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These are my personal comments in response to the Committee on Qualifications’ (COQ) 
request for comments on the U.S. Qualification Standards (QS). 
 
My responses to the seven questions posed are as follows: 
 

1. Are there portions of the QS that have prevented otherwise qualified 
actuaries from practicing in certain areas?  If so, how can the QS be modified to 
allow those actuaries to practice in certain areas while maintaining proper 
qualification standards? 

 
For the most part, I believe the QS work quite well.  I do believe that we made one 
mistake back in 2007 when the QS underwent the last major revision.  The definition of a 
Statement of Actuarial Opinion (SAO) was expanded to encompass any opinion, written 
or oral, expressed by an actuary in the course of providing Actuarial Services and which 
that actuary intends to be relied upon by the person or organization to which the opinion 
is addressed.  Previously, an experience requirement was required in order to issue a 
Prescribed Statement of Actuarial Opinion (PSAO).  When the definition of an SAO was 
broadened, the experience requirement was retained but now became a requirement for 
the issuance of any SAO.  Most actuaries have three years of experience before they 
become credentialed and become subject to the Code of Conduct (the Code) and the QS.  
However, there are a few individuals who become credentialed before they have obtained 
three years of experience.  Under the current QS, these individuals cannot express any 
Statements of Actuarial Opinion, not even opinions rendered internally within their 
employer’s organization and developed under the supervision of other qualified actuaries 
or subject to review of other qualified actuaries, even if the individual’s employer feels 
that the individual is well-qualified to render such an opinion.  While the number of 
individuals who become credentialed within the first three years of employment is not 
great, it is not immaterial either, and these are usually the “best and brightest” – 
individuals that the profession ought to be attempting to attract.  The current QS, if 
followed perfectly, would render these individuals unable to perform work and render 
opinions that they are in fact well-qualified to render.  Technically, such individuals 
would be better off if they did not accept their credential until they had the three years of 
experience, as they could then function as their employer desired, without being in 
technical violation of the QS.  This is a perverse result and one that we ought not 
perpetuate. 
 
In practice, I expect that those individuals who do become credentialed quickly simply 
ignore the QS and function capably within the confines of their employment.  Such 
individuals probably do not issue what we used to call PSAOs, and they should not, but 
they can issue opinions within their corporation with no repercussions as long as no one 
reports them to the ABCD.  However, the profession has created a situation which 
encourages members and employers to selectively ignore the QS.  We should correct this 
situation rather than perpetuate it. 
 
In summary, I strongly believe that we ought to have an experience requirement in order 
to issue what we previously called a PSAO.  However, we should not have an experience 



requirement for an SAO when the definition of an SAO has been written to be as broad as 
it is now defined.   
 
On a personal note, I obtained my Fellowship before I had three years of experience.  I 
was promoted to a position in which I represented the actuarial department of my 
company in discussions with other functional areas in determining the rates we would 
charge for certain lines of business.  I also prepared rate filings that were relied upon by 
state insurance departments and represented my company at industry rate committees.  
All of these functions would not be allowed under today’s QS.  I have since served as 
President of two of the U.S. actuarial organizations, as a VP at the Academy, and as a 
member of the ABCD for six years.  Anecdotally, I am aware of quite a number of other 
individuals who have served as senior leaders of the profession who also achieved their 
credential before they had three years of experience and were issuing opinions that would 
fall within the current definition of an SAO.  All of these individuals have represented the 
profession in exemplary fashion, but would have been in violation of the QS and 
therefore in violation of the Code under today’s QS.  It is a perverse and inappropriate 
result of the 2008 changes in my opinion. 
 

2. Are there existing, new, or emerging practice areas that require new 
specific qualification standards to ensure that actuaries practicing in those areas 
are qualified to do so?  If so, what are these areas and what particular standards 
should be added to any contemplated specific qualifications? 

 
I do not see the need to develop any additional specific qualification standards at this 
time.  Section 4.3 of the current QS seems to handle this situation well, and I do not recall 
any problems stemming from this area that ever came to the attention of the ABCD 
during my six years on the Board. 
 

3. In the current QS, is it clear as to what qualifies as organized, other, 
professionalism and business activities?  If not, what changes do you suggest that 
would clarify these categories of the QS? 

 
I believe the current category definitions are clear.  To the extent that any specific 
situation is not clear to a specific individual, that can best be handled through an inquiry 
of the Committee on Qualifications or perhaps be clarified through FAQs. 
 

4. Should there be a yearly cap on professionalism CEs?  Currently there is a 
minimum number of professionalism CEs but no maximum.  If capped, what 
maximum amount do you recommend? 

 
In a word, no.  As support for my opinion, it was my experience on the ABCD that the far 
larger problem the profession has is with members of the profession not understanding or 
taking seriously enough their professional responsibilities, as opposed to a problem 
stemming from inadequate technical continuing education.  As I have represented the 
Academy, the CAS, the ABCD and others by speaking on professionalism topics at 
various actuarial meetings, I have come to believe that one of the biggest risks we have as 
a profession is that our members are not sufficiently familiar with their professional 
responsibilities and/or not sufficiently sensitized to the seriousness of these 
responsibilities.  We need more professionalism education, not less. 



  
5. Currently, the QS only apply to actuaries issuing Statements of Actuarial 
Opinion in the United States, so actuaries providing Actuarial Services without a 
Statement of Actuarial Opinion are not required to comply with the QS.  Should 
the QS be expanded to include all Actuarial Services as defined in the Code of 
Professional Conduct?  

 
I see no need for any changes in this area.  The definition of an SAO is so broad now that 
the only Actuarial Services not covered would be situations in which no one is relying 
upon the work. 
 

6. Section 3.1.1 addresses additional basic and continuing educations 
requirements for actuaries providing NAIC statements of actuarial opinion.  
Sections 3.1.1.1 (Life), 3.1.1.2 (Property Casualty) and 3.1.1.3 (Health) each list 
specific topics for actuaries who issue NAIC opinions as shown in the table 
below. With regard to these specific qualification standards, should the topics be 
updated?  If so, what topics do you recommend adding, deleting or changing? 

 
I believe the current topics are appropriate. 
 

7. Are the carryover provisions of the QS understandable or do they need to 
be clarified?  If so, what is confusing to you and what suggestions do you have in 
clarifying the requirements?  In addition, should the maximum carryover be 
reduced so that an actuary will always need to earn some CEs in a given calendar 
year?  Currently an actuary could carry over a full year’s CE from the prior year 
resulting in no additional CEs for the current calendar year.  For both of these 
questions, please address whether your comments apply to general carryover 
requirements or to specific, organized, professionalism or business requirements. 

 
I believe the current carryover provisions are clear and are appropriate.  I have no 
problem with an actuary satisfying his current year of CE requirements entirely with 
carryover credits from the prior year if he indeed had that many carryover credits.  My 
comments apply to all the area cited in the last sentence of your question. 
 
In summary, I see no need to undertake a revision of the Qualification Standards at this 
time, unless you are prepared to address the concern I discussed above in my response to 
the first question posed. 
 
I appreciate the opportunity to comment.  If you have any questions regarding my 
comments, I would be happy to discuss my thoughts further with you. 
 


