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Minutes: Chairman IL Berg, Vil'e-C'ha'r--0; ... ~is\:I', Rep. M. l'.kstrom. Rep. It 1:roclich. Rep. (i. 

Frosclh, Rep, It Jensen. Rep. N, Johnson. lh•p . .I, Kasper. lkp. i\l. K lcin, Rep. Koppang. 

Rep. D. Lemieux. Rep. B. Pk•tsc.:h. llc.:p. D. Huby. Rep. D. Se,·l·rson. lh-p. E. lhorpe. 

l{cp Dosch: Sponsoring bill. \Vt'itkn Tt.•stimon~· 

Rep Ruby: Co-Sponsor 

Rep KPPl1U!lg,;, I low many claims with a $250 th:dw:tion'! 

Ren Rubyj $3 million. 

J.ul.k Leer; \Vrlttcn tcsthnon~· omwscd 

.C.hnirnrnn 13crn,; \Vc'll dose the hearing. 



2001 I IOlJSE STJ\NDIN(j corvtMITlU·: rvtINlJTl·:s 

BILL/RESOl.lJllON NO. IIB 143() (B) 

I louse Industry, Business and Labor CommitlL'C 

□ Confcrcnci.: Committee 

Hearing Date Feb. 12. 200 I 

F=~-- ·rHpe Number-=--=-=-~~~::- -_- SidL·_ A:~-~~----_-: __ -__ .. -- --~~:-S_id:_·1 \ --~-~--~~-=:~ :. ~~-~~- ~--~-- ML'lcr-11~--=-- -~-~ 
I X 5.76-16.0 

Minutes: Chairman R. Berg. Vh.:c-Cha11· 1, c1scr. Rep, ivt. likstrnm. Rep. R. Froelich. Rep. CL 

Froscth. Rep. It .lcnscn. Rep. N. John:,on. Rep . .I. Kasper. Rep, M. Klein. Rep. Koppang. 

Rep. D, Lemieux. Rep. B. Pietsch. Rep. D. Rt1by. Rep. D. Sl!vcrson. Rep. E, Thorpe. 

Chuirn1u11.Berg: There is u $250 tkductiblc on each claim that goes thrnugh an employers 

cxpel'icncc rating at the Worker'~ Comp Bureau. 

lkp Ruby: This bill came out or frustrntion lbr !urger i11jmy's. Small companies should ha\'c u 

smullcr rnlc. 

Rep 8cvcr:mn: 1 lik!.! the $250 charge bci:ausc it gives more nltcntion to potential prohkms, 

Rep Kom,ung: Wh)' wus $250 put into the l'unJ? 

Cbuirmun Lkt]l The fund wus u huge tklicit bi.:cnuse employees went directly to Workers Comp 

lnstcu<l of to the employer. The $250 won't hurt the ~•:-.pcricn~~1 rnting. 

Ren Ekstrom: Multiple smull lnci<lcnts should be nn ulcrt to Work1:-rs Comp. 

lieu Frosctb: I move u do not puss. 
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House Industry, Business and Labor Committee 
Bill/Resolution Number HB 1436(B) 
I I caring Date Feb, 12, 200 I 

.Rco Ekstrom: I second. 

Currier RcJl M. h:ldn 



Bill/Resolution No.: HB 1436 

Amendment to: 

FISCAL NOTE 
Requested by legislative Council 

01/23/2001 

18. County, city, and school district fiscal effect: ldm1tify tho fiscal ulfecr on tho fl/JfJfO/uic1to political 
subdivision. 

2. Narratlva: Identify tho nspocts of tlw 111<H1swe which cause fiscal impact ond includl' nnv c:01111110111s 

rolovant to your ,mnlysis. 

NORTH DAKOTA \VORKFRS CO~v1PENSATION 
2001 LEGISLATION 
SUMMAJ{Y OF ACTUAIHAL INFORMATION 

BILL DESCRIPTION: $250 AssL'ssment 

BILL NO: 1113 1436 

SUMMARY OF ACTUARIAL INFOIHvlATION: Norlh Dakota \Vurkcrs C'(Hllp~r1sath1n. to!_!l'thL·r wi1h ils 
nctumy, Glcnll Evans of f'nci lie ActuHrial Consultants, has reviewed the ll'gislat ion proposed in this bill in 
confhrm,11wc with Sl'Ctinn ~4-0J-25 of the North Dakota Cl1lllllry Codl.'. 

Tlw proposed hill will climinutc tllL' existing $250 usscssmcnt l(,r llll.'dkul cw,;ts. In addition. it adds 
language that requires that "The experience rating system may not considc..•r claims nf two hundn.•d IH1y 
dolllm; or less in u mnnncr thnt 111:gnti\'l'ly nffrcts an employers experience rn1ing". 

Tht.' elimi111Hio11 ofthl.' $250 usscssmt.•nts should 11ow through the.· Burc..•au's rnting :-;1rnct11rl' on a n:n.•11u1.· 
neutrnl husis, The Buri.•uu will nc..•t:d to increase premiums to co\'L'I' the first S2SO of 1..•uc:h mcdirnl dnim 
{opproxim11tcly 3%), hut those irH:rcn~cs will he oft~:wt. in uggrc..•gatc, hy dccrt.•ast.•s in nsst.'ssmc..•nts '-'hargc..•d 
to 1..•mploycrs on n stntcwidc hm~is. llo\\·cvcr, the.• financial im1,act of the.• change will not hL' rc,·c..•m11.• 1w11trnl 
for indivlduul employers. 



The legislation docs not spcdf'y an effective date. Thus, it is not clear if lhc nwdic.:al iJs.i;L•ssmt·111 "ill hL' 
cl iminatcd for all unresolved claims, or only !'or f'uturc injury yt·ms. To till' extent that asst•ssrncnts arc 
eliminated for unresolved claims arising out of prior L'O\·crngL' JK'riuds, discou11tt·d h,ss f'L'St'l'\t's will 
increase hy $ I million to $2 million. 

FISCAL IMPACT: The ultinrnlc impm:t of tlw uddt•d constraint regarding the way small lusscs at'l' lw11dkd 
in the cxpcricncc-rnting plan is 1wl clear. Our L'<111n•nt c.111 he tied to the fact the future prcmium rates will 
ncccssnrily im:ludc provision for daims of S250 or less. yl'I the legislation 11rny cffl'clivl'ly prt·\c11t the 
Bureau from considering small losses in the derivation llf cxperiL'lll't' rating 1:11:tors. Thi..; situn1io11. in turn. 
creates the potential for an intcnrnl incnnsislL'ncy in tlw rating structl11·L· si11cL' the l~t1rct1u's L'XperiL'lll'L'•l'illing 

program (similar to !hose utili ✓.l'd in otlll'r jurisdktio11s) \\'ils lk~.i):!lll'd to modify .1ggrl'galc mar1ual 
prL'miums - which will include provision for small lossl's. 

DATE: January 2()\ 200 I 

3. State fiscal effect detail: For informntion shown undvr sfilte fiscal offm:r in 111, 1,luosu: 
A. Revenues: Exµlnin tho rovomw nmo11nts. Provic/o datml, whvn ap/HO/Hiore. for em:h wvt.•1111u typu 

and fund affected ond any amounts im:l11dad in thu <!X<Jcutivu 11.J{/[Jl.'I. 

B. E,cpendltures: £xp/,1i11 tho ax1w11di11Jre rm101111ts. Provido dvtoil, whon 11ppmpri11Iv, for um:h 
ogancy, line item, mid fund nffoctad 1md tho num/Jor of FTE positions offoctml. 

C. Appropriations: Explain tho opproprintion amounts. Provide dotail, whl'n O/Jf)fopriata, of Ow vi/act 
on the biennial oppropriotion for ench nyency mnl fund nlfocf(](/ and ony nmounts i11c/1ultnl in tho 
executive budget, lndicnte the mllltionship IJl'f Wl'Ofl tho nmo1111/s shown for tixpmulitw<!s om/ 
appropriations, 

,-Jame: Paul R. Kramer IA,goncy: NO Workers Compensallon · l 
E_!lone Num_b_e_r: ___ 3 __ 2_8-_3_85_6 _____ --.~~~---e_~~!._Pr!_P_~~-~01/26/200C ______ ._,. ________________ ..... J 



Date: 9-- I Q. · O / 
Roll Cal] Vote#: 1 

2001 HOUSE STANDING COMMITTEE ROLL CALL VOTES 
HILL/RESOLUTION NO •• Cue/.; Jure~,, t;ipe UitltllfJIJnlu~Jo,, ft.11/8 ) t/,::,6 

House Jndustl)', Business and Labor Committee 

0 Subcommittee on _______________________ _ 
or 

D Conference Committee 

Legislative Council Amendment Number 

Action Taken 

Motion Made By ----;;/16 ~ Seconded By __ t;lo-==---~fu_,L...;clYY'la:;..l<-<---1---

Rrnresentatives Yes/ No Ht•prcsrntutives Yes~ No 
Chainnan- Rick Ber2 v~ Rep, Jim Kasper ✓, 
Vice-Chainnan Georne Keiser V.1 Rep, Matthew M. Klein ,,/ . 
Rep. Mary Ekstonn v Rep, Myron K oppnng v. 
Rep. Rod Froelich ✓~ Rep. Doug Lemieux V~ 
Rep. Glen Froseth v1 Rep, Bill Pietsch ✓ 
Rep, Roxanne Jensen ✓.1 Rep~an Ruby ✓ 
Rep, Nancy Johnson ✓ Rep. Dale C. Severson ✓ 

Rep. Elwood Thorpe ✓ 

-

Total (Yes) __ __.}._!/ ______ _ No I 
Absent 0 
Floor Assignment 

If the vote is on an amendment, briefly indicate intent: 



REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEE (410) 
February 1'2, 2001 12:19 p.m. 

REPORT OF ST ANDING COMMITTEE 

Modu:e No: HR-25-3039 
Carrier: M. Klein 

Insert LC: . Title: . 

HB 1436: Industry, Business and Labor Committee (Rep. Berg, Chnlrman) recommends 
DO NOT PASS (14 YEAS, 1 NAY, 0 ABSENT AND NOT VOTING). HB 1436 was 
placed on the Eleventh order on the calendar. 

(2) OESI<, (3) COMM Page No. 1 HR•25·3039 



2001 TESTIMONY. 

HB 1436 



House Bill Numbers 1260, 1412, 1429, & 1436 

Fifty-Seventh Legislative Assembly 
Before the House Industry, Business, & Labor Committee 

January 30, 2001 
Testimony Regarding Workers Compensation Lcgisfotion 

Good morning Chainnan Berg, members of the House Industry, Business, and Labor Committee: 

I'm Dick Johnsen and I am a member of the North Dakota Workers Compensation I3oard of 
Directors. I am here this morning to testify regarding the B0~rri'~ position on several pieces of 
legislation that will affect the state's workers' compensation system. 

In the interest of time, I will provide you with a brief description of four of the bills you will be 
hearing this moming and tell you about the recommendations the Board made regarding each of 
the bills. 

The first is House Bill No. 1260, which the Board unanimously supports. House Bill No. 1260 
would allow an employer with a deductible policy to keep 100% of the recovery in a third-party 
action if an injured worker or the Bureau chooses not to pursue the third-party for recovery of 
damages. This bill relates to a small number of employers, and it will not have an impnct on 
rates or reserve levels. 

The second bill is House Bill No. 1412. It would allow payment of prcvcnti vc treatment for 
communicable diseases resulting from perfonning emergency medical procedures that an 
employer requires. The Board is opposed to this bill the way it is written because is too broad. 
The Board agrees that amendments better defining the group covered and the type of diseases 
covered would enhance the bill and may make it easier to support. 

House Bill No. 1429 is the third bill. This bill would eliminate the payroll cap and require 
NDWC to calculate premium based on gross payroll. This bill would include a payroll cap of 
four-times the state's average annual wage. The cap based on this year's figures would be 
approximately $92,000. The Board unanimously supports this bill. The decision to move 
towards a gross payroll calculation is a recommendation from our most recent perfomrnncc 
evaluation. Calculating premium on gross payroll is an industry standard and would allow North 
Dakota to more easily compare rates with other states, Any change to the system would be 
revenue neutral to the Bureau. 

The final bill is House Bill No. 1436. The Board unanimously opposes this bill because it would 
repeal the $250 medical assessment the Bureau collects from employers on each claim. The 
$250 medical assessment accounts for approximately $3 million in annual income for the 
Bureau. IfNDWC were to do away with this assessment, premiums would have to be increased 
by about three percent. The Board also feels the assessment is a good way to remind employers 
of the importance of providing a safe workplace. 

l thank you for you time and consideration this morning. On behalf of the Board of Directors, I 
ask fot' your favorable consideration on House Dills numbered 1260 and 1429, I ask that you do 
not give favorable consideration to House Bills numbered J 412 and 1436. 



MARK DOSCH 
Representative District 32 
Industry Business & Labor 

January 30, 2001 
For the record, my name is Mark Dosch, Representative for District 32 (south Bismarck). I 
am a small business owner that is in support of HB 1436, 

This hill deals with the $250 deductible an cmplO)'Cr must pa)1 on each \Yorkers 
Compensation (WC) claim. Fort hose of you who urc unfamiliar with the process, let me 
explain. If an employee should injure him/herself on Che job. \VC will charge to the 
employer the first $250 of each claim. Any amounts 0\'cr this amount will tlu.•n be paid hy 
we. 

This bill ls before you us a result of a pcrfornrnncc c\·uluution of the ND \Vorkers 
Compensation Bureau that was conducCcd by the Hays Grour> of Minneapolis, Minnesota, 
an independent consulting firm. In this 139 page report, the II ayes Group recommended 
clhnlnatlng the $250 deductible. The llays Group stated the following: 

'~We sec several issues in marrnging this program. First, cmplo~•ers may be confused when 
a payment for medical treatment spans two <1uarters (employers arc hilled quarterly), An 
cm1>loyer may be billed $100 h1 one quarter and $80 In the following quarter for a medical 
procedure that cost $180. This Inherent process increases employer inquiries and the cost 
of invoicing collections. Second, the Invoices tend to he co11fusing for ND employers. This 
results in additional Inquiries to Policyholder Service staff," 

"NDWC needs to assess the cost to process nnd collect assessments, There arc a significant 
number of assessments invoices that arc dclinqucut. The dclir1<1uc~nclcs hicrcusc pressure 
on staff and the collections unit to ,~ollcct relative!}' small luvoiccs that do not have a 
significant impact on the bottom line of ND\VC." 

It was the recommendation of the llays Group 0 th at the $250 medical assessment per daim 
be clhninntcd." They gave this a HIGH Priority, 

In nddltion to the adminlstratl,•c problems caused by Chis assessment, I feel that It imposes 
addUlonal hardships on the smaller com1urnfcs in ND. My comp1rny for example pnys over 
$35,000 to Workers Compensation premium, In addition, we arc also assessed this 
additional $250 amount, It's a burden that fs becoming lncrcusfng dlfflcuU to bear. 

As you review the fiscal note, you must also keep fn mind that H was prepared by the \VCB 
who docs not like the Idea, They do not for obvious reasons take tnto account the 
administrative savings as a result of substantially fewer calls to the beau as Indicated In the 
Hays report. In addition, they do not address the lltnount of money they arc unable to 
collect on these relatively small tloJlar amounts Vs the amount of admlnlstrath1c time 
consumed, that could be better spent on providing services to the Injured workers claims, 
Administrative saxin~s couJp offset much of the proposed Joss of revenue to the WCB 

WC.B 
You wlll also hcnr from r I er err ts that the elimination of the dcductlblc will some how 
cause the cn,pfo,ycr to loose sight of clalms, and may even cncoaragc more claims. As an 
employer,! c~n tell you nothing ts further from the truth, 



.. 

' 

MARK DOSCH 
Representative District 32 
Industry Business & Labor 

January 30, 2001 
I challenge you to find any employer in the state that finds any amount of claims 
expectable. It is the goal of our company, as it is with every other cm1>loyl'r I suirpcct, to 
have no claims in any given year. 

The WCB fund is now very hculthy, and there is no reason wh)' it must continue to place 
these additional assessment burdens on the small business of NO. I would strongly 
recommend a favorable (pro-business) vote on HB 1436. 

Thank youl 

Ls/HH 1436 W/C Deductible 



Fifty-seventh 
Legislative Assembly 
of North Dakota 

House Bill No, 1436 
Before the House Industry, Business, and Labor Committee 

North Dakota Workers Compensation Testimony 
Jaruary 30, 2001 

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee: 

My name is Julie Leer. I am General Counsel for North Dakuld Workers Compensation 

(NDWC) ar:d I am here to testify in opposition to 2001 House Bill No. 1436. The 

Workers Compensation Board of Directors unanimously oj:Jµoses this bill. 

2001 House Bill No. 1436 proposes to repeal the statute requiring employers to pay t11E:: 

first $250 In medlcal costs on claims. The u$250 assessment" was first Implemented in 

1991 and was intended to make employers more aware of the injuries for which claims 

were being filed and the costs of those claims. Introduced as 1991 House Bill No. 1243, 

the bill was amended dramatically before being Included in 1991 Senate Bill No, 2206, 

the finnl "workers' compensation reform" bill. The objections of 1991 are some of the 

reasons the Hays Group recommended eliminating the assessment In it's 2000 

performance evaluation of NDWC: administrative cost of the program and potential 

financial burden to small employers of the $250 assessment. NDWC disagreed with the 

Hays Group's recornmendAtion, stating: 

NDWC disagrees with this recommendation. North Dakota's $250 Medical 
Assessment Program Is unique within the workers' ccmpenf~ation Industry. It is 
basically a mandated deductlblo policy f,,:ir all ~rr,ployn1~ :-~DvVC also htlS a 
deductible program where employers can opt for varlout~ d,C:)ductible levels. 

Assessment revenue approaches $3 million annually, allowing premium savings 
of approximately 3%. The processing of bills and collection of delinquent 
amourHs do not significantly reduce the cost effectiveness of the progrnm. The 
program also promotes more active employer participation In claims 
management. 



Because NDWC believes the $250 medical assessment is an effective claims 

management tool and that it increases employer awareness and participation in 

workers' compensation claims, NDWC opposes this bill to eliminate the $250 medical 

assessment and requests that the committee recommend a "Do Not Pass" on this bill. 

Thank you. I'll attempt to answer any questions at this time. 
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FISCAL NOTE 
Requested by Legislative Council 

()\12312001 

Oilli'Rcsolution :--.Jo.: HB !•D6 
Amendment to: 
It\. State fiscal effect: lde11tify the state.• fiscal effect and the fiscal t.!jfl'ct 011 uge11c:,· appropriations 
compared lo (t11uli11.~ lc\'e/S and am,roeriatiOIIS lllll/CIE_<1ted under c~1rre11t law. 

I I[ 1999-2001 Biennium ll 2001-2003 Biennium 7( 2003-2005 Biennium 

I I [ 
-

Gcnerul Other General 0th~ General 
j 

Other 
Fund Funds Fund Funds Fund Funds 

[Revenues I 
~x~endJtu res I 
G\2eroertutions I --
18. County, city, und school district fiscal effect: !de111ifv thejiscal ejft!ct 011 the! uppropriate poli1ical 
subdivision. 

I 
' 

C 1999 .. 2~01 B~~m ][ 2001 .. 2003 Biennium : II_ 2003·2005 Bie_!lnium I 
Counties ~ltles School Counties ~'ities School Counties·-~ities School 

Districts Districts Districts ...__ ___ ------.__ ________ ., _________________________ ____, 

2. Narrntive: Identify the aspects of the measure which cause fiscal impact and include any comments 
relevant to your analysis. 

NORTH DAKOTA WORKERS COMPENSATlON 
2001 LEGISLATION 
SUNfMARY OF ACTUARIAL tNFOR~tATION 

BILL DESCRIPTION: $250 Assessment 

BILL NO: HB t,D6 

SWvt!vtAR Y OF ACTUARIAL fNFOR.i\1fATlON: North Dakota Workers Compensation. tog<.·thcr with 
its nctunry. Glenn Evnns of Pnciflc Actuarinl Consultants, has reviewed the legislation proposed in this 
bill in conformnnce with Section 54•03-25 of the North Dnkotn Cent.ury Code. 

The proposed bill will eliminnte the existing $250 assessment for medical costs. In addition, it adds 
lnnguuge that requires that "Tho experience rating system may not consider cluims of two hu11Jrcd Ii ny 
dollars or less in a manner that negatively nffects nn employers experience rating". 

The elimination of the $2S0 assessments should flow through the Bureau's rating structure on a revenue 
neutrnl busis, The Bureau will need to incrense premiums to cover the first $250 of each medical claim 
(npproximutely 3%), but those increases wilt be off•set, in aggregate, by decrenses in assessments 
charged to employers on n statewide basis. However, the financial impact of the change will not be 
revenue neutrnl for indivi<lunl employers. 



The legislation does not specify an effective date. Thus, it is not clear if the medical asscssm1::nt will be 
eliminated for all unre!lolvcd claims, or only for future injury years. To the t.!Xtcnt that Jsscssm1.:nts arc 
eliminated for unresolved claims arising out of prior coverage peri 1Jds. Jiscountt:J loss res.:r,·cs ,\ Ill 
increase by S l million to S2 million. 

FISCAL IMPACT: The ultimate impact of the added constraint regarding the way small losses arc 
handled in the experience-rating plan is not clear. Our concern can bt: tied to the fact the future 
premium rates will ncc(!ssarily include provision for claims of S250 or less, yet the l1~gis!i1tion may 
effectively prevent the 13ureau from considering small losses in the Jerivatiori of cxpcriencl'.: rating 
factors. This situation, in tum, creates the potential for an internal inconsistency in the rating stn1cturc 
since the Bureau's experience-rating program (similar to those utilized in other jurisdictions) was 
designed to modify aggregate manual premiums• which will include provision for small losses. 

DATE: January 26, 200 t 

3. State fiscal effect detail: For information shown under state fiscal effect in IA, please: 
A. Revenues: Explain the revenue amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each revenue type 
and.fund affected and any amounts included in tlte executive budget. 

B. Expenditures: Explain the expenditure amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for eac:lt agency, 
line item, andfimd affected and the number of FT£ positions affected, 

C. Appropriations: Explain the appropriation amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, of the 1.:(fect 
on the biennial appropriation/or each agency andf,md affected and any ammmts includeci 111 the 
executive budget. Indicate the relationship between the amoums shown/or expenditures and 
appropriations. 

., .. 
l[f-m Worker~ Comeens~tion 1 INnme: - _M,_MJ[raul R. Kramer -~~g~~ci~ 

[P-hone ~um:r: J2s-3ss6 J Date 01/26/2001 ~-==:J1 
Prepared: -



.\'ORTH DAKOTA JVORKERS COJIPE.VSAT/0:Y 
200/ LEGISLATION 

SC.\IHAR }' OF ACTCARl.·H.. I.VFOR,\IATIO.V 

BILL DESCRIPTION: S250 Assessment 

Bill .\'O: JIU 1436 

SU,H1HA.RY OF ACTUARIAL INFOR,~IATION: North Dakota Workers Compensation, together with its 
actuary. Glenn Evans of Pacific Actuarial Consultants, has reviewed the legislation proposed in this bill m 
conformance with Section 54-03-25 of the North Dakota Century Code. 

The proposed bill will eliminate the existing S250 assessment for medical costs. In addition, it adds language 
that requires that "The experience rating system may not consider claims of two hundred fifty dollars or less in 
a manner that negatively affects an employers experience rating". 

e elimination of the $250 assessments should flow through the Bureau's rating structure on a revenue neutral 
asis. The Bureau will need to increase pr~rniums to cover the first $250 of each medical claim (approximately 

3%), but those increases will be off-set, in aggregate, by decreases in assessments charged to employers on a 
statewide basis. However, the financial impact of the change will not be revenue neutral for individual 
employers. 

The legislation does not specify an effective date, Thus, it is not clear if the medical assessment wi II be 
eliminated for all unresolved claims, or only for future injury years. To the extent that assessments arc 
eliminated for unresolved claims arising out of prior coverage periods, discount<:d loss rcsr.rvcs wi II increase by 
S 1 million to $2 million. 

FISCAL /JI PACT: The ultimate impact of the added constraint regarding th,.:: way small losses are handled in 
the experience-rating plan is not clear. Our concern can be tied to the fo.ct the future premium rates will 
necessnri ly include provision for clnlms of S2SO or less, yet the legislation may effectiv~ly prevent the Bureau 
from considering small losses in the deri-.•otion of experience rating factors. This situation, in tum. creates the 
potential for an internal inconsistency in the rating structure since the Bureau's expcrience-ruting program 
(similar to those utilizttd in other jurisdictions) was designed to modify aggregate manual premiums . which 
will include provision for small losses. 

DATE: Jnnuury 26, 2001 


