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ABSTRACT

We revisit the “full picture” of the claims development uncertainty in Mack’s
(1993) distribution-free stochastic chain ladder model. We derive the uncer-
tainty estimators in a new and easily understandable way, which is much
simpler than the derivation found so far in the literature, and compare them
with the well known estimators of Mack and of Merz—Wiithrich.

Our uncertainty estimators of the one-year run-off risks are new and dif-
ferent to the Merz—Wiithrich formulas. But if we approximate our estimators
by a first order Taylor expansion, we obtain equivalent but simpler formulas.
As regards the ultimate run-off risk, we obtain the same formulas as Mack for
single accident years and an equivalent but better interpretable formula for the
total over all accident years.
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1. INTRODUCTION

In the last decades many papers on stochastic claims reserving have been and
still are published (see for instance Merz and Wiithrich (2008a) and the contin-
uing flow of publications in the recent actuarial literature and in neighbouring
fields like Harnau and Nielsen (2017)). Moreover machine learning algorithms
seem to become popular in actuarial science (see the many presentations at the
ICA 2018 in Berlin).

Despite this development, chain ladder (CL) and Bornhuetter Ferguson
(BF) methods are still the most used and the most popular methods in the
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insurance practice. One of the reason is that in practice one has to be suffi-
ciently accurate, but it is not necessary to always use the “theoretically optimal”
model. A methodology whose mechanism is understood and which is suf-
ficiently accurate is mostly preferred to a highly sophisticated methodology
whose mechanism is difficult to understand and to see through. In our opin-
ion, which is based on many years of practical experience, the BF and the CL
methods are in many situations sufficiently accurate and, therefore, still useful
methods. In the following we concentrate on the CL method.

Assume we are currently at the end of calendar year /. Under run-off risk we
understand the risk of an adverse claims development. Thereby we distinguish
between the ultimate run-off risk Z*", which is the deviation of the ultimate
claim from its forecast at the end of calendar year I, and the one-year run-off
risk Z "9 in accounting year I + k, which is the deviation of the forecast of
the ultimate claim at the end of the accounting year I + k from its forecast at
the beginning of the accounting year I + k. The latter is reflected in the P&L
account of the accounting year I + k by the so called claims development result
(CDR).

As common in the actuarial literature, we will take the conditional mean
square error of prediction (msep) as a measure for the reserve uncertainty. For
best estimate reserves it is by definition the conditional expected value of the
square of the run-off risk.

In 1993 Mack (1993) presented a stochastic CL-model and derived a for-
mula to estimate the msep of the ultimate run-off risk. This formula is well
known and widely used in the insurance practice. With the emergence of the
new solvency regulation (Swiss Solvency Test and Solvency II) there arose the
need to assess another kind of reserve risk. The risk considered is the change
of the risk bearing capital within the next accounting year (one-year time hori-
zon). Hence the relevant reserve risk for solvency purposes is the one-year run-off
risk in the next accounting year. A formula for estimating the corresponding
msep was first published by Merz and Wiithrich in 2008.

As market consistent valuation is a basic element of the new solvency regu-
lation and of IFRS 17, the best estimate reserves have to be complemented by
a market value margin corresponding to the discounted costs of the risk capital
needed for the run-off until the final settlement of all claims. For this pur-
pose, one also needs estimators of the msep of the one-year run-off risk in later
accounting years until the end of the claims development. Merz and Wiithrich
(2014) considered the estimation of the msep of the ultimate run-off risk as well
the estimation of the msep of the one-year run-off risks of all future account-
ing years (“full picture”) within a specific Bayesian CL-model, the so called
Gamma-Gamma BCL model, which is similar to a model considered in Gisler
(2006).

However, the Bayesian CL-model is different to the distribution free CL-
model of Mack. For instance, in the model considered in Merz and Wiithrich
(2014) the msep does only exist if the observed triangle fulfils specific conditions
(see Merz and Wiithrich (2014), assumptions in Theorem 3.8). Thus we do not
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know, whether the results derived in Merz and Wiithrich (2014) also apply to
the classical Mack model.

Formulas for the full picture of the CL reserve uncertainties derived strictly
within the classical CL-model of Mack (Mack (1993)) were first published in
2016 in three different papers (Diers et al. (2016), Gisler (2016), Rohr (2016)).
Gisler (2016) is an earlier version of the present paper. In Diers et al. (2016)
the authors estimate the msep by the use of bootstrap-techniques similar to
the bootstrap approach in Buchwalder ez al. (2006), which gave rise to several
controversial discussions (see Buchwalder er al. (2006), Gisler (2006), Mack
et al. (2006)). In Rohr (2016) the author rewrites the msep of the one-year
and the ultimate run-off risks as a function of the individual future CL devel-
opment factors, takes its first order Taylor approximation at their predicted
values and derives estimators of this “linearized msep”. The formulas derived
in Rohr (2016) and in Diers et al. (2016) are equivalent to the Mack and the
Merz—Wiithrich formulas.

In the present paper we derive the msep estimators in a new way. Different
from Rohr we consider the msep of the run-off risks and not a linearized
approximation and different from Diers et al. we do not use any bootstrap
technique. For the one-year run-off risk, the formulas obtained are new and
different to the Merz—Wiithrich formulas and to the ones in Réhr (2016) and
Diers et al. (2016). But if we approximate our formulas by a first order Taylor
expansion, we find equivalent but simpler formulas than the ones in Merz and
Wiithrich (2008b) and in Merz and Wiithrich (2014). For the ultimate run-off
risk, and comparing with Mack (1993), we obtain the same formulas for single
accident years and an equivalent but easier interpretable formula for the total
over all accident years.

In our opinion, the derivation of the results in the above mentioned recent
papers (Merz and Wiithrich (2014), Diers et al. (2016), Rohr (2016)) as well as
in Merz and Wiithrich (2008b) are rather difficult to follow, whereas the present
paper is very simple and easy to understand. We only need straightforward
mathematics and can see behind the formulas, as they can be interpreted in an
intuitively comprehensible way. This simplicity is perhaps the biggest merit of
the present paper.

Organisation of the paper. In Section 2 we introduce some notation and the data
structure. In Section 3 we review the CL-reserving method and the stochastic
CL-model of Mack. At the end of this section a natural estimation principle
and the so called telescope formula are presented. In Section 4 we consider the
one-year run-off uncertainties for all future accounting years until the end of
the claims development and compare the results with the Merz—Wiithrich for-
mulas . In Section 5 we derive the formulas for the ultimate run-off uncertainty
and compare them with the Mack-formula. In Section 6 we briefly consider
the relationship between the one-year and the ultimate run-off risks. Finally, a
numerical example is presented in Section 7.
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2. NOTATION AND DATA STRUCTURE

The starting point of claims reserving are cumulative claim figures (usually
claim payments or incurred losses) C;; > 0 from accident periods i =iy, ...,/
at the end of development periods j =, ..., J arranged in a table with i on the
vertical axes and j on the horizontal axes. We assume that all claims are settled
at the end of development year J and that therefore C;; denotes the ultimate
claim of accident year i. We further assume that the number of accident years is
greater or equal than the number of development years, that is J — jo > I — ij.
The index jj is introduced because in the actuarial literature the first develop-
ment year is sometimes denoted by zero and sometimes by 1. Hence j, is either
Zero or one.
At the end of accident year [ the data

Dy={Cy:i+j<jo+1}

are known. We will call D; a claims development triangle also in the case where
the shape is a trapezoid. Our aim is to forecast

Di={Cy:i+j>jo+1,j<J}

Some notations:
- diagonal functions
Definition 2.1. diagonal functions

Ji == max{jsuch that C;; € D,}, 2.1
i; = max{isuch that C;; € D,}. (2.2)

They were already introduced in R6hr (2016) and are convenient to simplify
notation. Note that C;, is the diagonal element in row i and that C;; is the
diagonal element in column j. Note also that the accident years i =iy, ..., i,
are already fully developed.

Regardless of the above definition, i, and j, also denote the first accident
and the first development year, what might formally conflict with Definition
2.1. This conflicting notation is consciously taken into account, as the inter-
pretation throughout the paper is always clear: j; and i; always refer to
Definition 2.1, whereas j, and i, always denote the first development year
and the first accident year respectively.

- We denote the set of observations known at the end of development year j
by

B ={Cix: Cix €Dy, k<j}. (2.3)

- coefficient of variation
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We denote the coefficient of variation of a random variable (r.v.) X by

CoV (X) = %,

provided the moments exist and E[X] > 0.
- In this paper empty sums and empty products are defined by

Do =0 ifu<l,

l_[k—lxk =1 ifu<l.

- The following weights will be used later in the paper.
Definition 2.2. The weights w;; are defined by
Cijs if Cije Dy,
W’,‘J' = R (24)
Cf/L, otherwise,
where agL is the CL-forecast of C;; given by Equation (3.3).
- The index “tot” denotes summation over all accident years. For example

1

W}quf = E i WiJ'
=1

3. THE CHAIN LADDER METHOD

3.1. The chain ladder method

The CL method is a pragmatic method, which has been used for decades for
estimating reserves. The basic assumption behind CL is that the columns in the
development triangle are proportional to each other up to random fluctuations,
i.e. there exist constants f;, j =, . . ., J — 1, such that

Cij1 ~f;Cij. 3.1

The constants f; are called claims-development factors, CL factors or age to
age factors. Given the information D it is natural to estimate these unknown
constants by
Fer = Zio G (3.2)
=iy o
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Due to Equation (3.1) the C;; € Dy are forecasted by

J—1
cr=ci [ (3.3)
k

=Ji

The CL reserve ﬁla of accident year i is an estimate of the outstanding
liabilities, i.e.

RE=CE—Cy. (3.4)

1

3.2. The stochastic CL-model of Mack

The following distribution-free stochastic model underlying the CL method
was presented in Mack (1993).

Model Assumptions 3.1 (Mack-model)
M1 C;; belonging to different accident years are independent.

M2 There exist positive parameters f;,, . . ., f;—1 and szo, o ,0371 such that for
i:io,...,I,a}’ldj:jo,...,.]—1

E[Cij1|Cijys ..., Ciyl = 1;Ciys (3.5)

Var(Cf‘j+1|CiJ0, ey C,'J) = O'?Cf‘/‘. (36)

An interpretation of o can be found in the remarks after Properties 3.2.

As an example let us consider a claims development triangle of private lia-
bility insurance. For confidentiality reasons the original data were multiplied
by a constant factor. Table 1 shows the observed cumulative claim-payments
C;; in the upper left part and the corresponding CL forecasts in the lower right
part together with the resulting CL-reserves.

How accurate are these reserves? The future outcomes of C;; in the lower
right part will deviate from these forecasts. However, when looking at this table
we cannot gain a feeling about the expected range of deviation and about the
reserve uncertainties.

Table 2 shows in the upper left part the triangle of the observed individual
CL ratios defined by

In each column j the not yet observed {F, jri=i,..., 1 } in the lower right part
are forecasted byZCL. Again the future realisations F;; will deviate from these
forecasts. But contrary to Table 1 we can get a feeling about the expected range
of deviation when looking at Table 2. When applying CL, therefore, one should
always consider the individual CL-factors.
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2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017

Total
f. CcL

2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016

CcL
fi

TABLE 1

TRIANGLE OF CUMULATIVE PAYMENTS C,v],v AND CL-FORECASTS

0 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9 10 | Reserves

1454 2240 2'354 2'409 2'448  2'485 2'499 2'601 2'661 2'670 2670

1346 2094 2210 2'291 2'353 2'380 2'390 2'397 2'398  2'424 2425

1306 2'110 2269 2'355 2'386 2'412 2445 2'456 2'456 2482 2'519

1309 2035 2'178 2210 2'263 2277 2290 2'292 2314 2353 2353
10
30
59
83
109
141
183
262
464
1'585
2'926

1542 1065 1029 1018 1008 1007 1010 1010 1.008 1.004

TABLE 2

TRIANGLE OF OBSERVED CL-RATIOS F;; AND CL-FORECASTS f{*

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1541 1051 1.023 1.016 1015 1.006 1.041 1.023 1.003 1.000

1556 1.055 1.037 1.027 1011 1004 1003 1000 1011 1.000

1616 1.075 1.038 1013 1011 1014 1004 1000 1011 1.015

1555 1.070 1.015 1.024 1006 1006 1001 1010 1017 1.000

1.611 1.054 1030 1017 1008 1011 1015 1.023

1521 1082 1.051 1.005 1002 1.003 1.003 d 1.004

1621 1089 1.018 1.018 1004 1.010 d 1.008  1.004

1460 1.053 1.029 1.036 1.009 d 1.010 1.008 1.004

1.542  1.055 1.020 J 1.010 1.010 1.008 1.004

1.534 1.084 d 1.007 1.010 1.010 1.008 1.004

1.494  1.056 d 1.008 1.007 1.010 1010 1.008 1.004

1.517 1.056 . 1.018 1.008 1.007 1.010 1010 1.008 1.004

1.516 1.029 1.018 1.008 1.007 1.010 1010 1.008 1.004

1.542 1.065 1.029 1.018 1.008 1.007 1.010 1.010 1.008 1.004

793

It is well known (see for instance Mack (1993)) that Model Assumptions
3.1 imply the following properties.

Properties 3.2.

i) The estimator (3.2) can be written as a weighted mean

where we; ="

i—1
i:lo

=iy
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ii)
E[Fi;|Cijys .., Ciyl = E[Fi 1G]l = (3.9)
2
o
Var(F;;|Cijy, ..., Cij) = Var(F;|C;j) = -, (3.10)
o7 1
CoV (F;j| Cijys - ... Cij) =CoV (Fy| Cy) = [42—. (3.11)
5 G
iii) Conditional on B; it holds that
E[f B] =1, (3.12)
ZCL ajg
Var (f| B)) = ———, (3.13)
( ! | ]) Z?:i; Wi,j
CoV (7| B) = i g_1 (3.14)
’ ’ fZ Zl 1o Wld
iv) U} can be estimated by the unbiased estimator
aj —zo—lzwl" i 4 ,lfl]—lo_ (3.15)
i=ig
If i1 — iy < 2 we can estimate 5 _, as suggested in Mack (1993) by
G5 =min (55_,/G7 5, min (67,57 5)).
v)
E[Fy|B]=f forj<k<J-1. (3.16)
vi)
{F,-,k| Biik=j,....,J — 1} are uncorrelated. (3.17)
Remarks

- Note that C;; in the denominator of the right hand side of Equation (3.10) is
a known constant and plays the role of a weight. Thus (3.10) is analogous to
the variance condition in a weighted regression or in credibility. Analogously
as in weighted regression and in credibility af can be interpreted as the con-
ditional variance of F;; normalized for weight one. The quantities C;; are in
most cases monetary amounts, and as such have a dimension, as for instance
CHF. The F;; have no dimension, and hence the left hand side of Equation
(3.10) has no dimension either. Therefore the 0]3 on the right hand side must
have the same dimension as C;;.
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- Asalready mentioned in R6hr (2016), the coefficients of variation (3.11) and
(3.14) can be estimated by

CoV (F,,| C 5 1 3.18
(o) ( iJ| i,]') _\ (fCL)ZT[’/" ( . )
J
— ;1
CoV (1| B) = — (3.19)
\(f ) X

- They are intuitively comprehensible “uncertainty measures” for the relative
deviation of F;; and of f; 7L from the “true” CL-factors S

3.3. Estimation principle

The msep contain by definition the unknown CL factors f;. To find an estimator
of the msep, we have to replace them by suitable estimators. The following
estimation principle is commonly used in the relevant actuarial literature as for
instance in Mack (1993), Rohr (2016), Diers et al. (2016), Buchwalder et al.
(2006) and in many other papers.

Estimation Principle 3.3

a) quadratic difference terms

~2

estimator of (Z f) = Var (fCL| B) 10—{. (3.20)
Dizip Wiy

b) other functions of f; such as ]_[ J; 2 are estimated by replacing the unknown
J=Ji
parameters f; by ];CL.
Remarks

- Even though the estimation principle 3.3 is commonly used, we should be
aware that it is not simply the plug-in technique found in statistics and that
it is not well defined because of (3.20). For instance

: R N2, - - 2
L=+ =) =+ 2 (T =H) + (1)

If we apply the estimation principle 3.3 to the left hand side, we estimate

/7 by (;‘\'CL)2 and if we apply it to the right hand side, we estimate /7 by

(f; CL) +A2 /S0 i w:,; Thus we have to use the estimation principle in an

https://doi.org/10.1017/asb.2019.18 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/asb.2019.18

796 ALOIS GISLER

appropriate way. In the above example we estimate sz by (;‘;CL)Z, because
“cIn2

E[(7)|B]=r2+o2/ Y

is upward biased and because this upward bias would even be increased if
. SCINZ A~ i—
the estimator (f,*)" + 7,/ Zi/:i; w;; was used.

f/'—l
W< .
i=ig Y

3.4. The telescope formula

The following formula will be used in the later sections.

Lemma 3.4 (telescope formula). For any real numbers x; and y;, j=1,2,...,J,
it holds that

J -
1_[111 A jJ=1 Yi= Z (Hj«;l xk) (xj _yj) (l_[;:iﬂ ym) ’ (3.21)

J=1

Proof. This result is well known. We show it for a product with J = 3. The
extension to any number J is self evident.

X1X2X3 — V1)2)3 = X1X2X3 — X1X2)3 + X1X2)3 — X1)2)3 + X1)2)3 — V1V2V3
= (X1 — Y1) yay3 + X1 (X2 — p2) y3 + XX (X3 — 13) .

4. THE ONE-YEAR RUN-OFF PREDICTION UNCERTAINTY

In the new solvency regulation (SST, Solvency II) a time horizon of one year
is considered. Therefore the reserve risk relevant for solvency purposes is the
one-year run-off risk in the next accounting year. Moreover, the best estimate
reserves have to be augmented by a market value margin corresponding to the
discounted costs of capital needed for the run-off until final settlement. For
these two purposes we need estimates of the msep of the one year run-off risks
of all future accounting years I + k, k=1,...,J — j.

At the end of accounting year I + k there will be available the data Dy, .
The CL-factors and the prediction of the ultimate claim will then be made on
the basis of D;_. N

As in the previous section we denote by ijL the estimated CL factors and by

Wi = ’C\'SL the CL forecasts of C;; at time /. For future accounting years I + k,
k=1,...,J —jo, we will use the following notation:

D, = the claims development triangle available at the end of accounting
year I + k,
ECLU +h aff(”k) := estimated CL factors and CL forecasts at time I + k

based on Dy .
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o~

From the perspective at time 7, ijL(I ™ and /C\',S,L(”k)

E’SL are known constants.
The one-year run-off risk in accounting year 7+ k+ 1, which will be
reflected by the claims development result in the profit and loss account of

accounting year I + k + 1, is defined by

are r.v., whereas f/.CL and

Z I E‘gﬁf“” — ’C\'tcof,(J”k) for the total over all accident years, (4.1)
ZHD = /C\’fJL(Hk D _ ’C\’,-’CJL(”]‘) for accident years i=i, +k+1,...,1.
4.2)

4.1. The one-year run-off prediction uncertainty in the next accounting year

In this subsection we consider the msep of the one-year run-off risk in the next
accounting year / + 1.

Result 4.1. The msep of the one year run-off risk in the next accounting year I +
1 can be estimated by

i) total over all accident years

-1 ~
— o
MSEPior 141 = Wiots {l_[ (1 + bj(ijLf) - 1} , (4.3)

J=ho j
where
Wiy

1 i ’
( i=io Wi,/‘) (Zi:io Wi,/’)

wj; as defined in Equation (2.4).

b= (4.4)

ii) single accident year i

~2

9

1 1

(/i L)z Wi Zl 1. Wi

k=iy
1 &2 = 5
+W%J<1+—+'z> l_[ 14 b— 7| -1 49
M’Yi,]'j (‘f]"CL) J=ji+1 (‘f.}CL)
Remarks

- (4.3) and (4.5) are new and different to the Merz-Wiithrich formulas and
to the estimators in the existing literature (e.g. the estimators in Merz and
Wiithrich (2008b), Results 3.1 and 3.2.).

- Formula (4.3) for the total over all accident years is surprisingly simple and
even simpler than formula (4.5) for a single accident year.

o s
msep; ;1 = Wiy
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- The first summand in Equation (4.5) reflects the risk that the observation on
the next diagonal will deviate from the forecast at time /, whereas the second
summand in Equation (4.5) reflects the risk of updating the forecasts of later
development years due to an update of the estimated CL-factors from time
I totime 7 + 1.

- Intuitively comprehensible interpretation.

From (4.12) and (4.18) we see that

— 7CL
3}2 msep (A /i )>

NI} o

where
AfCE = D _FCE 4.7)
msep (A7) = £ ( (A;’;CL)>2 D,) . 4.8)

Note that Equation (4.7) is the change of the CL-estimate of f; from time /
to time 7 + 1, which can be interpreted as the one year development result of
the chain-ladder factor estimate. Analogously we define

Awior g = ngff Jl ) — Wiot,J » (4.9)
6P (Awiors) = E ((Awins)’| Dr) (4.10)
Equation (4.3) can now be written as
—— ’\.CL)
msep (Awyo I msep (Af )
M:]‘[ y—> 2 @.11)
Wieoe s L >CL)
, J=io ( J; )

which is a comprehensible interpretation, as it links the square of the relative
one-year development result uncertainty with the squared relative one year
development uncertainties of the chain ladder factor estimates.

Derivation of Result 4.1

a) total over all accident years (formula (4.3)).
We complement the observed triangle by filling up the not yet observed
lower right part Dj with the CL-forecasts w;; = Cf/ and take the total over

each column, that is we define
-~ I
CL .__ _
me. = Wiy = E Wij.

i=ip

Analogously we define
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ccLa+

tot,j

where

(1+1)
Wij

1
I+1) z : (I+1)
= 1}tot,/ - - Wz,; H

=iy

Ci,j if CiJ € Dy,
C,-CJL(IJrl) otherwise.

By definition of ;‘;CL andZCL([H) it holds that

Wrot,j

(I+1)
tot,j

Next we note that

SCLU+1)
JeHe g

where

j—1 ~
CL
- W[Ot,]() 1_[/ ](]f]" b}

J=1 ~cra+1)
= W}tot.jo l_[j:jof} .

ij—
_ Zl l() w}l E _ i=ip M}l E
= )
l io Wh/ i=ip Wl',f

=a; (Fy— 1),

= 0
TN

i=ig Wiy

799

4.12)

(4.13)

Since the observations of different accident years are independent, it follows

that

SCL(I+1)
{7 7,

ji+1 >

FCL(I+1) “PCL(I+1)
g,

jo+1 g e ey

SCLI+1)
»Jr-1

} are independent given Dy,

SCLUI+1)
J—1

With (4.15) we obtain by applying the estimation principle 3.3

E |:<Zt(01t+1)) ’Dl] = Wfot,/‘gE\

2
~ j—1 j—
B[ (T 7 ) oo - (TT

J=1 =cras
(l_[‘_' ]; I+

J=J0

[.7)|»

J=Jo =0
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From the model assumptions 3.1 and from (4.12) and (4.14) follows

BT 0] =7+ (577,
2
SCL(I+1) _ 2
Var (f DI) B ]WW’
~cra+1)\? “cL “cLn2? |, 2 sz
E [(f/ ) Dl] =T +a (=) + a0,
and, by applying the estimation principle 3.3,
B I:ECL(I-H)‘ DI] =7jCL, 4.17)
E‘[(fCL(HI))z D,:| _ (fCL) +a232 1 + 1
! ! / Zi ,3 Wi Wiy
(fCL) bc ], (4.18)
where
b s (4.19)
j == i/71 . .
(Zi:io WiJ) ( i=io Ww)
From Equations (4.16) and (4.18) we obtain Equation (4.3).
b) Single accounting year i.
J—1 J—1
ZI =g _ et — A Fy T 770 - et 1T 7 el (4.20)
J=ji+1 J=ji+l1

With the telescope formula (3.21) we can write Equation (4.20) as

(I+1) >cL CL U sevavy T pen
Zi = Wi ( f )<l_[/—/+1j )+WI/F"/ <Hi=/’:+lff H/:JH]’ ’

Aj B;

Hence
E [(z}’*”)z‘ D,} =E[A}| D)+ 2E[A4;B| D]+ E[B}| D;].  (4.21)

For the first summand in Equation (4.21) we get
2 -1~ \2
B2 = £ [ )| 2]+ 077} (T )
Il — 2 -1~ \2
:Wizji(f?i <1_L'_j,»+1 f/-CL> —{—W?,jf (f, _f/,C L) (l_[j_j[ +1f}CL) ,
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which by use of the estimation principle 3.3 is estimated by

~2
E\[AﬂDI]:wiJL L-i— !

- 2 i—1

CL Wi ;.

i Ji E Wi,
(j: ) K=o k.ji

4.22)

From the independence property (4.14) and by applying the estimation

principle 3.3 we also obtain
E[A4,B|D;]=0

for the second summand in Equation (4.21), since

% SIS N G EeS) _
E[<H7=f?+1f/ 1_[/':.1}+1fj Dr|=0.

(4.23)

From the independence property (4.14), (4.17) and by applying the estima-

tion principle 3.3 follows that the third summand in Equation
estimated by

(4.21) can be

~2 J-1 J—1
_~ a2 o o PR TN 2
E[B)| D)=+, (( ey +—-’i) (7 +852) - TT (G
J

J-1

=ji+1 J=iitl
J

2 ZcLy? 1 81%- . 312
=wl, [T (1+——=%5 [ ]] 1+b_,-W —1|. (424

~ 2
L Wi 'CL) T
J=i i (fﬂ J=jit1 J

By plugging Equations (4.22)—(4.24) into Equation (4.21) we get Equation

(4.5).

O

To compare with the Merz—Wiithrich formulas we approximate the estima-

tors in Result 4.1 by a first order Taylor expansion.

Result 4.2 (Taylor Approximation). The msep of the one year run-off risk in the

next accounting year I+1 can be estimated by

i) total over all accident years

J-1 ~2
——TA 2 Uj
MSEPot 141 = Wiots {Z bj =CIn2 } >
J=Jo (f/ )
where b; is defined in Equation (4.4).
ii) single accident year

~2 1 1 J—1

o
2 Y 2
= - +wis § : b

_—_TA
msep; ;.1 =Wy 2 | ws + i1 :
(fji ) i E i Wi ji J=iit1
=l
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iii) Equations (4.25) and (4.26) are equivalent to the Merz—Wiithrich formulas
(formulas (1.2) and (2.3) in Merz and Wiithrich (2014)).

Remarks

- Merz—Wiithrich formulas (formulas (1.2) and (2.3) in Merz and Wiithrich
(2014)) written in our notation:
1) total over all accident years

, - J-1 ~2

— MW 2 % 1 1 b —Uj
MSCPyoy 141 = Z Wis Y e \ s + Z 7 (Fery?
i=iy+1 (fz ) 1ji Zk i M/k’/l J=jitl1 (fl‘ )

I I 3]2] 1 J—1 6}]2

oY Y] v T
CL . CL
i=ij+1 m=i+1 (];, ) I=ig Vi J=iit1 ( J )

ii) single accident year
nTse\p?ﬁ/l = nTse\pIﬁl given by Equation (4.26). (4.28)

We see that Equation (4.25) for the total over all accident years is a more
concise and easier representation of Equation (4.27), which has in addition
an intuitively accessible interpretation (see next bullet point).

Side remark: The formulas in Merz and Wiithrich (2014) are different but
equivalent to the formulas first published in Merz and Wiithrich (2008b) and
the ones in Bithlmann et al. (2009).

- Intuitively comprehensible interpretation.
Analogously as in Result 4.1 we can look behind the formulas and we can
write (4.25) as

o o “CL)
msep (Awios) /-1 msep (Af, )
T ne)_$ IR

(4.29)
Wiots ary ( fj-_CL))z

where msep (Awios) and msep (AZCL)> are defined in Equations (4.10) and

(4.8). Hence, the square of the “relative” one year development result uncer-
tainty (with the ultimate loss as scaling basis) equals the sum of the squared
“relative” one year development uncertainties of the chain-ladder factor
estimates (with the chain ladder factor estimates at time / as scaling basis).

- The numerical results obtained by the Taylor approx1mat10ns are very close

to the ones obtained by the estimators of Result 4.1 if b; —2— G a)’ << 1, whatis
the case in most practical situations. /
- The proof of iii) (equivalence of (4.25) with (4.27)) is given in Appendix A.
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- Other equivalent expressions of the Merz Wiithrich formulas were published

in Diers et al. (2016) (special case of Corollary 3.9) and in Roéhr (2016)
(special case of main result 5.3).

4.2. The one-year run-off prediction uncertainty in future accounting years

The msep of the one year run-off risk in future accounting years are defined by
2
mSePuoq s = E [ (z570) ' DI] : (4.30)

2
msep; 41 = E [ (Zf””")) 'Dz], 4.31)
where Zi ;1 and Z; ;4 are defined in Equations (4.1) and (4.2).

Result 4.3. The msep of the one-year run-off risk in future accounting years can
be estimated by

i) total over all accident years, accounting years I+k+1, k=0,...,

J—jo—1
J—1 6\2
—— SU+k j
MSCPiot 1+k+1 = Wtzot,J l_[ (1 + bj( B )$> -1, (4.32)
J=iitk (f/ )
where
DU+ _ Witk
b; = . (4.33)

ij+k—1 itk ’
(5w (2 m)
weights w;; as defined in Equation (2.4) .
ii) single accident year i, accounting years I +k+1,k=0,...,J —j —1

~2
Oy 1 1
— .2 Jitk
MSEP; 14411 = Wi, =2\ + T (4.34)
_
( j;+k) Wit E . Wi ji+k
~2 J-1 ~2
1 ag; —~ o
2 Jitk I+k J
v\ = | T (1" =) !
; Wi o
itk ( ji+k) J=jitk+1 (fj )

Remarks

- Result 4.3 has the same structure as Result 4.1. The estimators in Result
4.3 are obtained from the estimators in Result 4.1 by simply replacing b; by

’l;j(”k) and the not yet known weights in /b\j(”k) by the forecasts at time /.

https://doi.org/10.1017/asb.2019.18 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/asb.2019.18

804 ALOIS GISLER

- For k=0 Result 4.3 coincides with Result 4.1.
- Intuitively comprehensible interpretation.
Analogously as in Result 4.1 we can see from the derivation of Result 4.3

that
R _— SCL(I+k)
~u+k i msep (A];' )
b} (7CL)2 = (7&) > , (4.35)
J J
where
AZCL([+I¢) — ZCL(]H(H) _ ZCL(]H() (4.36)

is the change of the CL-estimate of f; from time / + k to time / 4k + 1, and
where

sep (A};CL(”“) —F ( (A;‘;CL)Z‘ D,) . (4.37)

Analogously we define

k k+1 k
Awol? = wi T —wil, (4.38)
—~ 2
fmsep (Ang,"’) =F ((Angj‘)) ' D,) (4.39)

Result (4.32) can now be written as

msep (Aw') o
— = [T{t+ E
tot,J J=jo (fj )

which is a comprehensible interpretation, as it links the square of the relative
one-year development result uncertainty with the squared relative one year
development uncertainties of the chain ladder factor estimates.

fsep (Aw“”")

tot,J

—1, (4.40)

Derivation of Result 4.3

Equations (4.30) and (4.31) can be written as
msePyq s 41 = E |:E |:<Zl(gl+l+k)>2‘ D1+k]
msep, ;1 = £ |:E [(Zfl+l+k)>2‘ D1+k]
By applying the estimation principle 3.3 on the inner expected values of

Equations (4.41) and of Equation (4.42) we obtain (see Result 4.1, but with of
instead of EJ?)

D,} , (4.41)

D,} . (4.42)
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J-1 2
2 o;
I+14k I+h Ho___ 77
£ [<Z:°‘+ ’ )> ‘ b k] (@Jﬁ) 1_[ 1+ bf( " ’\CL(jJrk) e
J=lo+k ( f; )
(4.43)
= a1+ ) a0} Tk ! 1
E (Zi ) D | = <Wi,J ) ' 2 @ T
ZFCL(I+k) Wk Z o
fjH—k i =iy Litk
(4.44)
2 1 o2 g o}
(I+h) j (U+h) j
+ (W"J ) 1+ w IR ~cr i\ 1_[ Lo SeLi+i) -1
itk (f/',-+k ) j=ji+1+k (fj )
where
(I+k)
U+ Witk

T (ikeL k) ik (d+h\
(Zi:io Wi; Zi:ig Wi;

VAL (D k-1
FCLU+K) _ Z i <1+k> Z ()
f; = T F;;, wherew, Wi
=iy W-,/' 1=l
Cl',i if Ci,]' € D[+k
w0
Wiy - —~ 3
CEHIFh therwise

irf
~ ~ 2
E [(Zféf”lc)) ‘ D,+k] and E |:(Z§I+l+k)) ‘ DH,(} are r.v., since some of the

weights are not yet known at time /. To simplify notation and to indicate that
these are functions of the entries in D, we define

8ot (Dryi) = |:<Zt(ét+l+k)> ‘ Dl+ki| 5

g (Dryy) = [<Z<I+l+k)> ‘Dl+k:|.

To estimate the msep we consider

Iﬁs\éf’tot,ﬂkﬂ = E[gwo (D11 D1, (4.45)
mi,ukﬂ =E[g (D110 Dy]. (4.46)

The conditional expected values on the right hand side depend on distribu-
tional assumptions and can usually not be calculated in a closed form. To find
estimators in the distribution-free case, we therefore approximate g (Drix)
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and g; (D;,,) by the following first order Taylor approximation around the
forecasts w; ;.

min(ji+k, J)

9ot
g (Dry) = ot ( D[+k Z Z 0 . (Cij —wiy) s
i=ij+1 =i+l L 1Dy
min(jj+k, J) ag
! (D) = g: D1+k Z Z I N (CiJ - WiJ) ’
i=ij+1  j=ji+l WDk

where 15,+k denotes the triangle obtained by replacing the k newest diagonals
in Dy, ., which are not yet observed at time /, by the CL-forecasts at time /.

Since
wiJ :E\[Cl,/| D[] N
we get
E [g«gt1 (D1+k)| Dl] = &tot (ﬁl+k) ) (4.47)
E[g/" (Dr)| D] = & (Drii) - (4.48)

Result 4.3 then follows by replacing af in Equations (4.47) and (4.48) by E?f O
To compare with the Merz—Wiithrich formulas we again approximate the
estimators in Result 4.3 by a first order Taylor expansion.

Result 4.4 (Taylor approximation). The msep of the one-year run-off risk in
future accounting years can be estimated by

i) total over all accident years, accounting years I +k+1, k=0,...,J—

Jo—1
J—1 6_\2
—=TA TUA+k) J
MSCPo 1 k1 = WtotJ Z b; =~ (- (4.49)

J=jot+k (ijL)
ii) single accident year i, accounting years [ +k+1, k=0,...,J—ji—1

AZ
_——TA 2 j,+k 1 1
MSCP; 11 = Wiy 7= 52 Wir ik + =
( j,+k) Hit E - Witk
I=iy
J-1 32
2 § : T U+k J
+ Wi,./ bj( \)W . (450)
J=jitk+1 (,fj )

iii) Equations (4.49) and (4.50) are equivalent to the Merz—Wiithrich formulas
(formulas (1.4) and (2.4) in Merz and Wiithrich (2014)).
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Remarks

- Equations (4.49) and (4.50) coincide with (4.25) and (4.26) for k = 0.
- Merz—Wiithrich formulas (formulas (1.4) and (2.4) in Merz and Wiithrich
(2014)) written in our notation

a) total over all accident years, accounting years I +k+1, k=0,...,J —
-1
Jo

MW
MW & k)
MSEPiot 1 ykt1 = E |:(Ztot ) ' ,Dli| =

i 52, 1 1 k
= Z wi, ]Clz 2 ( + o 1_[ (1 _a-/'f+”’)>

Wi )
i=iy+ht] ( j,-+k) itk Yy, Whikk e
1 —1 ~ —1
. J U/g 1 k
+ E w3, E —— g« 1_[ (1 —aj_m)
| oy T
i=ij+k+1 J=jith+1 (f, ) I=ip Wij m=0
I I ~ k
szf+k 1
+2 E E Wi Wng =5 =7 1_[ (1 — aj,.+m) (4.51)
’ ’ CL [=k= W
i=iy+hk+1 n=i+1 (fth() I=iy Ljitk m=1
I I J-1 Ejg 1 k=1
+2 E E Wig Way E —— | 4k (1 - aj—m)
J Wa, T
fer =1,
i=ij+k+1 n=i+1 J=iitk+1 \J;j =iy "V1j m=0
Wiy
where a; =
Zl 1o M}]q/

b) single accident year i, accounting years I +k+1, k=0,...,J—j;i—1

W 5 MW
_— — (I+k+1)
msep; ;. 4, = E |:<Zi ) ‘Dl]

2 k
1 1
2 itk
=w; | | 1 —a; i 4.52
Wl,.] cL ( + ( aj:+m) i—1—k M}l‘ith) ( 5)

(i,+k)2 Wijitk .24 I=iy

( 1

IJ E: /kll —w) 7 |-
CL Yy .
J=jitk+1 f m=0 Z[:io Wi,

It is astonishing that the Merz—Wiithrich formula (4.51) for the total over all
accident years can be written in such a concise way as (4.49). Formula (4.50)
too is simpler than Equation (4.52).

- Intuitively comprehensible interpretation.
Analogously as in Result 4.3 Equation (4.49) can be written as

msep (Awia) ot msep (A7)
- Zcr)?
J=lo (f/ )

2
Wtot,.l
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where msep ( AZCL(M‘)) and msep (Awt((ff Jk)> are defined in Equations (4.37)

and (4.39). Hence, the square of the relative one-year claims development
result uncertainty is equal to the sum of the squared relative one-year
development uncertainties of the chain ladder estimates.

- Other estimators of the msep of the one-year run-off risk in future account-
ing years were first published in Rohr (2016) (special case of main result 5.3
in Rohr (2016)). A formal proof that these estimators are equivalent to the
Merz-Wiithrich estimators (4.51) and (4.52) is not given in R6hr (2016), but
it is mentioned that numerical examples would indicate this equivalence.

Proof of Result 4.4. Equations (4.49) and (4.50) are obtained by a straightfor-
ward first order Taylor approximation of Equations (4.32) and (4.34). A proof
of (iii) is given in Appendix B d

5. THE ULTIMATE RUN-OFF PREDICTION UNCERTAINTY

The ultimate run-off risk is the deviation of the ultimate claim from its forecast,
that is the r.v.

7" = Ciy— CS;  forsingle accident years i =, ..., I,
Zféi = Coty — Cgf , for the total over all accident years.

The msep of the ultimate run-off risk is defined by

tot

msep, oy = E [(Z“” | DI] for the total over all accident years,

msep, ,, = E [(Z;‘”) ) Dl] for single accident years i € {iy, ..., I} .

Result 5.1. The msep of the ultimate run-off risk can be estimated by

a) total over all accident years

2
52 I 2 Z{ W )
W[-’J ( i=i; ViJ
P =S [y )

J=jo fCL i=ij Wij Zi:io Wij

where the weights w;; are defined in Equation (2.4).
b) single accident year i

—_— j
msep; i = Wiy P + == . (5.2)
= () i iy Wij

¢) Equation (5.2) is the same formula as the one found by Mack and Equation
(5.1) is equivalent to the Mack-formula.
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Remarks

- The first summand in Equations (5.1) and (5.2) represent the process
variance and the second summand the estimation error.

- Intuitively accessible interpretation.
Result 5.1 can be written as

2
J-1
MSEP o 1y = Z Z W;J CoV ( t/| C,, Z Wig Cov (ZCLi Bj)z ’
J=jo i= !/ = l,
(5.3)
J-1 - L ,
msep, =y (Wi, CoV (Fy| ) +n, CoV (] B) } , G4
J=i

which are very nice and easily interpretable formulas. We can clearly see the
impact of the uncertainties originating from the F;; and from the ]?CL on the
msep given by the square of a weight times the square of the coefficients of
variation.

- Equation (5.2) is the same as Theorem 3 in Mack (1993), but Equation (5.1)
is different albeit equivalent to the one in Mack (Corollary on page 220 in
Mack (1993)).

Mack-formula for the total over all accident years written in our notation.

J- Az
— Mack 1
ms.ep:\:,[t,ult = E { E (— e ) } (5.5
i

CL ;
i=ij+1 f Vi Zf:io w
J—1 6_\]2 1
+ 2 E Wi E Wi, J E oL .
i=ij+1 k=i+1 J=Ji (f ) m=iy Wi n.j

Comparing with Equation (5.1) we see that Equation (5.1) is more con-
cise and has an intuitively accessible interpretation, whereas the second
summand (covariance term) in Equation (5.5) is difficult to interpret.

- The process variance for the total over all accident years is just the sum of the
process variance of the single accident years (see Equation(5.16)), because
the observations in different accident years are independent. But as for the
estimation error it holds that

o} (Zfﬂ WiJ)
EE = Z :

~2 I 2
0; > i Wiy }
CL i—1 2
J=j f Do iy Wiyj

- 2 1
f;'CL) Zi/ io M}’q/

? J—1 J—1
> Z E’:Ei = Z {
J=jo J=jo (
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since the uncertainty due to ECL affects the accident years { i=i,...,1 }
A J-1
simultaneously. In the Mack-formula (5.5) the difference EE, — Z._‘ EF;

is taken into account by the covariance term (second summand of Equation

(5.5)).

Derivation of Result 5.1

In the following we derive the estimators of these msep in a slightly different
way than in Mack (1993) by making use of the telescope formula (3.21).

It is convenient to introduce

i1
Mi,j = E[C,J| D[] = Wij; l_Ijk:i‘ﬁ{ forj=jf+ 1, .. .,J, (56)
Moty = E [ Ctot,j| Dl] . (5.7

The following splitting is well known.

mseptot,ult = E [ (Ctot,J - /’Ltot,J)2| DI] + (Mtot,] - 6tC0tL,J)2’ (58)
——
PViot EEot
msep, = E[(Cuo = 1.,)’| Pr| + (1= CFY’, (5.9
PV; 22

where PV, and PV are called process variance (deviation of the ultimate claim
from its expected value) and EE; and EE, estimation error (misestimating the
expected value).

By applying the telescope formula (3.21) we get

2 ) J—1 J-1 \?
(Ci.J - Mi,J) = Wi (l_[j:.ii Fi,j — l_[i=ji f,)
J-1 . 2
= <Z Cij (Fij = 1)) ]_[k=j+lﬂ> ; (5.10)

J=i

1 /J-1 2
(Ctot,.l - /"Ltot,,])z — <Z (Z Ci,]’ (FZJ _fl) (1_[::_1;1](/()))
=l \J=i
J-1 I . 2
- ; ;1 Cij (Fij 1)) (Hk_ijk) . (51D
J-1 J—1 2
EE; = M}iji (Hﬁ _ HECL)

J=i J=i

J—1

J-1 )
= <Z wiy (i =1 (l_[]‘,:j+1/;cCL)) : (5.12)
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2

EE . = Z Z wiy | (6 =7) (]—[Z:;HA,;CL) . (5.13)

J=jo \i=ij+1
By conditioning on By, k > j, we see that
E[Ciy (Fiy—f) Cux (Fix — f1)] =0. (5.14)

From the definition of the process variance, Equations (5.10), (5.11) and the
independence of accident years follows:

=3, (M- 5) o ZM,JU’ L)
J=Ji J=Ji
2
Pru= Y =3 3w (T 6) o
i=ij+1 J=jo i=ij+l1
=Z Z M,J f . (5.16)
J=jo i=ij+1

By applying the estimation principle 3.3 Result 5.1 is immediately obtained
from Equations (5.12), (5.13), (5.15), (5.16).
The following Corollary shows an equivalent way of writing formula (5.1).

Corollary 5.2. Formula (5.1) for estimating the msep of the ultimate run-off risk
for the total over all accident years can also be written as

1
E[(za)|Di] = W{Z 4= —} (5.17)
j=io fCL i=ip Wij
=W {Zq, (CoV (7| By) } (5.18)
J=J0
where
1
Z,_t Wiy -
g = % = fraction of th)f ; affected by the uncertainty of jCL
Zi:i() M}i’J
Remarks

- Formula (5.17) was already found by Ancus R6hr in Réhr (2016). However,

he derived a formula for estimating the msep of Z“ where Z"! is a first order
Taylor expansion of Z"f. Interestingly the resulting estimator is equivalent

to the Mack estimator and hence also equivalent to (5.1).
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- Equation (5.17) is an astonishing and surprisingly simple result. Nevertheless
we prefer Result 5.1, as we can see there explicitly the impact of the
uncertainties originating from the F;; and from the ijL on the msep.

- The proof of the equivalence between (5.17) and (5.1) is given in Appendix C.

6. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ONE-YEAR AND ULTIMATE
RUN-OFF RISKS

The sum of the one year run-off risks over all future development years is equal
to the ultimate run-off risk, i.e.

Sz =z, (6.19)
ZJ "z =z, (6.20)
and hence
E [(Z: Z4) ‘p,] E|(z4) (Dz] (6.21)
£ [( ::1 Ztmk))z‘ Dl] =E [(Z?‘”)2( D,|. (6.22)

By definition of best estimate reserves the forecast of the claims develop-
ment result in any future period is zero. For this reason it is often argued that

the process of best estimate forecasts {CBE(’“‘) k=0,...,J} is a martingale

and that therefore the one-year run-off risks, which are the increments of this
process, are uncorrelated. Based on this martingale argument it is then required
that the estimators of the one-year run-off risk should satisfy the “splitting”
property, which means that the sum of the estimated msep of the one-year run
off risks summed up over all future accounting years until final development
should be equal to the estimated msep of the ultimate run-off risk.

However, best estimate forecasts are usually not a martingale, what is also
the case for the CL-forecasts in the Mack-model. The CL forecasts fulfil

o [’C‘vaL(I+k+l)

’C\.fJLquk)] — OCLu+h

i
but they do not satisfy the martingale condition

E I:’Cf:’L(I+k+l)

SCLU+K) | SCLUI+k)
Ciy ] =Gy )

because the unknown CL factors f; are replaced in the CL-forecasts by their

estimates f/CL and f; A respectively. Hence there is no mathematical reason
that the estimators should fulfil the splitting property.
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Theorem 6.1.
i)

J—jo _—_ _
E i MSCPyo,y 4 = MSCPo yits

J=Ji —

E =1 msepi,1+k > msepi,ull’
_— _— , ,

where MS€Pyy ., and Mmsep,;,, are the estimators in Result 4.3 and

MSeP,oq i and MSeP;, the Mack estimators (estimators in Result 5.1).

J—=jo _~_TA —
z : mseptot,l+k = mseptot,ultv

J=ji _—_TA o
E i msep; ;= MSEP; >

TA TA . .
where MSeP,y, ., and Msep, ,,, are the estimators in Result 4.4.

Remarks

- The sum of the one-year msep estimators in Result 4.3 is bigger than the
Mack estimators of the ultimate run-off risk.

- The estimators rfse\plt, 4% and rfse\pg;k in Result 4.4 fulfil the splitting prop-
erty. The splitting property entails a splitting of the ultimate run off risk
over the future accounting years until final development, which is a con-
venient property. This might be an argument and a good reason to use

. ~—_TA _—_TA s .
the estimators msep,, ,;,, and msep,;,, (Taylor approximations) instead of
the estimators Msep,y ;,, and Msep; ;.. in particular, since the differences
in numerical results between the two estimators are negligible for most
situations in practice.

Proof. i) follows from the fact that msep,, ., and msep, ,,, respectively

are bigger than rfse\plTO? 4% and Iﬁs?p?:ﬁk for all k. The splitting property ii) has
already been proved by MW (proposition 6.1 in Merz and Wiithrich (2014))
and by Rohr (see Remark 5.6 in Rohr (2016)) . O

7. NUMERICAL EXAMPLE

As a numerical example we consider the data in Table 1 with estimated total
reserves of 2’926 at the end of 2017.

Table 3 shows the square root of the estimated msep for the ultimate run-
off and for the one year run-off in the next accounting year, where the latter
is calculated with Result 4.1 (column A in Table 3) as well as with Result 4.2
(Taylor approximation; column TA in Table 3). We see that in this example the
numerical results of the two estimators are practically the same. We can also
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TABLE 3
Reserves Ultimate run-off One year run-off
msepu2 in % next account. year in%
reserves msepm reserves
A TA
2008 10 21.37 210% 21.374 21.374  210.0%
2009 30 27.91 93% 19.006 19.006 63.0%
f]'; 2010 59 42.91 73% 31.991 31.991 54.2%
£ 2011 83 58.17 70% 40.891 40.891 49.5%
% 2012 109 62.14 57% 15.749 15.749 14.5%
153
& 2013 141 65.65 47% 15.760 15.760 11.2%
2014 183 68.61 38% 27.662 27.661 15.1%
2015 262 75.03 29% 31.821 31.821 12.1%
2016 464 89.07 19% 42.963 42.963 9.3%
2017 1'585 137.85 9% 101.131 101.130 6.4%
total 2'926 303.44 10% 180.515 180.514 6.2%
TABLE 4
graph development patterns
total over all accident years development pattern reserves and msep~1/2
Ingoing reserves One year run-off
dev. pattern msep'’? dev.pattern !
A TA 09
08
2017| 2'916 100% 180.51 180.51 100% 07
2018| 1'423 49% 131.67 131.67 73%
5 2019 961 33% 111.94 111.94 62% 06
2 2020 679 23% 94.94 94.94 53% 05
Eo 2021 483 17% 81.49 81.49 45% 04
£ 2022| 341 12% 7420 7420 41% 03
g 2023 224 8% 68.14 68.14 38%
® 2024 125 4% 47.83 47.83 26% 02
2025 54 2% 31.73 31.73 18% 0.1
2026 14 0% 22.98 22.98 13% 0

sum of one year msep 92'079
ultimate msep ~ 92'079

= = dev.pattern reserves emmmm= dev. pattern msepA1/2

see that the numerical results in column A are greater than the ones in column
TA, but only very minor in the third digit after the decimal point in accident
years 2014 and 2017.

Table 4 shows the estimates of the msep of the one-year run-off for the total
over all accident years for all future accounting years until final development
together with the forecasted ingoing reserves. The numerical results in column
A were calculated with Result 4.3 and the ones in column TA with Result 4.4
(Taylor approximation). Again the numerical results obtained by the two esti-
mators are practically the same. We can also check the splitting property. If we
sum up the square of the entries in column A, we obtain the same as the square
of the estimated msep of the ultimate run-off for the total over all accident
years from Table 3.

In the current formula for calculating the risk margin in solvency II it is
assumed that the required capital for the remaining one-year run-off risk in
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future accounting years decreases proportionally to the remaining reserves.
This was due to the lack of formulas to calculate the prediction uncertainty
for future accounting years. But now the formulas have been developed and
are here. Comparing the development pattern of the reserves with the develop-
ment pattern of the square root of the msep (see graph beside Table 4) we see
that the latter decreases much slower. This is not a surprise. Complex and com-
plicated claims such as severe bodily injury claims stay open for a long time,
whereas “normal” claims can be settled much quicker. Hence the proportion
of the reserves stemming from complex claims is bigger in later development
years. But the prediction uncertainty of this kind of claims is bigger than for the
“normal” claims. This also means that one will need more capital in solvency
1T with these new formulas, since the risk margin will become bigger.
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APPENDIX A. PROOF OF RESULT 4.2, ITEM (11I)

We have to show that

-1 52

——TA 2 J

MSeProrr1 = Wiors | D b2 (A.23)
J=iotk <]; )

is equivalent to

MW ! 7 1 1 5;
. o 2 Ji
i=ij+1 (fleL> Hli Zl io Wiji J=jitl (fCL>
1 1 6:]2’ 1 J—1 3]2
+2 Z Z Wi JWm,J — Z » + Z Tbj . (A.24)
i=ij+1 m=i+1 (;; ) 1=ip Whii  j=ji+1 (]; )
1

We rewrite Equation (A.24) by summing first over the development years and after-
wards over the corresponding accident years and obtain

J—-1 ~2
o o; 1 1 Il a2
2 J CL
mSCPiot,1+1 = Z Wiij 2 - H (fk )
J=lo (];CL) 2 Z/ iy qu/ k=i
J—1 I I Wi
2 ) g
+ > Wb Y = (A.25)
J=io+1 |i=i+1 m=ij+1 iy Wi
I I ~2
J—-1 , 2 o
L J
+2 Z Z ‘Vi,/‘vi711/bi l_[ (.fkc ) N 2
i=ij+1 m=i+1 k= ( ijL)
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Furthermore

[',
j .
5 1 1 > Zi:io Wij
e pal B K S
Wi j YT :
B Y iy Wiy

Ve
ij,J i1
Yy b L.

Wi j Zi:io Wi

) 2
= (Z‘_’_ _ w,-1,»> b;. (A.26)
=1

1 i
Wi iWmj———— = E ] o Wi
./1/ J l —1 =i J
Zl io Wiji (Zl i wl:]) Zl io W[J

i.
- (Zij:io Wi J) Win b (A.28)

Inserting Equations (A.26) and (A.28) into Equation (A.25) yields

Wl'N‘

Win,j

(A.27)

J-1 ij 2 I ij I
—— 2
mseProrr1 = Y4 [ Dowii | + Do w2 D wiy Y Wy
J=Jo =i i=ij+1 =i m=ij+1
I ~
J-1 , 2 foin
L J
23 3 w11 (FF) —L5b
i=ij4+1 m=it1 k=j ( szCL>
2
I ~2
J—1 2 loln
CL J
-3 () [T
=& B e
&2
—WtotJ Z i~ |- (A.29)

J=jo (fCL)

Thus we have proved that Equation (A.29) is equivalent to the MW-formula (A.24) a
APPENDIX B. PROOF OF RESULT 4.4, ITEM (I1I)

(i) Single accident year: equivalence of formula (4.50) with formula (4.52).
It is convenient to introduce the following notation:

ij+k
sj(1+k) = Z w}ﬁ“ = sum of observations in column j known at time / + k (for k <1 — i),
=i
ij+k
~(I+k) .__ .= _ " (I+k) :
5 = Z wij = "CL-forecast ofsj at time /,
i=ig
S+ . Wij+ky
J " SU+k)?
J
FU+) . Wij+k.j
; —

3j(l+kys\j(1+/c— D
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Note that
SU+k=1)
| g+l _ 5
J - §(1+k) ’
J
~ 1
RUHR) _ S U+h) .
7 g ~(I+k—T)
5

Note also that for I + k < I all quantities are known at time 7 and that
where a; and b; are as defined in Equations (4.13) and (4.19).

Lemma B.1. It holds that

(I

(A.30)

(A.31)

= daj andz}(l) = bj,

~(I+k
g =a"™ (A.32)
k—1
1 1
l_[ (1= aj-m) -1 Y R (A.33)
m=0 Dinig Wi iiy Wi
Proof of Lemma B.1.
j—1
ZCL
Wik = Wik [ S
I=j—k
bk j-1
~(I+h) _ g 7L
50 = 2w | TT 5
i=i( I=j—k
R Witk.j Wi. . i—k
a.(l+k) = ]I kJ = A_‘/ sl zaj,k.
/ U ST
J i=ig Wij—k
k—1 1 0 ~(+m)\ 1
1= ajp) ———— = (l—a- )
Hmzo( J m) s 1_[m=k71 J =D
Dizip Wij °J
~(I+k=2)  ~(I+k=3) ~(I)  ~(I-1)
= S] . S] . . S] . S] .
N N ) PSRN RSN
' i '
1
SU+k=1)
j
1
k=1
iy Wij
O

To prove the equivalence of formula (4.50) with formula (4.52) we have to show that

1 k ey 1
ST l_[ (1= @jm) = —
=iy Vhjithk m=1 Zl:io W j+k
k—1 1 "
U+
g [T (1= a-m) e D
m=0 21:,'0 Wij
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1 k 1 k—1
o [ 0= tn) = =[] (= gwn)
=iy Whiithk m=1 le i Whjitk m=0
1
T kel
i=iy Wiji+k
1

i—1 ’

Zl:io Wijit+k

where the second equation follows from Equation (A.33) for j =; + k.
With Equations (A.32), (A.33) and (A.31) we also obtain

k—1

1 (k) S+
4j—k 1_[ (1 —aj-m) e ] S TH=D) =b;
7

O
ii) Total over all accident years: equivalence of formula (4.49) with formula (4.51).
Replacing Equation (4.52) by Equation (4.50) and making use of Lemma B.1 we can write
Equation (4.51) in the following equivalent way:

I 52, | |
WSior kil = ) Wiy it Wik
i=iy+k+1 < f, +k) it Z;Zio Wi ji+k
1 J—1 32
2 T U+k) J
DR B D ey (A.36)
i=iy+k+1 J=jithHl ( j;.CL)
j+
+2 Z Z Wi WnJ ————5
i=ij+k+1 n=i+1 (ﬁgfk) Zl=i0 Wi jitk
I I J-1 52
J 7 U+k)
LA DD DRV IUVED B ene L e
i=iy+k+1 n=i+1 =i+ ( ijL)

As in subsection 4.4 we rewrite Equation (A.36) by first summing over the development
years and afterwards over the corresponding accident years to obtain

J-1 =2

o 1 1 J-1 2
— . 2 J CL
MSCPot, I+k+1 = Z Wi+ N2 | wi k,+ ij+h—1 H. (fl )
J=lotk <ff ) P Yy wig)
J-1 I s U Witk
D SERED DINTAREY D D) e LR
J=jo+k+1 i=ij+k+1 m=ij+k+1 =iy WL
I I J-1 52
CL J T U+k
X X | (T ) LB,
i=ij+k+1 m=i+1 = (];-CL)
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The following calculations are analogous to the ones in subsection A

ik
2 L, ! 2 Yiziy Wi
w3 - - = W* . =
/S ij+hk—1 ij+kj ij+hk—1
itk Zi:io Wi Wiitk,j Zi:io Wij
: 2
ii+k -
= (Zl 4 Wz',;') s (A.38)
i=ig J
1 ij+k Wii+k,j
Witk ,jWm.j ij+k—1 = (Z,‘:,‘O Wij ij+k ij+k—1 Wmn,j
Yiziy Wi (Zi=i0 Wi:/) =iy "l
i+k
= (ZJ ) w,"j> wm,b(Hk) (A.39)
i=ig
By inserting Equations (A.38) and (A.39) into Equation (A.37) we obtain
) 2 ’
J—1 ij+k I ij+k I
—
2 o .
MSePiot [4k+1 = Z wa + Z wii+2 Z Wij Z Win,j
Jj=jo+k =iy i=ij+k+1 i=i m=ij+k+1

! ! = pen)? 3/2 7+
+2 Z Z Wi jWinj ]_[( ) — ).

\/k ~ci\2 7
i=ij k-1 m=i+1 k=j (j; )

2
J—1 I ~2

J—1 2 %

} CL J pU+k)

> (Zw) Ty
J=io+k | \i=lo = (fj )

J—1 6.\2

_ 2 J 5 U+k)
= Wiot,s Z L 2b;
J=lothk (f_,- )

APPENDIX C. PROOF OF COROLLARY 5.2

We have to prove that the right hand side of Equation (5.1) can be expressed by the right
hand side of Equation (5.17).

=Y I
2 >t ey t)
= <fCL> i wh/ Zi‘]:io Wi
- ! S Wi
S (M) () (1 2
J=io fCL k=j i=ij Yy Wi
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J-1 52 J-1 I oL
J ZCL tot,
=2 ~CI\2 [1% D Vi -1
= [ (7F) ik = Y iliy wia
J-1 =2 I
o7 1 Z,:lj Wi J

2 J
= Wiot,J Z

2 ii—1
— J .. Wtot,J
J=io (fj-CL) Zi:io Wi ot
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