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Date: February 1,2018

To: The Honorable Jene Vickrey
Members of the Committee on Insurance

From: Michael Lesser, President Peoples Insurance Group
District 9 Councilman Topeka City Council

RE:  Support for House Bill 2487

Good morning Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. My name is Michael Lesser, I am President of Peoples
Insurance Group in Topeka, and the District 9 Councilman for the City of Topeka. I am here today to testify in support of
HB2487.

Make no mistake about it, this IS Insurance legislation. This is NOT Workers Compensation legislation.

HB2487 has no impact on workers compensation benefits for injured workers, has no impact on trial lawyers ability to
represent their injured clients, and has no impact on an insurance companies’ ability to file the rates they feel they need to
charge for an exposure.

Please also make no mistake about it, this bill is pro-business. This bill will help keep Kansas jobs, and this bill is simply
the right thing to do to correct an unfair application of workers compensation losses to Kansas companies workers
compensation MOD factor formula.

OSHA states “a simple definition of the Experience Modification Rate or MOD, is a numeric representation of a
businesses claims history and safety record as compared to other businesses in their same industry within the same state”.
A company with a 1.00 MOD is viewed as being an “average” risk rate, a company with a 1.25 MOD is viewed as 25%
“riskier” than average, and a company with a .75 MOD is viewed as 25% safer than the average risk.

The MOD factor can also have a significant impact on a businesses workers compensation premium cost because the
MOD factor is applied to all workers compensation policies. For example; a company with a workers compensation
manual premium of $25,000 and a 1.25 MOD pays a total annual premium of $31,250 an additional $6,250 because of
their 1.25 MOD.

Conversely a company with a .75 MOD and a $25,000 manual premium pays an annual premium of $18,750 which is
$6,250 less than average, and $12,500 less than the company with the 1.25 MOD.

Not only does the MOD factor have an impact on a businesses premium cost; it also has an impact on a businesses ability
to work and bid on contracts. Most large companies and local, state, and federal governmental entities view the MOD as
an indication of a companies safety risk. Because of this, most of these entities set a “ceiling” on how high a providers
MOD can be to work for them or bid on contracts.

Real life examples are Cargill 1.00, Smuckers 1.10, UPS 1.10, and for the recently completed Capital renovations
completed by JE Dunn for which we stand right now also had a MOD ceiling to work on the project.

1414 SW Ashworth P, Ste 100 « Topeka, KS 66604 « (785) 271-8097 » Fax (785) 271-8085
www.peoplesinsure.com



Why are we here? IMI of Topeka is a Union millwright contractor in Topeka employing 52 full time employees. IMI
provides millwright services for UPS, Mars, Frito-Lay, Hills, and many other companies in Kansas and nationwide.

IMI has always made safety their top priority. IMI employs a safety coordinator on staff, as well as utilizes an outside
consultant to assist them. Because of IMI’s vigilant attention to safety they carried an impressive .72 MOD factor on
November 9™ 2016.

On November 10, 2016 two employees of IMI while returning to their shop from a job site were severely injured in an
auto accident. Specifically, a car pulled out in front of an oncoming Semi and was struck. The accident fatally injured the
driver of the car. In an attempt to avoid both the oncoming semi and the struck car, the IMI employees pickup went off the
roadway and rolled causing serious injuries to the two IMI employees. The investigation by the Kansas Highway Patrol
determined the driver of the car was at fault for the accident, furthermore they also determined the semi driver was driving
with falsified log books and should not have been on the roadway. The employee of IMI was determined to have zero
fault in the accident. Subsequently a WC claim was filed on behalf of IMI with their insurance carrier and reserves for the
loss were set at $333,000.

When IMI received their 2018” WC experience rating worksheet their MOD had jumped from .74 to 1.35. as a result of
this no fault auto accident. Not only did IMI’'s WC premium jump from $61,250 to $99,108; the 1.35 MOD may also
cause IMI to lose contracts they are currently working on as well as preclude them from bidding on new projects.

We believe we solve this issue by HB2487. Kansas HB2487 is modeled after a similar statute in our neighboring state of
Colorado and administered by a state specific rule through NCCI.

HB2487 will set a “primary loss” ceiling for not at fault motor vehicle accidents at $2,000 for the experience rating
worksheet just as Colorado does in their statute. Currently the primary loss is capped at $16,500 in Kansas.

To qualify for the limitation the employee or employer in the motor vehicle accident must be:
e Not At Fault
e The use of the motor vehicle is not an integral part of the employer’s business

Not At Fault motor vehicle accidents are those occurring under any of the following circumstances:
o The operator of the other vehicle involved in the accident has been found liable or admitted liability.
e The vehicle operated by the employee or employer was struck in the rear by another vehicle and the employee or
employer was not convicted of a moving traffic violation.
e The operator of the other vehicle involved in the accident was convicted of a moving traffic violation and the
employee or employer has not been convicted of a moving traffic violation.
e The motor vehicle operated by the employee or employer was struck by a hit-and-run vehicle.

The argument most likely for you to hear from insurance companies in opposition to the legislation is that they will lose
premium for which they must recover elsewhere. This argument is not accurate. In Kansas insurance companies have the
ability to “schedule rate” workers compensation policies up to 25%.

Should an insurance company feel they need additional premium in one of these cases, they have the ability to debit the
account to increase the premium. This also creates competition for the policy which is in turn good for Kansas businesses.
Another insurance company underwriting the same policy may believe a debit is not warranted and provide the
policyholder with a more competitive proposal. Simply put, the market will address the risk and properly price the
exposure.

Finally, Since we are referring to “Not-At-Fault” accidents in the legislation it should be noted that the insurance carriers
paying for the workers compensation losses have full subrogation rights. In most cases where one party is without fault
100% subrogation recovery is certainly possible.

Thank you for considering our support for HB2487.



Kansas Insurance Department
Ken Selzer, CPA, Commissioner of Insurance

December 18, 2017

Michael Lesser

President

People’s Insurance Group

1414 SW Ashworth P, Ste 100
Topeka, KS 66604

Re:  Experience Rating Review; Industrial Maintenance of Topeka, Inc.

Dear Mr. Lesser:

This letter is in response to your request for review of Industrial Maintenance of Topeka’s (“Insured”)
worker’s compensation experience rating. After performing an extensive review, it is the Department’s
opinion that the experience rating was correctly calculated.

The facts, as they were presented to the Department, are as follows. Two employees of the Insured were
returning from a job when their vehicle was struck by another car. The accident was not due to any
failures in workplace training or safety protocols. Rather, it was almost entirely the fault of the other
driver. Subsequent to the accident, the Insured’s experience rating moved from .72 to 1.35.

Under current Kansas rules, there are protections built into the formula to reduce the risk of a significant
experience rate increase due to a singular accident. However, these protections take effect when there are
three or more injured employees. In this situation, only two employees were injured. Therefore, after
analyzing the numbers a second time, the rate increase was appropriately calculated.

Additionally, the experience rating calculation is not altered by no fault declaration. Said another way,
there is no current protection built into the experience modification formula when the accident is not
caused by a negligent action on the part of the employees. Consequently, a “perfect storm™ type of
accident can significantly impact the Insured’s experience modification. While this incident cannot be
changed, the Kansas Insurance Department is open to evaluating a change in its current rules to address
future situations such as this.

If you wish to discuss this issue further, I'can be reached at 785-296-7812 or at Grace.Lancaster@ks.gov.

Sincerely,

tace Lancaster
Senior Staff Attorney; Workers Compensation

1420 SW 9th Street 785-296-3071 Phone Consumer Hotline Website
Topeka, Kansas 66612-1678 785-291-3190 Fax 800-432-2484 www ksinsurance.org
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Kyle Fredrick, CPCU, AIM, AIC
Regonal Field Claims Manager
PO Box 187
Hutchatsen, KS 37504

December 12, 2017

Mike Lesser

People’s Insurance Group
1414 SW Ashworth Pl Ste 100
Topeka, KS 66604

RE: Qur insured: Industrial Maintenance
DOL: 11/10/20186
Claim; 2786002 & 2786341

Dear Mike Lesser:

I am writing this letter to explain the situation involving two claims for Industrial Maintenance.
We have two open workers compensation claims for industrial Maintenance the involves
injuries to two of their employees. This accident is not a workplace accident but involves the
two employees being injuried in an auto accident that they had zero liability for. A driver
pulled out and caused a semi truck to cross over and strike our vehicle. At this paint they are
still finishing up treatment and we are active is pursuing subrogation against the wrongdoer.
Qur hope is to collect 100% of what we have paid to date on these claim and it will be credited
back to these files, which will place their mods back to a pre-loss position.

If you should have any questions regarding this, please contact me at §20-662-0953.

Sincerely,
!,f(g;/f/ /75@%5.4‘

Kyle Fredrick, CPCU, AIM, AIC
Regicinal Field Claims Manager

PO Box 137, Hutchinson, Ks 67304
kyle_fredrick@®cinfincem » 620-682-09530 - Office, 888-843-0515 - Fax




_ WORKERS COMPENSATION EXPERIENCE RATING
(N@ Risk Name: INDUSTRIAL MAINTENANCE OF TOPEKA INC Risk ID: 913503252
Rating Effective Date: 01/01/2018 Production Date: 10/30/2017 State: INTERSTATE
State [ Wt Exp Excess Expected Exp Prim Act Exc Losses Ballast Act Inc Losses Act Prim
Losses Losses Losses Losses
AZ 12 0 0 0 0 25,025 0 0
IL .09 2,828 3,495 667 0 41,625 0 0
KS A1 45,197 66,442 21,245 277,000 26,250 310,000 33,000
MO 10 2,28 3,138 850 0 38,400 0 0
(A)|(B) (C)Exp Excess | (D)Expected (E) Exp Prim (F) Act Exc (G) Ballast (H) ActInc (1) Act Prim
Wt Losses (D -E) Losses Losses Losses(H-1) Losses Losses
JI 50,313 73,075 22,762 277,000 27,507 310,000 33,000
Primary Losses Stabilizing Value Ratable Excess Totals
() C*(1-A)+G (A)* (F) ()
Actual 33,000 72,286 30,470 135,756
(E) C*(1-A)+G (A)*(C) (K)
Expected 22,762 72,286 5,534 100,582
ARAP FLARAP SARAP MAARAP Exp Mod
" : (J) 1 (K)
Factors ' 1.49 1.35
THE ARAP FACTOR SHOWN IS FOR THOSE STATES CONTAINED ON THIS
RATING THAT HAVE APPROVED THE ARAP PROGRAM AND IS CALCULATED
BASED ON THE STATE WITH THE HIGHEST APPROVED MAXIMUM ARAP
SURCHARGE. THE MAXIMUM ARAP SURCHARGE MAY VARY BY STATE.
PLEASE REFER TO EACH STATE'S APPROVED RULES FOR THE
APPLICABLE MAXIMUM ARAP SURCHARGE.

© Copyright 1993-2017, All rights reserved. This product is comprised of cempilations and information which are the proprietary and exclusive property of the National Council on
Compensation Insurance, Inc. (NCCI). No further use, dissemination, sale, transfer, assignment or dispesition of this product, in whole or in part, may be made without the prior written
consent of NCCI. This product is furnished “As is” “As available™ “With all defects” and includes information available at the time of publication only. NCCI makes no representations or
warranties of any kind relating to the product and hereby expressly disclaims any and all express, statutory, or implied warranties, including the implied warranty of merchantability, fitness
for a particular purpose, accuracy, completeness, currentness, or correctness of any information or product furnished hereunder. All responsibility for the use of and for any and all results
derived or oblained through the use of the product are the end user's and NCCI shall not have any liability thersto.
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WORKERS COMPENSATION EXPERIENCE RATING

Risk Name: INDUSTRIAL MAINTENANCE OF TOPEKA INC Risk ID: 913503252

Rating Effective Date: 01/01/2018 Production Date: 10/30/2017 State: INTERSTATE

02-ARIZONA Firm ID: Firm Name: INDUSTRIAL MAINTENANCE OF TOPEKA INC
Carrier: 15385 Policy No. EWC036351400 Eff Date:  01/01/2016 Exp Date: 01/01/2017
Code | ELR | D- Payroll Expected Exp Prim Claim Data IJ |OF ActInc Act Prim
Ratio Losses Losses Losses Losses
1111 [NO EXPOSURE UNIT R 0 0
Subject Total Act Inc
Policy Total: 0{Premium: 0f|Losses: 0
12-ILLINOIS Firm ID: Firm Name: INDUSTRIAL MAINTENANCE OF TOPEKA INC
Carrier: 15385 Policy No. EWC036351400 Eff Date:  01/01/2016 Exp Date: 01/01/2017
Code | ELR | D- Payroll Expected Exp Prim Claim Data IJ |OF ActInc Act Prim
Ratio Losses Losses Losses Losses
3724 3.02| .19 113,227 3,419 650
8742 A7 22 44,426 76 17
9812 |ADDITIONAL PREMIUM 0 0
Subject Total Act Inc
Policy Total: 157,653 Premium: 10,634||Losses: 0
15-KANSAS Firm ID: Firm Name: INDUSTRIAL MAINTENANCE OF TOPEKA INC
Carrier: 22241 Policy No. WC214246100 Eff Date:  08/01/2013 Exp Date: 01/01/2014
Code | ELR | D- Payroll Expected Exp Prim Claim Data IJ |OF Actlnc Act Prim
Ratio Losses Losses Losses Losses
3724 1.13| .30 434,818 4,913 1,474
5606 400 .30 31,275 125 38
8227 | 1.34] .28 51,664 692 194
8742 12| .34 108,352 130 44
8810 07| .42 20,240 14
9664 |PREMIUM CREDIT FOR
9812 |ADDITIONAL PREMIUM 0
Subject Total Act Inc
Policy Total: 646,349 Premium: 29,702 |Losses: 0

© Copyright 1893-2017, All rights reserved. This productis comprised of compilations and information which are the proprietary and exclusive property of the National Council on

Compensation Insurance, Inc. (NCCI). No further use, dissemination, sale, transfer, assignment or disposition of this product, in whole or in part, may be made withoul the prior written
consent of NCCI. This product is furnished “As is” “As available” "With all defecls™ and includes information available at the time of publication only. NCCI makes no representations or
warranties of any kind relating to the product and hereby expressly disclaims any and all express, statutory, or implied warranties, including the implied warranty of merchantability, fitness
for a particular purpose, accuracy, cormpleleness, curreniness, or correctness of any information or preduct furnished hereunder. All responsibility for the use of and for any and all results
derived or obtained through the use of the product are the end user's and NCCI shall not have any liability thereto.

X Ex-Medical Coverage U USL&HW

# Limited Loss

D Disease Loss
E Employers Liability Loss

* Total by Policy Year of all cases $2000 or less.
C Catastrophic Loss
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WORKERS COMPENSATION EXPERIENCE RATING

Risk Name: INDUSTRIAL MAINTENANCE OF TOPEKA INC Risk ID: 913503252

-

Rating Effective Date: 01/01/2018 Production Date: 10/30/2017 State: INTERSTATE

15-KANSAS Firm ID: Firm Name: INDUSTRIAL MAINTENANCE OF TOPEKA INC

Carrier: 22241 Policy No. WC214246101 Eff Date:  01/01/2014 Exp Date: 01/01/2015

Code | ELR | D- Payroll Expected Exp Prim Claim Data IJ |OF Actinc Act Prim

Ratio Losses Losses Losses Losses

3632 | 1.39| .38 225,061 3,128 1,189

3632 | 1.39| .38 136,774 1,901 722

3724 | 1.13] .30 620,390 7,010 2,103

3724 | 1.13] .30 377,021 4,260 1,278

8742 A2 .34 157,518 189 64

8742 A2 .34 95,726 115 39

8810 07 42 145,449 102 43

8810 07| .42 88,392 62 26

9664 [PREMIUM CREDIT FOR 0 0

9664 |PREMIUM CREDIT FOR 0 0

9812 (ADDITIONAL PREMIUM 0 0

9812 |ADDITIONAL PREMIUM 0 0

Subject Total Act Inc

Policy Total: 1,846,331(Premium: 63,510(|Losses: 0
15-KANSAS Firm ID: Firm Name: INDUSTRIAL MAINTENANCE OF TOPEKA INC
Carrier: 22241 Policy No. WC214246102 Eff Date:  01/01/2015 Exp Date: 01/01/2016

Code | ELR | D- Payroll Expected Exp Prim Claim Data IJ |OF Act Inc Act Prim

Ratio Losses Losses Losses Losses

3632 1.39| .38 320,894 4,460 1,695

3724 | 1.13| .30 1,812,414 20,480 6,144

5606 40 .30 74,304 297 89

8742 A2] 34 551,220 661 225

8810 07| .42 317,469 222 93

9664 [PREMIUM CREDIT FOR 0

9812 (ADDITIONAL PREMIUM 0

Subject Total Act Inc

Policy Total: 3,076,301|Premium: 87,850 |Losses: 0

© Copyright 1993-2017, All rights reserved. This product is comprised of compilations and information which are the proprietary and exclusive property of the National Council on

Compensation Insurance, Inc. (NCCI). No further use, dissemination, sale, transfer, assignment or disposition of this praduct, in whole or in part, may be made without the prior written
consent of NCCI. This product is furnished “As is” “As available” “With all defects” and includes information available at the time of publication only. NCCI makes no representations or
warranties of any kind relating to the product and hereby expressly disclaims any and all express, statutory, or implied warranties, including the implied warranty of merchantability, fitness
for a particular purpose, accuracy, completeness, currentness, or carrectness of any information or product furnished hereunder. All responsibility for the use of and for any and all results
derived or obtained through the use of the product are the end user's and NCCI shall not have any liability thereto.

D Disease Loss U USL&HW

E Employers Liability Loss

* Total by Policy Year of all cases $2000 or less.
C Catastrophic Loss

X Ex-Medical Coverage

# Limited Loss Page 3 of 4



WORKERS COMPENSATION EXPERIENCE RATING

Risk Name: INDUSTRIAL MAINTENANCE OF TOPEKA INC Risk ID: 913503252

( ‘L’f[.'l:

Rating Effective Date: 01/01/2018 Production Date: 10/30/2017 State: INTERSTATE

15-KANSAS Firm 1D: Firm Name: INDUSTRIAL MAINTENANCE OF TOPEKA INC
Carrier: 15385 Policy No. EWC036351400 Eff Date:  01/01/2016 Exp Date: 01/01/2017
Code | ELR | D- Payroll Expected Exp Prim Claim Data IJ |OF Actinc Act Prim
Ratio Losses Losses Losses Losses
0930 [ADDITIONAL PREMIUM 0 0/]000002786002 (05 | O 151,000 16,500
3632 | 1.39| .38 375,964 5,226 1,986|/000002786341 (05 | O 159,000 16,500
3724 | 1.13] .30 1,005,214 11,359 3,408
5606 40 .30 55,052 220 66
8742 121 .34 508,407 610 207
8810 07 .42 379,301 266 112
9664 |PREMIUM CREDIT FOR 0 0
9812 [ADDITIONAL PREMIUM 0 0
BlSubject Total Act Inc
Policy Total: 2,323,938 Premium: 43,763| |Losses: 310,000
24-MISSOURI Firm ID: Firm Name: INDUSTRIAL MAINTENANCE OF TOPEKA INC
Carrier: 22241 Policy No. WC214246101 Eff Date:  01/01/2014 Exp Date: 01/01/2015
Code | ELR | D- Payroll Expected Exp Prim Claim Data IJ [OF ActlInc Act Prim
Ratio Losses Losses Losses Losses
3724 | 2.28| .27 17,491 399 108
3724 | 2.28| .27 10,630 242 65
9812 [ADDITIONAL PREMIUM 0
9812 [ADDITIONAL PREMIUM 0 0
Subject Total Act Inc
Policy Total: 28,121|Premium: 1,601||Losses: 0
24-MISSOURI Firm ID: Firm Name: INDUSTRIAL MAINTENANCE OF TOPEKA INC
Carrier: 15385 Policy No. EWC036351400 Eff Date:  01/01/2016 Exp Date: 01/01/2017
Code | ELR | D- Payroll Expected Exp Prim Claim Data IJ {OF ActInc Act Prim
Ratio Losses Losses Losses Losses
3724 | 228 .27 107,032 2,440 659
8742 A9 .3 29,823 57 18
9812 |ADDITIONAL PREMIUM 0 0
Subject Total Act Inc
Policy Total: 136,855/ Premium: 6,702| |Losses: 0

© Copyright 1993-2017, All rights reserved. This productis comprised of compilations and information which are the proprietary and exclusive property of the National Council on
Compensation Insurance, Inc. (NCCI). No further use, dissemination, sale, transfer, assignment or disposition of this product, in whole or in part, may be made without the prior wrilten
consent of NCCI. This product is furnished “As is™ “As available” *With all defects” and includes information available at the time of publication only. NCCI makes no representations or
warranties of any kind relating to the product and hereby expressly disclaims any and all express, statutory, or implied warranties, including the implied warranty of merchantability, fitness
for a particular purpose, accuracy, completeness, currentness, or correctness of any information or product furnished hersunder. All responsibility for the use of and for any and all results
derived or obtained through the use of the product are the end user's and NCCI shall not have any liability thereto.

X Ex-Medical Coverage U USL&HW

# Limited Loss

D Disease Loss
E Employers Liability Loss

* Total by Policy Year of all cases $2000 or less.

C Calastrophic Loss Page 4 of 4



VORKERS COMPENSATION EX  RIENCE RATING

:./”
! /I/L'LD Risk Name: INDUSTRIAL MAINTENANCE OF TOPEKA INC Risk ID; 913503252
. Rating Effective Date: 01/01/2016 Production Date: 10/15/2015 State: INTERSTATE
State | Wt Exp Excess Expected Exp Prim Act Exc Losses Ballast Act Inc Losses Act Prim
Losses Losses Losses Losses 4
ks | .10 37.638 54,116 16.478 0 25200) 0 0
o 10 1420 1945 525 0 29.500 0 0
X 10 38 142 ) 54 0 27,600 0 0
(A}{(B) (C) Exp Excess | (D) Expected (E) Exp Prim (F) Act Exc (G) Ballast {H) Act Inc () Act Prim
Wit Losses (D - E) Losses Losses Losses (H-1) Losses Losses _
110 39,146 56.203) 17,057 | 0| 25,355/ 0| o
Pfi'r-xiary Losses Stabilizing Value Ratable Excess Totals
0 C (1-A)+ G (A) " (F) B
Actual 0 60,586 0 60,586 ]
{E) Cr(1-A)+G (A)*(C) (K)
Expected 17,057 60,586 3,915 81,558
o ARAP FLARAP SARAP MAARAP ExpMod |
' o K |
Factors i 1.00 B B : , g4

REVISED RATING ;
'THE ARAP FACTOR SHOWN IS FOR THOSE STATES CONTAINED ON THIS 1
[RATING THAT HAVE APPROVED THE ARAP PROGRAM AND IS CALCULATED
'BASED ON THE STATE WITH THE HIGHEST APPROVED MAXIMUM ARAP
'SURCHARGE. THE MAXIMUM ARAP SURCHARGE MAY VARY BY STATE.
:PLEASE REFER TO EACH STATE'S APPROVED RULES FOR THE
/APPLICABLE MAXIMUM ARAP SURCHARGE.

RATING REVISED TO REFLECT APPROVED RATING VALUES

(Carrier: 15385-004 Policy: EWC036351400 Eff-Date: 01/01/2016 Exp-Date: 01/01/2017

Is-0a% /'Dciicb;:ru?‘i INsue Al CE C“t{«lo-;w.sip

V- Page 10fd



_ NORKERS COMPENSATION EX  RIENCE RATING
ML‘? Risk Name: INDUSTRIAL MAINTENANCE OF TOPEKA INC Risk ID: 913503252

Rating Effective Date: 01/01/2016 Production Date: 10/15/2015 State: INTERSTATE
15-KANSAS Firm ID:  Firm Name: INDUSTRIAL MAINTENANCE OF TOPEKA INC
Carrier: 37834 Policy No. BNUWCO0119347 Eff Date:  02/11/2012 Exp Date:  02/11/2013
[Code TELR | D- |  Payroli Expected | ExpPrim || ClaimData | 1J|OF|  Actinc | ActPrim
Ratio Losses Losses : Losses Losses
0930 |ADDITIONAL PREMIUM 0 0 - - |
3632 | 145 38| 157,998 2.291 871 } |
3724 | 146] 20/  1,138201 16619 4,820 ]
5606 | 49 29 148533 728 il T
8810 | .09 41 129,939 IRETT 48 IR ?
| 9812 |ADDITIONAL PREMIUM ol 0
o -—-}‘—S_l-,.l_l;j‘gt;_‘,—tm_‘_“_m:.__-__-_m—m ) d‘ Total Act Inc ‘ __:
Policy Total: 1,674,761 Premium: 84,025 Losses: - 0 i
15-KANSAS Firm ID: Firm Name: INDUSTRIAL MAINTENANCE OF TOPEKA INC
Carrier: 37834  Policy No. BNUWC0119347 Eff Date:  02/11/2013 Exp Date: 07/31/2013
Code|[ ELR | D- | Payroll Expected |  ExpPrim ClaimData | IJ]OF|,  Actinc | ActPrim
‘Ratio. Losses Losses i | | Losses . - Losses
0930 [ADDITIONAL PREMIUM 0 0 R I
0931 PREMIUM-SHORT RATE 0 o N
3632 | 145/ .38] 27123 393 149] N
| 3724 | 1460 29 388.250 5668 1.644
5606 | 49| 29 70371 345 woll | | |
8810 | 09 41, 53.025 48 20 ]
9812 |ADDITIONAL PREMIUM o ol ’
: - §Subjet-:?7* - E_'I:-otal Actlnc o
Palicy Total: - 538,769 Premium: 36025 Losses: _ 7 e
15-KANSAS Firm 1D: Firm Name: INDUSTRIAL MAINTENANCE OF TOPEKA INC
Carrier: 22241 Policy No. W(C214246100 Eff Date:  08/01/2013 Exp Date: 01/01/2014
Code | ELR | D- |  Payroll |  Expected |  ExpPrim Claim Data | IJ |OF]  Actlnc | ActPrm
Ratio . Losses Losses ; | Losses | Losses
3724 | 146, .29 434.818] 6348 1841 | |
5606 | 49, 29 31.275) 153 Caa jr L
8227 153 29 51,664 790, 229, r | B
8742 16, .33l 108 352 173 57 -
8810 | 09] .41 20240] 18 7 |
9664 PREMIUM CREDIT FOR 0 0 | |
9812 |ADDITIONAL PREMIUM 0 0
‘ ISubject Total Act Inc 5
‘Policy Total: - 646,349 Premium: 29,702; Losses: _ o: e

V-Page2o0f4



Rating Effective Date: 01/01/2016

Firm Name: INDUSTRIAL MAINTENANCE OF TOPEKA INC

‘ NORKERS COMPENSATION EX
m@ Risk Name: INDUSTRIAL MAINTENANCE OF TOPEKA INC

Production Date: 10/15/2015

RIENCE RATING
Risk ID: 913503252

State:

INTERSTATE

15-KANSAS Firm ID:

Carrier: 22241  Policy No. WC214245101 Eff Date:  01/01/2014 Exp Date:  01/01/2015

Code | ELR [ D- | Payroll Expected Exp Prim ~ Claim Data J Act Prim }

Ratio Losses Losses Losses |

3632] 1.45| 38 225061, 3263 1240
13632 145/ 38l  136.774 1983 754 - - B ]
|a724| 146] 20| 620390 9,058 2027|| | N
[3724] 146] 29 377,021 5,505 1596
18742 16| .33 95,726 s3] sol| |

8742 16 33 157518 252 83 -
g810| 09 41| 88392 80 33

8810| 09 41, 145,449 131 54

9664 |PREMIUM CREDIT FOR | 0 0 ] -
| 9664 PREMIUM GREDIT FOR o 0 ~ ] |
| 9812 |ADDITIONAL PREMIUM 0 o] i
9812 ADDITIONAL PREMIUM 0 ‘ 0 k |
: S __;_Stlbject - Total Actinc -
Policy Total: 1,846,331 Premium: ~ 63,510, Losses: B o
24-MISSOURI FirmID:  Firm Name: INDUSTRIAL MAINTENANCE OF TOPEKA INC

Carrier: 37834 Policy No. BNUWC0119347 Eff Date:  02/11/2012 Exp Date: 02/11/2013
fcé&é""aué‘ D- ! Payrol Expected‘mmf“ Exp Prim || Ciaim Data IJAfO-Fm— Acting ~ ActPrim
! i_._w__ Ratio: | Losses ! Losses e s | Losses |
| 3724 | 2.46] 27 45.866 1128 305| E
- 9812 |ADDITIONAL PREMIUM 0 H | L
T Subject ' - J Total Actlne
Policy Total: 45,866 Premium: 2,577 Losses: - .

24-MISSOURI Firm ID: Firm Name: INDUSTRIAL MAINTENANCE OF TOPEKA INC

Carrier: 37834 Policy No. BNUWC0118347 Eff Date: 02/11/2013 Exp Date: 07/31/2013

[Code | ELR ' D- |  Payroll Expected ExpPrim || ClimData | W Act Prim |

Ratio. Losses Losses ! Losses

0931 PREMIUM-SHORT RATE | of 0
3724 246, 27, 5.139 128 34 -
9812 [ADDITIONAL PREMIUM 0 0| B

, ‘Subject | Total Act Inc

{Policy Total: 5,139 Premium: 332/ Losses:
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JORKERS COMPENSATION EX" I[ENCE RATING

/l/{[? Risk Name: INDUSTRIAL MAINTENANCE OF TOPEKA INC Risk ID: 913503252
Rating Effective Date: 01/01/2016 Production Date: 10/15/2015 State: INTERSTATE
24MISSOURI  Firm ID: Firm Name: INDUSTRIAL MAINTENANCE OF TOPEKA INC
Carrier: 22241 Policy No. W(C214246101 Eff Date:  01/01/2014 Exp Date:  01/01/2015
[Code|ELR | D- |  Payroll | Expected | ExpPrim || ClaimData | W[OF]  Actinc [ ActPim |
Ratio Losses Losses 5 = -Losses o - wiL0888s S |
| 3724 | 248 27] 10,630 261 70 7 | N
| 3724 | 248] 27] 17.491) 430 116 o
| 9812 |ADDITIONAL PREMIUM i 0 | B
9812 ADDITIONAL PREMIUM ; 0 f ] ) .
fSub;‘ect Total Act Inc
Policy Total: 7 28,121 Premium: 1,601 Losses: I . B
42-TEXAS Firm ID: Firm Name: INDUSTRIAL MAINTENANCE OF TOPEKA INC
Carrier: 37834 Policy No. BNUWC0119347 Eff Date:  02/11/2012 Exp Date: 02/11/2013
Code [ELR | D- | Payroll Expected Exp Prim  ClaimData | IJ|OF Act Inc Act Prim :
Ratio Losses Losses Losses Losses |
3724 | 1.27] .38 11,185] 142 l
‘Subject [Total Act Inc | l
Policy Total: - 11,185Premium: iLosses: 0 !

gusLaRy
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Should Procurement Offices
Use E-Mods to Compare
Contractor Safety?

THINK AGAIN

By Kathy Antonello, FCAS, FSA, MAAA,
Chief Actuary, NCCI

(NCCI Note: NCCl regularly collaborates with industry stakeholders. The use of
experience rating modifications [E-mods] by procurement offices is a topic of
increased interest. In this piece, Kathy Antonello shares why it is not appropriate to
use E-mods to compare the relative safety of employers.)

—— - In some states, contractors have a real challenge when bidding on new business
—-nc their experience rating modification (E-mod) is greater than 1.00, they might be ineligible for the
job. Several articles published in recent years have discussed procurement offices’ misuse of E-mods.
Despite this, disclosure of E-mods promulgated by NCCl or other rating bureaus continues as a
requirement and relative measure of perceived safety practices by contractors bidding on projects.

Following are some of the reasons explaining this improper use:

= An excellent risk gets misjudged. A contractor that is at the higher hazard end of a broadly
defined construction classification could have a debit E-mod because of the nature of its
business.

» Certain states allow E-mods to be calculated net of deductible recoveries. Other states do
not. Contractors that choose to purchase a deductible policy in a net-reporting state will have
lower mods and a competitive advantage. This is compared to identical employers in their own

https:/fwww.ncci.com/Articles/Pages/Il_E-Mod-Procurement.aspx 1/3
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state that do not choose this option or those in other states that do not have this option. In
other words, in net-deductible reporting states, a risk can “buy down the mod” by purchasing a
deductible, which gives the illusion of better experience.

= Certain employers are not large enough to be experience-rated. So requiring an E-mod
precludes them from bidding on a project.

= Anemployer that pays its employees lower wages than the class average, but has average
loss experience, could have a debit mod. This is because lower wages generate lower payroll,

- which then generates lower expected losses in the E-mod formula.

For Example

A hypothetical, simplified example based on the last bullet above will show how the E-mod is
appropriate for its intended use—modifying the manual premium—and how it can easily be
misinterpreted if used for other purposes.

If we strip the E-mod formula down to just the basics, we can describe it as a ratio of actual-to-
expected losses. That is, we will ignore certain elements like primary and excess losses, weights and
ballasts, and credibility. Imagine that there are two construction companies—Employer A and
Employer B—doing business in the same state and competing for the same contract. Each has 100%
of its payroll in asingle class code and therefore both employers are alike with respect to their
classification mix. It follows that their expected loss rates (ELRs) from NCClI's most recent state filing
are the same. In addition, the employers have had the same actual loss experience over the last three
years. So the two companies are completely identical, with one important exception: Employer B pays
its employees 20% higher wages, and thus its payroll is 20% higher. While higher wages usually mean
higher indemnity benefits, that is not always true.

Table 1 shows the calculation of the E-mods for Employers A and B. Employer B has $12 million of
payroll, 20% more than Employer A. Both companies were assigned the same single class code and
therefore have the same manual rate (5.00) and ELR (1.86).

Expected losses are $186K for Employer A and $223K for Employer B. Note that this does not mean
NCClI expects Employer B to have higher losses than Employer A. The expected loss calculation is an
intermediate step and an input into the mod calculation. If one were to stop at this point without any
context, Employer B could be viewed as “riskier” than Employer A.

The fact that Employer B pays its
employees more does not impact its
actual loss experience, which is

Table 1: E-mods For Procurement

$200K and identical to Employer A. 1) Payroll $10M $12M

Taking the ratio of actual losses to 2) Expected Loss Rate [ELR] 1.86 186

expected losses leads to an E-mod of 3) Expected Losses $1B6K $223K  (2x(1)1/100
1.08 for Employer A and 0.90 for 4) Actual Losses $200K $200K

Employer B. Justas NCCl did not 5) Experience Rating Mod 108 0.90  (41/(3)

expect Employer B to be “riskier”

&) Manual Rate 5.00 5.00
than Employer A based on expected
y 71 Manual Premium $500K S$600K {8k x (1] /100
losses, NCCI does not view Employer
8] Modified Premium $537K S537K 17 x (5]

A as “riskier” than Employer B simply
because it has a debit mod. If one

were to stop at this point without any
context, Employer A could be viewed as “riskier” than Employer B.
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The manual premium is $500K for Employer A and $600K for Employer B. Since Employer Biis
identical to Employer A, there is no actuarial justification for one to pay more for workers
compensation insurance. Multiplying the manual premium by each employer's E-mod brings their
premium to the exact same level.

When the E-mod is used for its intended purpose—as an adjustment to manual premium—the
employer with the higher payroll has its manual premium reduced by a credit mod. In this simple
example, the credit mod serves to bring the premium for Employer B down to the same level as
Employer A—an appropriate adjustment because they have identical loss experience, classification
mix, etc. If the E-mods from this example were used for procurement rankings, the employer with the
lower payroll would not get the contract—even though it was identical to its competitor and may very
well have bid lower because of its lower payroll costs.

In Summary

It's not appropriate to use E-mods to compare the relative safety of employers. NCClI’s ABCs of
Experience Rating guide states, “In general, an employer with better-than-average loss experience
receives a credit, while an employer with worse-than-average experience carries a debit rating” The
key words are “in general” and cannot be overlooked, as Table 1 clearly shows.

To learn more, read the ABCs of Experience Rating (PDF), available at ncci.com.

Finally: In 2016, Virginia amended its Public Procurement Act to prohibit procurement officers from
conditioning eligibility for a contract on a bidder’s E-mod. NCC]| views this as a positive move. We
also believe that furthering the conversation on this subject will help clarify how E-mods should and
should not be considered in the procurement process.
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