
IRR CLM901
 Voting Results

Jurisdiction/Organization:

Should the 
proposed 

resolution for this 
IRR be approved?

Please provide any supporting comments ("No" 
votes MUST provide supporting comments.)

Should the 
proposed 

implementation 
timeline be 
adopted?

Please provide any supporting comments 
("No" votes MUST provide supporting 
comments.)

Aerie EDI Group Yes Yes
AIG Yes Yes
Alaska/Div. of WC Yes Yes
Broadspire Services Inc Yes Yes
Chubb/Esis Yes Yes
CNA Insurance Yes Yes
Colorado Division of Workers' Compensation Yes Yes
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania Yes Abstain
Ebix, Inc. Abstain Abstain
Gallagher Bassett Services Yes Yes
Kansas Yes Yes
Kentucky Yes Yes
Liberty Mutual Yes Yes
Louisiana Workforce Commission - OWCA Yes Yes
Markel Service Incorporated Yes Yes
Michigan WDCA Yes Yes
Mitchell Abstain Abstain
MN/DLI Yes Yes

Nationwide Insurance Abstain
Abstaining as Nationwide does not have a sizable 
AK volume or active AK EDI knowledge

Abstain

NCCI Abstain Abstain
NJCRIB Abstain Abstain
NYS WCB Yes Yes
Origami Risk Yes Yes
Rhode Island Department of Labor and Training Yes Yes
Riskonnect Yes Yes
State of Idaho Industrial Commission Yes Yes
State of Iowa Yes Yes
State of Maine Yes Yes
State of MO Yes Yes
The Black Car Fund Yes Yes

The Hartford Insurance Group No

The Hartford has no objection to having the 
payment issue date required on the two additional 
MTC filings (CA and CB).  What we have concerns 
with is the comment that if a subsequent payment 
has issued before the MTC is successfully filed the 
payment date of the subsequent payment be 
provided.  This does not appear to support the 
regulatory requirement and I would believe difficult 
to determine timeliness when the new payment 
date is not the one that triggered the requirement 
to file the report.

No

Same as above.  The problem we have is 
with the subsequent payment being 
included as if it was the payment that 
triggered the need to file when it was not.

Travelers Yes Yes
Verisk/ISO Yes Yes
Virginia Yes Yes
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