ___ IPROBLCLAIML |
{ILDIY_IEAMILYLCOST _1€OST__JINCIV_ IFAMILYLINDIY_JFAMILYLINDIY 1EAMILY!
| Oel O.! O. | 70141 Ol Oel 1046el 104641 1le001 1«00}

| 50e¢l l4tel 130.1 571.1 52 | 361 103241 103¢.| 0Ce83! 0.75]
I 1001 255.1 203.1 498.| 101, 781 101le| 10194) 0.70] 0.61]
| 15041 346, | 2554 445, 143, | 11541 991 10001 0581 0451
I 20041 433,01 297, 404, 18l1.] 1501 972.1 98lel 0531 0,441
I 25041 52341 33341 368, 21Te | 18541 9534 96041 0a46| 0437}
| 300s] 610.1 36341 337.1 250, 21841 935.1 938.] 0.42] 0.34]
| 35041 €93.1 39041 311.f 282.1 249.]| 91841 91841 0e391 0431}
I 40041 77341 41341 287.] 31l.1 2731 902¢1 90041 Qo341 0,271
I 45D.1 855.] 434, 267.1 227.1 306.1 88T.| B8B8lel 0.32} 0.25]
|__509.1__930.1-_55:‘1--232.1__3ﬁ1.1__331.1__ﬁzz.l-_asa‘L--n;aa1_-a‘zzl
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Table 10

COMPANY AND FAMILY EXPENDITURES FOR 25 PERCENT COINSURANCE PLANS
FOR FOUR PERSON FAMILIES

UNADJUSTED __ - -

IDEQUCTIBLE __[FAMILY|CO.  IEAMILY SIDEV_1C0a_SIDEV____IPRCBLCLAIMI__|
ILNDLY_JFAMILYLCOST _1COST__LINCIV_ JEAMILYLINDIV_IEAMILYLINLIY_ IFAMILYI
! 0.l Ol 204.1 6llel 244el 244el T32.1 73241 1.001 1.00]

| 50e1 1591 313.1 502.!1 25941 25341 72lel 725.| 0.89| 0.84|
| 100e1 27841 380e1 435,01 28441 27341 705! 7Tllel 0.761 0.68]
I 150e1 37841 42841 3874l 313e] 2960l 687el ©695.1 0.68] 0459]
I 20040 4701 46641 349.1 340.1 3201 67lel 67941 0.601 0451}
] 2504] 5606l 49Bal 318¢1 3¢e5,1 34541 657l 66341 06531 04451
I 300.] 643.] 52441 291.1 360.1 368e] 644.] 64T«1 047 0,40]
| 35041 72541 547.1 26841 4l4e] 391e] 63lel|l 63241 0e451 0e36]
| 400e1 B8l0sl 568e! 24741 435, 4154} €19.1 =sltel 0.41] 0.32]
| 45040 890.] 586el 229¢| 4564 437.] 608.1 ©®0lel 0.371 0.28]
200l 27540 . _603a1_ 2130l __476al_ _459ai__598al__586al__0s361__0a26l

ADJUSTED TO INSURED {(UPWARD)

IBEDuLIIaLﬁ___lFAMILY!CO. IEAELLI_SIDEM:ICD._§IDEM____IEBQBLLLAIMl__I
{INDIV_1FAMILYICOST _1COST _1IdDIV_JEAMILYLINDIV JEAMILYLINDIV I1EAMILY]
Ool Oel 21041 6291 24941 24941 7472} T4T7e]l 14001 1400}

|

| 506l 160641 321l 512a] 262¢1 257el T3¢l 740s] 0.91] 0.85{
| 1001 282.] 391l.| 448.] 28841 275.1 720.1 727.1 0.77} 0.70}|
I 150ef 383al 4406l 393el 316e! 299«1 702e1 Tllel 06691 06¢0]
I 20041 4784l 479.1 360.1 343.1 323.1 685.1 694« 0.60} 0.52]
I 2504] 563s] 51lal 32841 3691 347l 6Tlal 679«1 04551 0e461
I 30041 647,01 538.1 301.] 394.1 370.{ 657.1 6644 0491 0.40]
| 350e] 72341 56241 27741 418el 39%e] 644al 64Tel 0es461 0a36]
| 400e] B817el 583e] 256ei 44lel 4l7el 63lel €3241 De42| 04331
| 450e] 90041 602.1 2371 462.1 440.1 619.1 o6l6.]1 0.381 0.28}
|

——200al. 9834l __£1% 1 _220al__4B2a1_ _463al__€08al _£00al_ _04361 _0a27I

ADJUSTED T3 UNINSURED (DOWNWAKD)

|DEDUCTIBLE __IFAMILY|CO.  |EAPILY. SIDEY_|CUa_SIDEY ___IBROBLCLAIMI _|
| INDIV_1EAMILYLCOST__1COST__1INDIV. IFAMLLYiINDIV IEAMILYLINDIV_IEAMILY!
0.1 ~2e1 174, 5271 2434 | 26541 8064} 7821 le 00 100}

|

| 50s1 148el 271lel 43041 254el 25061 800e1 802¢| 0.83] 0.74|
| 1001 254.1 325.]1 375, 278.1 268.1 78741 79241 070! O0O.61l
| 150e1 3484l 3640l 33641 303el 289¢]l 775«1 780s1 0e58] 0e651]|
| 20041 43341 395, 30541 32741 3llel 7631 769¢f 04531 0.44]
| 25061 5323al 422e1 279¢l 25141 33541 75241 7564l 0e46l 0437}
| 300el 607al 444%el 256e0! 2744l 357l 742.1 T4%el 0e421 0e34|
I 350e1 690s] 464.] 23641 397.1 380.) 732.% 732! 0e39| 0431}
| 400el T775.1 482.1 21941 418.1 #03.1 72341 720.1 04341 04271
| . 450ef 3551 49741 204¢1 43741 424el 7151 709.1 032 0.25]
1__500a)__330at__310a1__19Q0al__455e1__443a)l__108ad__£99al__0s281__0a22!
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Table 11

COMPANY AND FAMILY EXPENDITURES FOR O PERCENT COINSURANCE PLANS
FOR FIVE PERSON FAMILIES

UNADJUSTED

IDEDUCTIBLE __IFAMILY[CO, TEAMILY STDLY ICQa SIDEY. ___{PROBLCLAIM) __|
|ltuly_lEAMlL!LCQSI-_lQQSI__llMSL!-LEA:LLxllNQly-1EéM1L1L1NQLM-1EAMLLxl
| Oel Oe | Ol 7501 0.1 0ol 693, €93.] 1.00| 1.00]§
| 50.1 191l 17841 572.1 55.1 34, 671.] 68lel 0a91! 0.81]1
| 100e] 327¢l 28lel 4594l 1154] 84s| €404 €56a! 04791 0068}
15041 435,10 349.1 40lel 16241 12641 61241 ©630.] Ua68] 0e591
I 20041 52841 40041 330e1 20241 16341 585.] 60%el 06621 0511
I 25041 61241 44l.] 309,01 235.1 1971 5591 58041 0.511 0e47|
|
|
|
|
f

300, 690.' 4750' 275.' 266.' 228.’ 551-' 557.' 0o46' 0.41'
35001 770.1 506.1 24541 2¢5.,1 258.1 509.] 534.1 0.45] 0.36]
400.1 8B43,.1 53341 217.1 223, 1 286, | 485.1 51341 0e39] 04351
4504 9236 | 558 | 1321 3%1l.] 315.‘ 4624 491 .1 Qe3¢ 0.30}
——2004a1_ _997al__579.1__1I1s)1 _3Jcel_ _340.1__443.1 _472.1__0s331__Q0a26!

ADJUSTEL TO INSURED (UPWATD)

IDEDUCTIIBLE __[FAMILYICGa |EAMILY SIQEV ICQa_SIDEY_ ___|EKCBLCLAIM)__|
IILDIY _JEAMILYICDST _ICAST__JINCIY_JEAMILYLINDIV_ IEAEILYLINDIV_ IEAMILY|

Ot Oe | 0.l T75€¢,1 Col Oel 69741 6971 1.001 1.00]
50e) 1695.1 18241 534, 5461 34,1 6761 6Bbal 0.921 0e.821
1001 334, 268G, | 478, | 1130’ 84.! C46-l 660.‘ 0079' 0.70‘

|

|

|

I 1504) 442.1 35841 40841 1€0e] 128%.] 617«1 635,01 0.71] 0.60]
1 2004 538e) 41241 55541 ¢00e] lotel 5906 609el 0e63] 0e53)
I 25061 bleel 453.) 31241 2344 196el 565.1 58741 0e531 0,49}
I 3004] 693, 4881 27641 264e| 227el 539e| 566e] 0.47| 0443]
I 35041 770el 51941 24741 2934] 25641 5l4el 545.1 0.45] 0.39]
I 4001 B843.| 547.f 219.1 2211 284,01 490.1 525.1 0.391 0,36]
I 450e] 917al 57lel 19541 34841 310e] 4€¢Tel 505¢1 0e36] 04311
P __300al__993a)__59sal__ 1734l __373,0__335.4__446al__485s1_ _0s331__0.21|

ADJUSTED TO UNINSURE[D (DOWMWAFD)

IQEQUCTIBLE __IFAMILY|ZN, |ELRILY SIDEV_1CQa SIDEY ___{PROBICLAIM) _|
IIADIY _JFAMILYLCOST _1COST__JINDIV_IEAMILYLINDIV IFAMILYIINCIV. LEAMILYI
| 0.1 Oel 0.1 ElRLY 0.l Ol €47.] 647.1 1.00| 1.00]
| 501 17641 157.1 461.1 S8, | 40.1 6244t 63241 04851 06771
I 100e1 29341 23341 38Ce} 110G 85e] 59%¢1 6074l 0e72| 0e63}
| 150.1 390, 2931 32641 15241 125. 1 569« 5834] 0e62| 0.55]
| 200.] 464at 3321 28€al 1854 | 1564 | 5444 5téel 0521 06511
I 250.1 54041 366.| 252.] 2ltel 18661 519.1 544.,] 0,45 0,41}
' 300.' 6150' 396-' 222.' 24b0' 2150' 4950' 524.' 0.“3' 0.37'
| 350.1 69%90.! 422, 19€e] 275% 1 2431 473¢f 504s] 04391 0.311
I 400.1 770.1 445.] 17340 5ulel 2691 454.] 4B2.1 0.34] 0.28]
‘ 450.1 850-’ 4650' 15‘.' 32Co' 2950' 43Ccl 461.' 0.30‘ 0022|
|

2004l 925,01 _482al _137al_ _349a)__319a). _419al__44Qsl__0.261 _0419I
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Table 12

COMPANY AND FAMILY EXPENDITURES FOR 25 PERCENT COINSURANCE PLANS
FOR FIVE PERSON FAMILIES

qHéDJUSTED
IQEQUCTISLE __|FAMILY|CO. {ELMILY SIDEV_ 1CCe SIDEY __ (PRCBICLAIMY__I
[1LQLY _1EAMILYLICOST _(cOSI__LINCIV JEAMILYELINDIV AEAMILYLINDIV_ LEAMILYI

| Ol 0wl 188.1 5621 173.] 173e1 520.1 520.1 1.00] 1.00]
| S0.1 19241 32141 429.1 1951 1e4.f 503, 35llel 0.911 0a.81}|
I 100el 327e! 39841 3526] 231a] 21lel «BO&l 49241 0791 0468}
] 150.1 43441 449, 30ls| 264el 24041 459.1 472.1 0.68] 0.60]
| 200¢l 52041 488.1 26Zel  <96al  269el 439¢el 4521 0e621 0e51}
| 250! 610e! 518, 232.1 321.1 293.1 419.1 435.] 0,511 0,471
I 300el 690e] 5444 206el 346el 3184 400 418ef 0Ve46] 044ll
| 3506 770e] 567¢! 183,1 370.1 34241 382.1 401.] 0.45] 0.36}
| 400.] 843.] 587.1 163.1 3293,1 304.l 364.] 385.] 0e39] 0e35]|
| 45061 92341 606e!| 144el 4184 3864 34741 368.1 0361 06301
| __ 50041 1000al__6224l1l__12Bal__43Gel __407al__332a4 353l _0.331 _0.20!

ADJUSTED T3 INSURED (UPWART)

JDEDUCTIBLE __IFAMItY|{C. JEAMILY_SIDEV_|C0a_STLEY ___(RROBLCLAIML__|
I1tDIY_LEAMILYICOST _1COSI__1INDIV_JFAMILYLINDIV IFAMILYIINCIV_ JEAMILYI
] Oel Oel 19241 574el 1T4ei 174el 523.1 523.1 1.001 1.00]

| 50e) 1951 32841 438.] 155.1 18641 5071 5l%el 0e921 0.82]
| 100e! 334el 408ef 358a] 230¢) 21241 4B4el 495.1 0791 0.70}
I 1501 44241 460s] 306al 264.] 24le]l 463.] 4T76.1 0711 0.60]
' 200.‘ 535:' 500.' 2660' LQQ.i Zbﬁ.l 44)-' 4570' 0063' 0e531
| 250ef 620¢) 53241 235.] 321.] 2% .| 423.1 440,01 0.53]1 C.49]
| 300e)] 693,1 553e| 20Bel| 340el 3ivel 404el 424el 0e471 0e43|
| 3506l 770e1 581l 185.1 370s1 339.1 38cel 409.] 0e445] 0439}
| 400.] B45.] 602.] 164.1 393,10 3£2.1 367} 393.1 0.39] 0.36|
I 4506l 920el 620s] 146ei 4151 3831 350e] 378.1 04361 0.311
!__iQQ‘l__929.1__ﬁ3é;1_-l}D‘l__ﬁlﬁ;l-_&QZ;l_-33&.1--3&&;1__2;331_.9;2l1

ADJUSTEDR TO UNINSURED (DNNWNWARD)

|DEQUCTIIBLE___|FAMILY|CO. |E&MILY _STDEY_ |CQ;_SLQEM__-_IEBQBLQLAIML-_I
JINDIV_IEAMILYICOST _1COST _JINCLY_ lEAMlLILlNQIY LEAMILYLINDIV_IEAMILYI
Oel Oel 15541 463.1 1€2.1 1€2.1 485-] 485.1 1.00] 1.00l

|

| 1oo.| 294.I 333,] 285.] 217e] 202e| 44641 4551 0e72] 0463}
! 150.) 388.l1 3744! 244.1 24841 228.1 427.1 438.] 0.62] 0.55]
| 200e] 46Bs| 404s| 21541 2744l 25241 408s] 423e1 0e52] 0e51]
I 250.1 543¢1 430.1 189.] 299.1 275.1 389.1 407.1 0.451 0,41}
| 300.) 617el 4521 167ei 323.) 297«l 3Tlel 39241 0e431 04371
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| 400.1 775.1 48%.] 130.] 3266.1 34le] 34le.l 36le] 0.341 0,28]
' 450-' 550.' 503.' 1150' 3860' 3600' 327.' 3460‘ O.30| 0.22|
1__500al__930,1_ _516al__103.1_ _404al__379.1__314al__33lal__0s261_ _Q.13I
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Table 13
COMPANY AND FAMILY EXPENDITURES FOR O PERCENT COINSURANCE PLANS
FOR SIX PERSON FAMILIES
Q§ADJUSTED

IDEDJCTIBLE __JFAMILY|CO, [EAMILY SIDEY_ICDa STDEV. . |PEOBLCLAINL |
|INDLY_1EAMILYLICCST _JCOST__JINDIY_ (EAMICYLINDIV_ LEAMILYLINDIV. LEAMILYI

| 0.l 0.1 0.1 878.] 0. 0.1 1035.1 1035,] 1.00] 1.00]
50e! 208e] 188c1 691l 76a | 4501 101741 10Z1lel 06891 078]
100.1 347.] 283.1 595.] 141,] 97.1 9844 994.1 0,711 0.58]

|

|

' 1500' *Ed.‘ 3440‘ 5353' 191.‘ 141.' QL7.‘ 964.' 0.57' onsol
I 20041 55841 391.] 487.1 235, | 182.1 910.1 93€.! 0.50] 0.45]
I 25041 658.1 433,1 446.] 2766  222.1 BT76.1 G074l 0.481 0,39
I 300e! 750l 468ef 4i0el 31241 259e] bB48e] 8T9el 0o.44| 035
I 35041 837.1 498.1 3B0.| 343.]| 293.1 8191 B853.1 0e40| 0.33]
I 400.1 920.1 525.1 353,41 373,1 325, ]| T9iel 82841 04361 031l
I 450.1 1007.1 55141 327.1 403.| 358.]| 7631 803.1 0u341 0,.30]
l__iuu‘l-lnio;L__szﬁll__lozti__&z5LL__JQQ.L__lzn;i-_laaLL_-D‘lél_.Q‘zal

ADJUSTEDR T3 INSURED (:J94ARD)

IQEQUCTIRLE __IFAMILY|C), IEAﬁlLX_SIQEM_lCQ.-SIDEM-_-_IBBDﬁLLLélﬁl--I
lLEQLM_lEAﬁlLXLQQSI--lQQSI_-llﬁLLI-LEAMLLILLNDIM_lEAﬁlLXllNDL!-lEAﬁlLll
| 0.1 0.1 0.1 906, 0.l 0.1 1002.1 1002.1 1.00| 1.00]
{ 50e) 211lel 19541 7il.] Tial 42.] 9864l 990e! 0.90] 0.80]
I 100.1 359.1 298.1 608.1 142.| 95.1 953.1 95941 0.73| 0.63]
I 15041 474l 36441 543,01 194,] 143¢1 S17el 930e1 0662 0e54]
{20041 573.1 4l4e)l 493,] 23641 183.]| 8811 902.1 0.521 0.48]
I 250¢1 66841 45641 450.| 276.]| 22241 8B46el BT5.1 04501 0441}
I 300e1 760.] 494.] 413,| 3121 2591 8l€ef| 84741 0e47T| 0.40]
I 35041 843.1 526, 380.1 344.] 293.]| 785+ 82341 00421 0.37]
I 400e1 923,1 555.1 35le] 375.{ 325.1 7564 ]| 800a] 04391 0.34]
I 450.] 1010.1 58241 32441 405.] 35Te] T7284) TT4el 04381 0,311
l__EQQ;i-lQS1.1--60&;1__223;l-_&lﬁ.L__iaﬁaL_-luz‘L-_lﬁﬁ‘l_-Qgﬁ61-_Q.2&I

ADJUSTED T2 UNTNSURED (DOWNWLED)

IDEDUCTIBLE __|FAMILY|CO, lEA¥ILY SIDEY 1CQa SIDEY ___IPRDBLICLAIMY_ |
llt&ly_lEAMlL!lQQSI-_li:il--llbﬁl!-lEAMLLILlNDlM-lEASlL!lluhl!-lEAMlLII
| 0.l 0.1 0.l 174, | 0.1 Oe1 1048.1 1048.] 1.00| 1,001
| 50.] 189, L6lel 61341 T7e | 501 103041 1030.1 00791 0.70]
I 100.1 306.] 234.] 540.] 131.] 97«1 998, 100641 0.621 0.56]
I 150.] 404.1 28441 49041 175.] 1365¢l 964 | 98le] 0Ve51] 0Oe48|
| 20041 498,] 32561 4494 214, 1751 933.1 955.1 04471 0.40]
| 250.1 58%.1 359,01 415, 2494] 21le) 9U4e.} 931.1 Ue45| 0438}
I 3001 66761 389.1 383541 2Bl 244l 877+ 908es| 0e421 0435]
| 35041 753.1 418.1 3506.1 315, 1 278.1 852¢1 884%.1 04381 04311
' hOO.l 8‘0.‘ ‘43.‘ 3310' 3470' 510.' 827-‘ 860.' 0036| 0.27'
| 45Cel 920e1 46541 309.] 37641 338.] 504s| 638.]1 0.28] 0,261
__5004,1 —-290s1 48341 __ 221al__403. l_-iﬁzgl_-lﬁlnl__ﬁ i2al__0a2 21 __Q0a251
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Table 14

COMPANY AND FAMILY EXPENDITURES FOR 25 PERCENT COINSURANCE PLANS
FOR SIX PERSON FAMILIES

L
IDEDUCTIZLE _ _IFAMILY|CO. VEAMILY_SIDEY |C0e SIDEY ___IPKOB{CLAIM)__|
LRIV _ lEAJLLIL&QaI-_l;QSL__lthLM LEAMILYLINDIV JEAMILYLINDLIY lEAMlLXI
| Dol ol 22041 65841 259,01 259.1 T76e.] T76«1 1.00] 00|

| 504 | 207.! 3601 518a1 2BCel <2724l 76341 T66el 0891} 0.78{
| 100.1 348e] 432,01 a%6.] 318, 300.1 738.] 745.1 0,711 0.58]
I 15041 45641 4771 4Ulel 35741 3294l 710e1 7264| 0e57] 050!
I 200el 558¢1 51361 3¢5¢1 392,01 35841 683.] 702e] 0501 045]
I 25041 65741 5&%.1 33,1 426, 3838,] 657.) 680e] 04481 0.39]
I 3004l 750ef 5706l 308el 454e) 4lte] 653te| 65941 0Oeo44] 0e35|
I 350.1 837.1 593.1 235%.1 480e| 442.] 6léel 640e] 0o401 0o33]
| 400e] 92541 6léadl 2651 505,10 4694 59341 620e] 0e36] 0e31]1
I 45041 1007¢1 £33, 245.1 530.] 493.] 572.1 603.] 0.34| 0,30}
|__ﬁQQ;l_lQQﬁ;l-_ﬁﬁﬁ;l--&al;l-,iﬁi;l__5LQAL__iiZ;l_-iﬁ&;L-_QL3il--Q&Zal

LDJUSTED TO TASURED (UPWARD)

|DEDUCTIBLE __IFAMILY{|CN, VEAMILY SIDEY ICQOW SIDEV. _ __|PROB{CLAIMY__|
ILLulM JEAMILYLICOSY _1COST__LINQIV IEAMILY]INDIV_ LEAMILYLINDIY_ LEAMILY!
| 0.t Oust 22741 679.1 251el 251el 752¢1 752.1 1400f 1.00]|

| 501 212e1  373.1 53341 270.1 2€Ze! 739,01 742+41 0e90! 0480}
I 10041 35841 450.1 456.1 310.] 292.1 715.] 720.1 0.731 0.,63]
I 150e] 475,01 50Ul 4174l 2464 32441 688e] €974l 0a62] 0a54]
I 200e! 57301 53741 36941 384s| 35241 6601 €77el 0.52] 0.48]
[ 25041 670e] 569 337, 41741 38l.] 635.] 655.1 0501 0.41]
{ 30041 760.' 59701 31001 4674 ) 4J9, | 612, | 035.‘ Oe4 7} 0e 40|
I 35041 84341 0621al 285¢] 4744l 434e] 58941 617«l 00421 0.37]
I 400e] 92541 643.] 265s1 499,41 460.1 567el 5991 0639} 0e34]
I 4504] 10104) 6831 23341 524, 484,] 546.] 530.1 0.381 0.311
'_-EQQAl_llQQ;l--ﬁﬁl;l__22341_-i&9;l--2lﬁ11_-§2&;l--i61nl__leﬂl__QAZQ|

ADJUSTED T UNINSUREDR (DOWNWARLD)

ID;QufTIHLE-__lFE”IL\ICO. 3EA4LL1 SINEY {1LCa STYDEYV_ ___IPRCBCCLAIMY __|
IlJQlM lEAMLLILQQS:--L(DS:--llL“ly LTEAMILYLINDIV JEAMMILYLINDIY_LEAMILYI
| 0. 194,11 580.1 26241 262.1 786.1 78641 1.00{ 1.00]}

| 50.1 190.| 3151 45941 283¢| 2T6al 7731 77341 06791 0.701
I 10041 30C6.] 369.] 40541 3174 304s) 749¢] 7541 0.621 0.56]
I 150e] 405.1 497.1 367.] 351o1 33041 723¢1 73541 04511 0.48]
| 20041 497el  437.1 3374 382.] 356ef 699.1 717.1 0447 0.40]
I 25041 587e1 46341 31L.1 4ldel 382.] 678,01 €98.] 0.45| 0,38}
I 300.] 67041 48bel 2881 436e| 407el 658e) 68lel 0e42] 0435]
I 3501 75341 507.1 25741 462.1 431l.) 6391 663.] 0.38} 0.31}
| 400e1 8404] 52641 248, 48Tel 45641 €20ef 645.1 0236} 04271
| 45041 92041 54241 232.]1 5091 478.1 003.1 629.]1 0.28] 0.26]
l__200a)__990a0__ 555,10 _21%.1_ _531lad__497al__586al 6154l _0a251 _0a25l
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