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Questions that you should ask of the firm/agent who has presented a proposal: 
 
 

 Do you provide a written engagement document that outlines what services you plan to 
provide, and the process used in making your analysis or creating your proposal? 

 
 Does your proposal provide full disclosure and transparency, even if the illustration presented 

by the recommended carrier does not? 
 

 How are you compensated for your services of analysis or proposal development if no 
transaction takes place? 

 
 If a universal life or variable universal life is involved, do you have a methodology to reverse 

engineer the illustrations so that you can compare the assumptions used of future COI’s (costs 
of insurance) in the projection calculations to a sustainable actuarial curve?  

 
 If a universal life or variable universal life is involved, which do you believe represents the 

highest risk, assumed rate of return, or projected insurance pricing assumptions? 
 

 Do you provide alternative options, including the use of a no‐load policy? 
 

 Do you follow “fiduciary” standards, or “suitability” standards when analyzing or developing a 
proposal? 

 
 Do you present the positives and the negatives of each recommendation, and how they relate to 

the management of the risk? 
 

 Do you provide a comprehensive report as to how the recommended policy rates in comparison 
to its peer group? 

 
 Do you provide an outline as to how the recommended policy needs to be monitored? 

  




