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Conn., would do that tooll! I see no need for this amendment.
MR, EDDY: (New Hartford)

I don't think it is a question of having faith in anyone
that prompts us to offer this amendment. Rather, it's the
fact that the bill doesn't limit itself to the purpose which
has been set forth for it by the people who have spoken in
favor of it. The principle and provisions of this bill
recommend 1t very highly to all of us who consider i1t, and I
cannot gee why the gentleman should have real objection to
thils amendment inasmuch as he stated that the bill was only
intended to apply to employers of between 50 and 250 who did
not have a workable safety program.

I'm golng to have a difficult time voting on thisg bill.
MR. ARONSON: (Manchester) |

Itd like to point out to those who are talking in regards
to this proposal that in line 2, of sec. 1, "The Labor
Commilssiovmers will have the power to make or'adopt or to adopt
by reference” which would mean that he could be reference to an
existing code adopt that code for a given plan so that this
proposal would not be necessary.
MR. NOYES: (Farmington)

I think the problem here is not €he aim we are taling about

in spite

o

f the remarks of the gentleman from New Britain, I
think it is falrly clear that there is no one here who would
condone l1ndustrial accidents or loss of life or any others,

but I would like to draw an analogy because I think a number of

1
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loophole must be closed or our state will suffer the loss of

many thousands of dollard. There 1s no new revenue involved,

It merely guarantees

12

that we will continue to receive revenue
wihich we have been receiving from this source for many years.
I move for adoption of the bill.

THE SPHAKER:

Question is on passage of the bill as amended by House

Amend. Sched. "A" and "B"? The 'ayes! have it. Bill is passed.

THE CLERK:

Cal. 1778. ®ilelOT76

Sub. for 3.B. 979,

An act revising the Vorkmen's Compensation
Taw. As amended by House Amend. Sched. "A',

Committee on Labor.
MR, VERNOVATI:(Watertown)

I move the acceptance and passage of the bill as amended

by House Amend. Sched. “A', in concurrence with the Senate.

| % This bill attempts to modernize Conn'g. Compvensation Law
! |

in order to comply with the standards recommended by the

International Assoc. of Industrial Accildents, bomrds and

commissions and the U.S., Dept. of Labor. While all the

PR e e e

standards are not being met by this bill, a start has been

made in the right direction. The changes with regards to the

beneflt rates are minute in terms of money, but the principle
18 a etep forward in line with the recommendations of the

organizations noted above. The recommendation is that the

maximumn weekly benefit should be equal to at least 66-2/3% of

&
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T

the statels

average weekly wage. The bill as presented provides
an accldent beneflt of 55% of the statels average weekly wage.

‘The purpose 1s to provide a maximunm weekly beneflit rate

to allow an injured worker and his

5 Tamlly to main-
tain a standard of living above the substance level. At the
present time 5 states, ARLz.,
weekly
Magsg. provide maximum/berdits

Alaska, Hawaii, D.of C., and !

equal to the state'!s average

weekly wage. Conn. 1s taking a step in the vight direction but
it 18 not leading the band!l! A forward step 1s being taken in

2 wayss: in the first pnlace, the bill provides that the law
cover employers of 2 or more rather 3 or more. The recommenda- ‘
tion of the Int. Assoc. of Acc. Bds. and Commisslons and the
protection
American is to provide Workmen's Compensation/for

all gainfully employed workers and to provide it on a cempulsory

bagis.

i

Additional changes in the bill will improve existing

0

provisions to comply for those recommended by the Dept. of Labor.

Thus, coverage under the 2nd injury fund ils extended so the

fund will have some function that may be used. At the vresent

ime 1t has extremely limited coverage.

o

It does not oprovide

for all types of disability. The proposal ig to cover all

types and to provide that the hankdcavped worker who suffers a

subsequent injury on the Jjob will receive full compensation

but at the same time

insuring that the employee need pay only

the bereits that are due for the subsequent injury. The fund

pays the difference between what the worker actually receives !
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claims for

from the employer and what he would have received for hig
resulting condition if there had been no prior disability.

The type of coverage provided in the bhlll meets the standards

gset by the American College of Surgeons and the Int. Assoc. of

Acec, Bds. and Commission,

In one respect the bill starts to stop a major gap in our

law that or wlth regard to rehabilitatlon. At the present

time there is no specific provision concerning it. The
proposal is to permlt workers who require kehabilitation to
obtailn additional benefits up o $15 a wk. in order to pay for

the treatment needed. Since rehabilitation is uged it will

mean the reduction in the amount of permanent disability that

any worker may recelve. It helps the worker obtain his

maximun capacity and makes 1t easier for him to become re-em-

ployed.

(

Minally the blll changes the statutes of limitations to

prevent people from\being barred from obtaining benefits
because they discovered thelr conditions too late to be able to

make claims. The law as proposed would permit notilce being
Prop g

filed within a year of the date of injury or dlsabilitys; it
¥

provides that the present 5 yr., statute be eliminated; that
prevented workers from making claim after they had been out

of the employ of an employer against whom they claimed more

Clark
than ¥ 5 yrs. This prevented the people at the New Haven/Co.,

Trom obtaining benefits for poisoning. It prevented

poisoning and it might prevent claims for
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acidosis and other diseases the manifestation of which comes
gome yrs. after exposure.

'y

The provisions with regard to disfigurement are minor;
to cover lower legs and upper arms in addition to lower arms,
head, face and neck now covered.,

This seems an obvious need in view of the changes in
clothing and the fact that many people were burned recently in
a New Haven fire.

Moreover, the total amount is still 104 wks., and the
amount to be paid in each case is up to the discretion of the
Commissioner.

The changes are nothing revolutionary. It is estimated
that the cost will not be great‘because of the increase in the

and second the
payroll, /decrease in the injurysrate for disabling on the job
injuries to a low of 9.7 for every million man-hours work, which
is the lowest gince 1950 when it was 14.1. IFor the past 10 or
11 yrs, the percentage of premiums paid out in benefits has
been 60% thus leaving 40% for the insurance companies.

This program is a modest one, but one which will give us
a better compensation law, more adeguate to meet the needs of
our ingjured workers. I feel this is a good bill and I hope it
passes.

MR. SATTER: (Newington)
This is the kind of leglslation that this House can be very

proud of passingl! We've come a long way from a Time when great

tragedy could be caused in a family when inJjurles were incurred
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by the breadwinner. The Workmen's Compensation Law was passed
in 1908 by the Federal Gov. and many of the states followed
thereafter, and our law has constantly broadened it s benefilts
and expanded 1its coverage since its original passage, and much
of this liberalization has come thru Republican legislation.
One of fthe changes in this law is to extend the coverage of
the law to workers who are working for employers who employ

2 or more people. The U.S. Dept. of Labor specifically
recommends in this bulletin of Dec. 1953, that a desirable
obJective 1s to extend the protectlon of State Workmen's
Compensation laws to all employers and to all gainful employed
workers.

°

One of the most interesting provisgions of

A

chis law ig To

LR

provide that the maximum benefits that a worker shall recaévie
shall be measured by a party scale based upon the average
production wage in our state, It is recommended by the U.S.
Dept. of lLabor., and in the pamphlet of 1953 they say, "Lt is

1.

suggested that a formula based upon The Statels average weekly
wage be provided for determining the maximum weekly benefits

F] o

in order to eliminate the necessity for constantly adjusting
the berefit rates at each session of the Legislature.”

This isdound and good legislation and I urge its passage.
MB. TURNER: (Bethan)

L

When the gentleman from Watertown talkgs about irradiation

ec., 32

is he referring to

6]
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MR. VERNOVAI: (Watertown)

MR. TURNER:
Then I would like to address a guestion to the gentleman

from Watertown. It is a complicated question and I think it

is beling referred to the legislative Council for study.
Will this plece of legislation before us now be subject o
modifications as the result of the findirg of that Interim
study?

MR. VERNOVAIL:
I can't answer.
MR, SATTER: (Newington)

I would pay that this law consistentlyprovides that any

manifegtations of an injury which occurs sometime later 1s
nevertheless compensable even if it && after the 1 yr. statute
of limitations. Insofar as the lLegislative Council may come

up with additional information respecting radiation it will

definitely be considered in the next sessgion of the ILegislature.
MR, TURNFER:

Would This cover a case of radiation illness, the gentle-

man from Watertown referred to radiationpoisoning among workers

in the New Haven Clark Co. and I know well tnis is a latent

disease which doesn't develop until up to 25 yrs. after

exposure. Would this bill cover those persons?
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Workmen's Compensation Bill., The answer to workmen's compensa-

MR, SATIER: (Newington)

Under the present law those people who received that 1llness

in the N.H. Clark Co. would not be compensated; the present

bill would enable them to be compensated, because the statute
of limitation doesn't start untlil there is a manifestation of
the symptoms.

MR, TURNER:(Bethany)

The gentleman from Newington, a technicality, I would
FD (] k]

1like to be assured that thils bill before us would cover those

cases,

MR. SATTER:

Those cases that have occurred previously would not be
covered by this law; the law would become effective on its
passage.

MR. ANDRERS: (Cheshire)

I want to straighten out the question that was just raised.
The whole subject of the act concerning radiations was studlied
by the Interim Isbor Committee last time

1958,

during the summer of

also the legislative Council, and 1t was not felt based

on the fact that the National Radiation people are not sure

et what the effects are going to be if there was anyv need for
v g

changing the act for this thing. Algo, the Conn. Workmen's

Compensation Commissioners say that the present act is adequate

of the questilon of radiation.

1e hardest thing for anybody to do is to oppose a
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tion is not this kiﬁdrof legislation or any kind of legislation;
it's accildent prevention. If nobody is hurt you don't need
workmen'!s comp. A couple of days ago we passed a bill that
may hove a long way in preventing accidents. However, since we
still have accidents we do need a workmen's compenskatlon act.
This bill has been watered down and cleaned up tremendously
from the original platform proposal, and somebody degerves
ccredit, but he didn't go quite far enough. I do notagree with
the Sec. of Labor the great Republican Mr, Mitchell, if he's
the one that says 1t is correct that a percentage of wages
is a sound basis for depermining a maximum. In the first
place, traditlonally for years the setting of workmends
compensation has been done by the General Agsembly for a two
year peiiod in flat dollar amounts which made it possibée for
employers and insurance companies to have some idea what the
cost was golng to be; also for workers to know what their
maximum benefit was going to be, and one weakness, God forbild,
is if average production wage in Conn., dropped $2 the maximum
you people are recommending drops $1. Never in the history
of Republicans sponsored and Republican pushed and passed and
with your help, never have we done anything but go forward in
the field of workmen's compensation maximums. The seoond point
ig thisg: that by setting a percentage formula you are taking
away the rignt of the Legislature to look at this thing and
determin@ on the basis of economlics whether the maximum should

be raised or not. Also you are bullding in a potential auto-
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matic inoreagéror decrease within one yéar, and this has never
been done. I frankly say that this is my strongest objection
to this bill and I will further say that if you would come in
here with a flat $5 increase maximum I couldn't get up and
criticlze you.

The second thing I haven'!t touched on happens to be
something T congratulate you onj; 1t 1s something on which I
agree with youl! I agree with the increase in the master Hand;
I think 1f a man loges his master hand nothing can compensate
him enough, so that's a good point, but unfortunately it is
not good enough to convince me this is a totally good bill.

Coverage I won't say much on except this 1s going to
cauge or impose a cost on the small business-man. It is not
going to affect the large employers at all.

Getting down to increasing the benefits for scarring,

I can understand, but arms and legs on a man, who cares what
that looks like. And it is a drain and cost that doesn't help
anyone .,

te of limitations; this gets into the discussion
about radiation; we can live with it; I'm not sure it was
necesgary but I can't criticize 1t too much.

R

T can get pretty emotional about this exbra 15 bucks
g I v

for rehabilitation tho! and in all honesty I think you are

Y

creating an ineguity. Suppose you have 2 people in your plant
injured the same day; one hag the kind of injury that does not

1

rgulre rehabilitatlon; but is a compensable injury; the other
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ougnt to nave
payment up to

the intent is

person doeg ha

ve the kind of injury thalt some doctor says
renabilitétion. The bill reads that the extra

$15 shall be paid to the injured employee and

to help pay for the rehajbilitation; you can't

be sure that person is going to save that for rehabllitation.
This 1s not necessary; medical and rehabilitation bills are

now paid under compensation, and I claim this is an inequity
in which some people get $60 or $61 and some get $46, and I
don't think it's right.

The next one is the "lost week-end section',

When you drop the walting period from 10 days to 7 as it is

now to 7 and 3, that under the present, and certainly under

hurt

this law, 1f a person is/bn Thurs, afternoon these 3 days

start Fri. morning, and if the person doesn't come in on Mon.

you are paying for Sat. & Sun.

2% of the people in the world are probably on the shady

)

silde, but we have to protect the rest of the people against

the people who are dishonest and nobody here can honestly say

they don't know somebody who was not Trying to get something

They weren't entitled tof Now the difficulty here is bringing

this back down To 3 days and iUls because there will be some

who will make this difficul the person who was legitimately

hurt by taking advantage of this long lost week-end, as I

call it, in collecting compensation. I koow that on the group

3

insurance 1t goes back to the first day of the accident, but
[ 2

you have an entirely different situation here.
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Sometimes these actidents occur when it is no fault of the

employer, when it is direct carelessness on the part of the

1

worker; I have no obJjections to that person belng taken care of
but let's be reasonable and give the guy a break who ig providing

the Jjob for that person and hundreds of others!

13

It's hurts me to opposge this bill but the answer to it

U

Y a2 i

is accident prevention. !
Ldon't want you people to have the impression that thils

3

st time that a step forward has ever been taken

T
=
e
-
e
[}

s
=5
®

—
tts

in Conn. in this field!! There are a number of us in this Hous
for at least 3 terms

who/have been upping the maximmm in increasing the benefits,

I hope the bill is defeated, I hate to say it, but I cannot
gupport this billll

MRS. VESTAL: (Woodbridge)

Provided for a limlt of 55% for average production wage

'S

é A ; .
: by retaining in the bill the present standards 604 of the

average weelkly wage, 1t is difficult to understand for this

reason: The Democratic platform pledged more liberal workmen's
comp. benefits. Thisg isg more liberal, but rangely, only {or
certain groups of workers. If we assume the average weekly §
production wage to be $90, those workers who earn from $34 to
$75 per wk., will get no increase. Ag the average production

-

wage goes up the benefit increase will go to fewer employees,

All o £ the workers who earn $3U to $75 will get no increase.

There is a further inequity in this bill, the cost burden will

be unegual on different classes of employers. Those paying
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T think it 18 a poor Time to add any cost burden to employers
when they are trying to make a comeback or to discourage new
pusiness from coming to Conn., or to force any industrles, we
already have 3, out of the state.

There are many reasons why I oppose the bill but because
the bi-partisan Interim Labor Comuittee wnich made a study of

Workmen's Comp. problems were requested by the 5 Workmen's

to support the bill.
MR, SATIER: (Newingbon)
I am pleaged the lady from Woodbridge will support this

bill because I am sure that even tho! it may not contain all

excellent bill. In respect to the gentleman from Cheshire I
agree with him on the main oproblem being that of accldent
prevention.,

(Rest of gpeech inaudible due to difficulty in
mike system.,) :
MR, MERTIN: (Orange)
(First sentence inaudible due to above,)

and I know what The effect of thnis bill will be on the rate,

that the rates are based on per $100 a payroll,

average weekly wages from $34% to $75 will have no cost increas

Comp. Commlssioners to present a provision which will make their
£ AL

task eapler and will protect the proper rights of claimants
whic
Jinder the present law are in jeopardy through ambiguity alone,

of which recommendation is gec, 5 of this billl, I feel compelled

the things that she feels desirable it will be found to be an

Tt will raise the compensation rate exactly 4.7%. I would like

o)
-
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The rates have sbayged pretty even for about 20 yrs. in spite

of the increase in benefits. That has been due to the fact

that accldents have come down over those yrs., plus the fact

period of

that payrolls have gone up. We were in the/diminishing

returns and or in accildent prevention so that 1t is going to
but I think it can be done

be difficull/to offset this increase in rates. I hope that

will be the procedure over the next two years.

Now, to clarify the matter of rehabilitation. It says
that $15 shall be paid for rehabilitétion treatments. Now
for many years the medical coverage under the Workmen's Comp.
Law has taken care of the rehabilitation treatment, and that
those treatmente run into thousands of dollars, and this $15
is just a drop in the bukket. I don't think it was the jatent
of the committee to have the $15 go for rehabilitation treat-
ment; they'rve already pald for under the act.

All in all, this problem, and I agree with Mr. Andrews, is
one of accident prevention, and 1f we can do as well as we have
over the past years this increase in benefits can be taken care
of without too much difficulty in my opinion.

MR. RAND: (Salisbury)

I have followed the progress of this bill guite closely
in session and in public hearings; 1t has a few Things that
leave something to be desired but T think in general it has
come around to being quite a good bill, and I intend to vote

for itl!

T T T T T T
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MR, NOYES:W(Farmington)

I would like to refer briefly to what the gentleman from
Cheshire and the lady from Woodbridge have commented on with
respect to the percentage of average weekly wage now governing
the Workmen's Comp. benefit. If this provlision had been in the
law in 1949, the benerit would have been $30.90, and in the
10gr. span up to 1959 it would have been $49,50, an increase
of 63%. In that same period the Consumers! Price Index
indicating the cost of living increased only 20%; over a shorter

‘ see the
period of time of 1955 to '59 we/same picture. During that
petod the Workmen's Comp. beneflt under this provision we are
asked to pass would increase by 204 whereas the cost of living
only went up 3%. I mention these figures because I feel that
many people fall to realize the kind of escalator ride there

4

has been in production wages in this state, and I don't think

P

it 1s a possiblility which the gentleman from Newington refers to

that production wages are likely to decrease in the future,
and therefore 1t secems to me, not that the Legisléure iskgiving
away 1ts perogative, but I predict that the 55% written into
this bill will be pushed higher very shortly. There is in my
opinion an unthinking escalator affect because of the rapid rige
in production wages. For this reason I feel the billl is bad.
MR, PADULA: (Norwalk)

I move that when the vote is taken it be by roll-call, and I
sincerely hope that we have taken care of this now, pro and con,

and I believe we could talk about this all night long apdd we
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won'!t change one single vote, and I trust we are about ready
Weo fire ahead!l
THE SPEAKER:

Question 1sg that when the vote is taken it be by roll-
call? 'The tayes!'! have 1t. A roll-call has been ordered.
MR. INNES: (Thomaston)

I am opposed to this bill. In the first place it is not
to put out something

S

fair to the employers that isn't equal throughout the year,
The rates willl be all over the lot. You can't keep your
money in order; previously To this it was always on a set
rate, and we knew where we were at, Ag far as the state of
Conn. we arve one of the highest in paying Workmens Comp., and
I hope thisg bill will be defeated.
MR, MARTIN: (Orange)

The rate onvich the comp 1s based is without taxes
whereas the payment that is made 60% of the average wage you

E

t 1s nearer to 704 than

do not have to pay taxes on so that 1
60% of the average weekly wage that is paid for compensatlon,
MR. NOBLE: (New Milford)

T oppose thisg bill as it affects the small business-man

Ll

in this state and I am one of thoge fellows.

THE SPEAKER:

n

Before an announcement ig made for the roll-call does

be

anyone else want to be heard?

o

Question is on passage of the bill as amended by

House Anmend. Sched. "AY - in concurrence with the Senate,
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The Chair will now unlock the machine.,
o TR A ary A . 4 4o * P N Kt 5 k] S K
Direct your attentlon to the board to see 1f you have voted

as you depire. Have all tThose voted who claim the righ

do so0? Has every member in his chalr voted? Doe

S any member
desire tochange hig vote? The Chair willl now lock the machine.

The clerk will now announce the vote.

gy

THE CLERK:

Those vobing yes 141
Those voting no 98
Those absent & not voting 39

THE SPEAKER:

The 'ayes! have 1t. The bill is passed!!

THE CIERK:
Cal., 1765 PFile 1344

Sub. for S.B. 977. Amending the unemployment

Compensation Act.

Commlttee on Labor
MR. ROURKE: (New Haven)

I move for acceptance and passage of the bill in con-
currence with the Senate.

Unemployment insurance 1s a technical and complicated
subject. It is a law designed to take care of unewployed
workers so they will have food and shelter etc. and they are
out of work through no fault of their own. These provisions
will add to the security and prosperity of the Conn., economy.

They will not add a single cent to employer contributtions
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May I have permisslion to speek? Chalrmen, than I wouldn't

repeat that these benefits wlill cost approximately thirteen mile
lion dollars to the fund that is supported by the manufacturers.

They don't pay with percents, they pay with dollars. Thirteen 1
million dollars, }

THE CHAIR:

Ave there further remarks? If there are no further remarks, |

the dquestion 1s on the acceptance of the committee's favorable re-

by saying "aye", opposed "no"., The b1ll as amended is passed.

port and passage of the bill as amended. Those in favor signify %
THE CLERK: |
|

Calendar No. 1286, File No. 1076, Substitute for Semante Bill|

No., 979. An Act revising the Workmen's Compensation Law. |
Favorable report of the Commlittee on Labor, |
SENATOR BUZAID:

Mr, Presidentos..

THE CHATR: |

Senator from the 24ﬁb,
SENATOR BUZAID:

I move for acceptance of the committee's favorable report and

passage of the bill,

THE CHAIR H

i
I
|
1
Remerks?
K
SENATOR BUZAID 3 |

The Workmen's Compensation blll as reported by the Labor Com-

hittee attempts to modernlze Commectiocut's Compensation Lew in opr- \
|

er to comply with the standards recommended. by the-Intevnatienal — ——
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Assooclation of Tndustrial Accldent Boards and Commlsslons and the §

United Stetes Department of Labor, Waile all of the standerds

are, of course, not being met by this blll a start hes been mede
in the right dirvection., The changes with regard to the benefls

rate are minute in terms of money, but the princlple of establishe

ing the maximum rate as a percentage of the average producitlon

wage in the state 1s a step forward in line with the recommendation
of the organization noted above. The recommendatlon is that the
meximum weeokly benefit shﬁuld be equal to at least slxty-six and |
two thilrds percent of the state's aversge weekly wage. The blll ;
as premented provides for a maximun benefit of fiftyufive‘pereent %
of the state's average weekly productioﬁ. The purpose is to pro-
vide a meximum weekly benefit rate sufficient to allow an injured i

worker and his dependants to malntaln sbtandgrd of 1living above the

subslstence level. At the present timeflve states, Arizons, Alasks
Hawaill, Distriet of Columbia and Massachusetts provide meximum

weekly benefits equsl to btwo=thirds of the state's averége weekly
wage., Thus, Conneoticut is taking a step in the right direction,

but 1t 1s not by any meana leading the band. With regard to covers
mpe, a forward step la being taken in two respects., In the first
place, the billl provides that the law cover employers of two‘ar

more instead of three or more. The recomnendation of the Internse

tional Assoelatlon of Accldent Boards and Commisslons and the Amers

ican College of Surgeons 1s to provide workmen's compensation pro=

tection to all gainfully employed workers and to provide it on a

compuleory basis. Our blll requires ooverage of thosse employsd by
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employers of two or mo?e and makes it compulsory instead of op-
tional, as 1s presently the case. Additlonal changes in the bill
improve exlstlng provislona to comply with those recommended by
the Department of Labor. Thus, coverage under the second injury
| fund 1s extended so that the Fund will have some function and may
be used., At the present time our second injury fund 1s extremely
limited in oovérage. It does not provide, as fifteen laws do,
for all ocoverage of all types of disabilitles. The proposal is to
coveor all types of dlsabilitles, and to provide that a handlocapped
worker who suffers a subsequent Injury on the job wiil recelve
full compensation to recover the resultant disabllity, but at the
same tlme insuring that the employer need pay only the benefits
that are due for the subsequent injury. The second injury fund
pays the difference between waat the worker actuslly receilves from
the employer and what he would have recelved for hils resulting
condltion if there had been no prior disability. The type of
soverage provided in this blll meets the standards set by the Amer-
10an College of Surgeons and the Internstional Assoolation of Age
cldent Boards and Commission. In one vespedt, the blll ettempts te
stert closing a major gap in our law with regafd to rehabllitation,
At the present time thers is no specific provision concerning re-
habilitation., The proposal 1s to permlt workers who require re-
hebilitatlon to obtain additlonsel benefits wup to fifteen dollers a
weok 1in order to pay for the additional treatment needed, Thls is
only a small step but it polnts In the right direction, since 1f
rehabilitation 13 used it will mean the reduction in the amount of

permanent dlssbility thet sny worker wmay_receive, so that it oats |
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the cost of the employer. It also helps the worker obbtain his
maximum eapecity and so makes it easler for him to become reemploy
ed or to remaln employed., Finally, the bill changes the statute
of llinitatlons to prevent peopls from belng barred from obtaining
beneflits beonuse they discovered thelr condlitlon too late to be
able to make clalm, It provides that the presant five year sta-
tutes be elimiﬁated. That statute prevented workeré from meking
clalm for benefits after they had been out of +the employ of the
employer against whom they clalmed morse, than the five years,
Thls prevented the people at the New Haven Cloek Company from obe
taining benefits for radlatlon polsoning. It has also prevented
claims beryllium poiéoning and 1t might preveﬁt olaims for and

other claims of other diseases, the manlfestations of which cause

ment are relatively minor, to cover lower legs and upperarms, in
addltion to lower arns, head, face and neck are all covered by the
law, This seems an obvious need in view of the ohenges in clothe
Ing and the faot that meny people were burned recently in a New
Hoven fire, Moreover, the total mnounﬁris 86111 one hundred and
four weeks and the amount to be pald in each oase is up to the
disocretion of the Commlssioner,

THE CHAIR:

Are thers further remarks?

SENATOR SIBAL:

k Mre Presidentesse

THE CHAIR:

i

Senator Sibal, the 28th distrilet.,

some years after exposure. The provisions with rogard to dlsfigure-
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SENATOR STBAL:

Mr. President, may I repeat the remark I mede referring to
this bill when spesking of the previous Hlll? Unlike the unem=
ployment ocompensation law whlech has péssad, thls blll 1s obvious-
1y the ohé of reasonably people sitting down together, exchanging
their views and working for the best iInterest of the state of
Connecticut as a whole and not any partliocular pressure group vhioch
happens to be in a poslition of strength. There are a couple of
things about this bill which worry me a little bit, but not too
many, I recognize that In some jurlisdictlions that the average
produstlon wgge has been the measure, Whereas'connecticut has al=-
ways had a flat figure. I am still concerned about whether or
not, the average productlion wage is really the proper way to set
each omse of workment's compensation., Ae I understand 1t, this

will raise the figure from the twenty-five dollars to about fifty

up for the first bime in Conneotlcut law, is something vhidr I be-
lieve 1is excelleht. However, I think the bill fell short of ap-
parently what 1t intends to do beocause there 1s no indication as

I read the blll that the fifteen dollars a week provided for rew
habllitation need be spent'fcr'rehabilitation. I can envision the
#ltuatlion whereln for exemple a men has an injured left hand, I
don't know why I plocked thaﬁ particular example; for example an ins
Jured left hand and he wbuld got fifteen dollars g week for treate
ment which might, perhaps, help rehabilitate his hand and the use
f 1t. He would get fifty-five dollars a week as opposed to the

dollars a week, The rehabllitation principle which thils bill shows

man who lost his left hand and had none and could obviously benefit
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not benefit by any rehabllitatlion treatment and vho would get
fifty dollars a week; but:as I read the bill there is no requirs-
ment that £ifteen dollars a week be used for thet purpose. It
seems to me that; 1t might be something wrong and I would be happy
to have that polnted out to me, It seems to me, however, that
the matter of fact 1s that you get an extra fifteen dollars a
week 1f you don't lose a hand; but if you do lose 1t, you don't
get 1t. I would say that there should be a requirement, a stnlet

one, that rehabilitation money be pald only when rehabilitation is |
the real purpose to recelve any money. I cannot find very much

more to eriticlze in the bill armd you all know me well enough to

know that T look for it. I will say no more, except that I do
belleve that 1f the same approach been taken on the unemployment

compensation law, you would have passed a much better law today,. {

THE CHAIR:

Are there further remarks?

SENATOR BUZATD:

Mr, Prosidentes..

THE CHAIR:

Semator Buzeld, the 24th distriot, |

SEVATOR BUZAID: S |
Mr. President, I would like to refer to section 10 as discussed g

by the Senator from the twenty-sixth district on dealing with re= 1

habilitation. It will provide that the fifteen dollars per week i

be paid for vehabilitation treatment, At the tine this blll was

gone over, thers was quite a bit of disoussion with this in the
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Labor Commlttes with both the Demooratic members and the Republi-

can members and I was Chairmen of the sub~gcommittee whloh helped -

draft the leglslature whieh is presently in front of us. We went
down (indistingulshable) because the workmen's compensation come
missionérs shall meke rules and regulations to carry out the proe
vislons of this section snd shall further compile a 1ist of the
rehablllitatlion facllities avalleble in this state and suitable for

disabled workers. I think thet we all know those of us Who are

attorneys, those of us who are employers, we have a few of those
here ani the workers and union members as well, that the workmen's
compensatlon obmmissiqnars of Connestlout heve done a splendid job

and certainly will be able to govern this with their own regula-
tlongs as they see fit.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Marlanl, the 18th distriet,
SENATOR MARTANT:

Mr. President, now that we know who the Chairmen of the sube

committee was that drafted thls bill, it is understendable that it
should be in good order,

THE CHAIR:

Are there further remarks? If there are no further remarks,
the questlion is on the acceptance of the committee's favorable re-
port and passage of the bill. Those in favor signify by saying
aye", opposed "no". ' The b1ll is passed,

The President in the Chair,
THE CILERK:

. Galendar No. 1287..  File No., 824, -House-Bill No. 2017, An Akl —
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THE CLERK:

Disagresing Action, Favorable report of the Joint Standing
: 979
:ox_nmittea on Iabor, Senabe Bill No. 799. An Act concerning Rew

vising the Workmen's Compensatlion Law. Passed on May 22, 1959 by
the Semste, Passed by the House on May 26, 1959 as smended by
House Amendment "A",

SENATOR MILLERs

Mr. Presidente.s.s

THE CHAIR:

Senator from the 13th.

ENATOR MILLER:

I move for reoconsiderstion. For suspension of the rules for

raoonslderation,

THE CHAIR:
The questlion is on suspension of the rules for immediate recon- \

lderation. Is there any objections? There appears to be nons.,

ﬁll in faver of reoconsliderstlion will signify by saying “aye", those

opposad "no". The "ayes" have it., The matter is before you.

SENATOR MILLER: |

| Mr. President.... |
&ﬂE CHAIRs

Senator frem the 15th.

SENATOR MILLER:

1 move for the acceptance of the committes's fevorebls report

fnd passage of the bill as amended,
THE CHAIR:




- The question is on the acceptance of the committee's favorable
repﬁrt and passage of the blll as amended. Will you remark?
SENATOR MILLERg

Mr. President, in one sectlon of the bill, it inadvertently
left the forty=five dollars when the complete blll, 1t was raised
to fifty-five percent of the average production wage which 1t was
under sestlon 19, That is the correction they made in the House,
I urge its passage.

THE CHATIR: |

Will you remark further? If not, all those 1n favor will sig-
nlfy by saying "aye", those opposed "no"., The "ayes" have it.

Te bill is ordered pessed as amended. | |

THE CIERK:

Favorable substitute report of the Joint Stand ing Committee on
Finence. House Bill No, 2324. An Act comcerning the Impositlon

|
of the Educatlon Welfere and Publie Health Tax on Hotel Accomoda-
tions in Gas and Eled¥ricity Use 1n Heabting Commercial Establishm

ents. Passed by the House on May 20, 1959 together with House
imendment Schedule "A" and House Amendment Schedule "B",
\ENATOR BUZAID: o

Mre. Prosident.eso

THE CHAIR:

Senator from the 24th,

' ENATOR BUZAID:

D

I move for suspension of the rules for lmmedlate conalderstion.
%HE CHAIR:

May 29, 1969 | 165
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agains t uad of these bllls‘P If'not, it's
open to: the general public. Proponents '
of the blll. Anyone wish to spesk in favor
of any of these blllo

‘ M“"garet Driscoll: kr. Chsirmen, we &re in Tavor of all of -

Conn. State = the bills with the exception of §. B. No.
AFL~-CIO Cncl. 821/ THE WORKLEN 'S COLPENSATION ACT in which
I'm not teking any position for the organize-
tion. We have another bill in which provides
for a,limited free choice. That's H. B. No.
0085//Rep. Herlow) WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION --
KOTICE OF INJURY, MEDICAL, HOSPITAL, AND :
HURBING CARE, HOW PROVIDED end we would
support that resther than the other. And as
fer as H. B. No. 3687/(Reps. Wright and
Hunziker) APPOTINTHEBEHT OF DEPUTY NORAR TS
COLPENSATION COMWISSIONERS and H. B. No.
3689/(Reps. Wright and Hunziker) APPOTNTMENT
OF DEPUTY WORKMEN'S COLEPENSATION COMMISSIONERS
are concerned, we believe that additional
commigsioners are- necessary, at last in
Bridgeport, Hertford and New Haven but we
wonder, wbether they shouldn't be full’
commissioners rather than deputy commissioners
since they would, presumably, perform the same
functions as commissioners and they should,
~therefore, be paid the same amount.  And the
reason we need more commissioners 1s so we can
: get quicker hearings than now on compensation
z ' cases. Because, as you know, thé whole purpose
b of this Workmen's Compensatlon Act 'is to pro-
vide compensation for people who ars injured .
in the course of their employment or who suffer
an occupationel disease which arises out of '
their employment}"Andnthé‘purPOSe‘of paying
them compensatlon is’ to see to it that they
L ' - don't have to worry about their bills while
3 ~ they're being tréated and to get them back to
| work' as fast as possible. Doctors will tell
" ' you that other worries can’delay recovery in
many illnesses and in many injuries and the
fewer worries & men has while he is out of
work, disabléd, the guicker his chances of
recovery are. The Taw also was to provide
adequate treatment during the period of dia-
ebility so as to, again, get the person back
not only to work but to his fullest efficiency
at vork. While the law does not provide full’
comp....ation .. .he _.ju.y you ...ve su.f.red,

it does provide full medicel treatment. Our “*«.

presént law is good in:that respect. Becalse,
however, it doesn't provide full compenodtlon,
meny of the bills before you today would in-

"

crease benefits. S. B. Ho. 979 {Senator Miller)

R V.S, G LHP LOPKLEN ', -COLP...SATION TAW would
increase benefits to & maximum of $60,00 and

to a percentaoe of average earnings from tne
present 60% to 66 £/3%. Another bill would

increase beneflﬁs throvgh the average weelly
earnings of the injured employee. That is
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H. B. Ho. 5494/?Hep. liulreed) TWORKLIEN 'S
COIPENSATION-PARTT AL IKCAPACITY. Iow, the

©opurpose pénlad those bills is to see to it

that the benefits which &re provided ere
cdequate. At the present time, msny companies-
I can think of-I know two in Eridgeport-
Electric Storage Battery and ilcoa I'm tola
enG I think there's a third, at least,
supplement worlmen's compensation beneflts,
sometimes up to the average wage,sometimes
below it, beceuse, apuarently, tley heve found
aad reslize that the amount of Oﬁoflts wnich
ere being peld ere not -adequate-that neople
can't 1live on $45.00 a week or in bOML cases,
less then thet snd the result of paying in-
etecvate benefits isg, in meny instences, em-—
ployees will put off getting the treatment

they need becsuse they cen't afford to stay
out of work to get‘that treatment. DPeople
with beck 1n;uvleu, for ex annle, put off
getting the beck operstion that they ought

fo- nave or traction treaument because they
cen't &TIOTQ to stay out uvnder the compenaa-
tion rates &s they presently exigst., In sal-
aried occupations, you find, ia meny instances,
thet emvloyers will pay full weages for people
who sreé unemployed because of a disability.

Znd so, what we're asking here ig not enything
which hasn't already been put into effect in
some industries and with some employers becauge
they neve found thet it 's worth it snd it's
good emwnloyment policy. What we're asking is
en attenpt to meke this law fulfill its major
vurpose, which is to have workers rehgbilitated
&s qulc¢lJ as pouulble-oet them back to work-
pay them zdequate benefits while they are out
so they cen get the trestment they need and
can efford to get the treatment they neeéd end
have not got to worry, at the same time, about
na;lno other billg-their own household bills
end expenses while they're out and we, there-
fore, favor all of the bills which increase
the benefits. /e believe that the time has
come to increese these benefits to the average
weekly earnings.

Wow, in adaition 3. B. No. 9’79‘/(8611. Iiller)
SIVISIHS GORIETI 'S COMPDNSATION LAW, S. B.
To. 617/Qaea. ulllef) VORI 'S COEP4u~A 0N~
HOTICE OF GLAT.. FOR COLPEFSATION, I think.
those are the only two, would eliminate the
requirement that in order to collect any
compensation, you have to file a written
notice of cleim within e yeer of the injury

or the first menifestation of tie occupational
disease or within five yesrs. from the tiime

that you were employed at the employer in

vhoge employment you claim you recelived the
disease or the injury. Now, this is &sn ex-
tremely important change which ought. to be
nede in our law. The imgportance of 1t has
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been dramstized by our experience with radie-
tion. ot unecessarily in thisg state, but in
other ststes. I''here weas one case, as you know,
involving the peinting of redium dials on |
clocks where the workers were held not to be
covered becausge, &t the time, the time limit
nad expired for notice of the.injury. And in
rediation and in other ceses of.occupational
Giseeses, sometimes you find no effectg-no dig~
abling effects-no even symptoms until many
vesrs sfter you have been exposed to the con-
dition wiich ceuses the 1nJufw or dissbility.
it the present time, the five year limitation
is perhaps the Worst because our law under
occupational diseases does say with a year
from the:time of the firgt menifestetion of

en occupstional disease to you. Do, if you
cell redistion sickness or injuries resulting
from radiation end occupational disease, that
might cover you except for the five year limit-~
ation wihich says that, in any case it's got to
be within five years from the date of yOur-
thet you left your employment. So that,

those instances where .you cannot dlscover that
you have an injury or a disease resulting from
yvour employment, the present statute of 1limit-
ations would foreclose you from collecting.
This bill would eliminate that notice. Well,
now, someone would say, well after all how

is the insurance company going to know how
long they are going to keep their records.
uell ot the present time if they have to keep
thelr records for & year from the date of the
first manifestation of an occupational disease,
there is uncertainty already and the fact ig
thet the farther away the man who is injured
gets from the date of the injury that he
alleges caused his condition, the harder it

is for him to prove it and &ll the proof is

on him. So that it seems to me here where’

the alternative is to deny beunefits to people
who have-who can prove that & condition re-~ '
sulted from an injury in employment, you don't
change the law. The law should be changed so
as to permit recovery in all cases where it
can be proven to the satisfaction of the
Commissioners thet the injury or the disease
originated and wvas caused by the employment
that trne cleimant alleges and these bills

"ould do just that

Now, in addition to the notice claim and the
increase in the maximum amount of benelfits,
there is an increase in the percentage used

to determine Epe weéekly benefit amount: in

S. B. Ho. 979/(Sen. Miller) REVISING THE
VORKI{EA 'S COLPENSATION LAW and while we're

for average earnings, I1'd like to point out
thet that increase to 66 and 2/3 would bring
Connecticut at lsast in line with the magorlty
of the states. More than the mejority now




RFG - 6 S . CLBORS T . 2/po/5%24:

!

, orov1de 668/5 Mind you “we don't think ay
| state provides really adequate benefits but
' if you want a comparison, there is one.

Then, there is & provision in S. B. No. 979w
' ' end there is a bill also proviplnv the same
thlno vhlch 1s He B. Po, 5099 (Grlfflth

Comm1ss1oner to award adaltlonal compensation
up to 200 weeks where he finds that the

b compensation payable under the sct is not
sufficient adequately to compensate the in-

b jured employee for the injuries he suffered.
If, for example, & musician, let's say a

> : planlst, injures his left hand "0 that he

cennot play the piano any more, the loss to

g thet men is grester than the Same injury

> would be to a person who is in an euployment
wnere the use of the left hand was not so 2 s

b 3 _ importent. This kind of provision, therefore,

would give the Commissionexr power to grant
uddltlondl benefits to cover tiis kind of
special injury. There is no provision in
the law now to permit tbat'eycept under the
dlsflgvrement provision and this is phrased
in much the same wey as the present dis-
flgurement b111.

Then, there are provisions in S. B. Iio. 979V/
(Sen. Iiller) REVISING ML WORKMEN 'S COMPENSA-
?I0¥ LAW, S. B. No. 521 /(Sen. Caldwell) PAY-
KENTS OF WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION, H. B. No.
5095,X§ep. Corrigan) COMPEESATION”FOR TIME LOST
WHILE RECEIVING LEDICAL TREATMENT, which wowld
compensate injured employees” for time lost = -
while undergoing medical treatment and would
also compensate them for their necessary travel
time for such treatement and for transportation
to obtain such treatment. At the present time,
in most instances, at least that I've had ex-
perierce with, you will be able to collect

the tramsportation. You usually are not able
to collect the time that you lose from the job.
You're able to collect the cost, of course, of
the treatment but where an employee, in order
to be seen within a doctor's office hours, has
to lose time f£from his job for medical treat-
ment, which is approved and which is author-
ized ¥ the compzuny, there is no reason why

they should not be compensated for that time
lost and these provisions in these bills would
Dvov1de 1t

E

Kow, there is another whole field here which-
has not been covered by our Workmen's Compen-
sation Law and which is covered, in part, by
S. B. Lo. 979/(Sen. Liller) REVISING THE WORK-
LEN'S COMPENSATION LAW, in part by, let's see,
I think there's one other pill here. Well, I
can't find it . but it's the whole field of re-
hsbilitetion. I think there is enother bill
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wnich will be heard by your Committee next
vieelk on the field of rehabilitation snd ver-
nsps I sbould save my remerks on that until
then because & lot more should be provided

then 1s provided in this omnibus bill. but &t
least thet is an opeuning wedge. That bill
reguires thet zn employer transfer injured
employees to svailable suitable work. That

ig, if the work is available, the employer

has en obligation to put an injured employee

on suiteble work and then i1t provides that
while employees are being rehabilitated, under-
going rehsbilitation treatment, they may
receive & paymeant of J15.00 & weck if they are
prevented from engaging in full time employment
because of the time they spend on rehabilita-
tion.

Then, I think, £finally, well not finally, the
next thing that these vills do is to increase
the coverage of this act to include employers
of employees of one or more. &t the vpresent
time, theres are some 24 states which have
coverage of employers of employees oFf oune or
more. fThere is, of course, in logic no
reason why wneople who heppen- to work for an
employer who employs three people or more
should be covered and thosée who happen to
work for an employer employing two ox one
employee are not covered. There is no good

.reason and logic, I believe there is no good

reason in cost or in administration because
I think most employers would rather be covered
by this kind of insurance and I think meny of

‘us, I Inow I've provided it personslly for

domestic employment and I think that there's
no gquestion but what you'd rather be covered
for injuries to your employees by some kind

of insurence then have them go get injured &'
and have no recourse. . So, I don't think there
should be eny difficulty now about extending
thet coverage to employers of one or more.
There is certeinly no problem in administra-
tion end there is no justice in discriminating
ageinst employees who happen to work for one
employer rather than another.

How, there are other »rovisions in these bills
in 979vand 521vparticularly which would penalize
employers when they fail to provide by the pro-
visions of the act and- live up to the intent

of the act either by not paying compensgsation
promptly, within two weeks from the time they
heve notice of the disability or by refusing

to rey it &t a1l end saying that they ere not
ligble when the Commissioner f£inds that they

or there is not & good reason for denying
ligbility. How, some of you mey think that .
this doesn't hapren. Tet me tell you that

it does. That I heve been before Commissioners
on more then three or four occasions where the
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gttox ney fur the . comoaay has come in and eald
"I don't see any reason for our denying lia-

bility in this case. "I don't lmow why we did.

I don't know why the compeny did". %This has
happened but, in the meantime, between the
time that the clgim is made or the injury
happened and you get to the hearing, the
claimant is bettln@ no compensation and, in
some cases, it takes enother couple ofiiveeks
after that for the lawyer to convince the
compeny that there's no defense for you then
to get compensation. I mean, there are these
delays which are unnecessary and unjustified
end it's only by, I think, making it, penal-
izing employers for doing this kind of thing
énd it isn't just employers-it's insurance
compenies who handle it-thet you're going to
get eaway from it and the penalties provided
here range from 10 to 15% or 20% of the award
in case of any failure 0 pay en installment
when it's due or to pey compensation when
it's due or to contfove rt an award without
JuSul¢10athﬂ.

Now, the bill also provides for lump sum
settlements. = Well, these are made now with
interest di scounted at 4% but it provides

for the use of experiencea tables on mortal-
ity and for the use of the remerriage table
of the Dutch Royal Insurence Institution.

This is merely to provide standards by which
you cen measure how much any settlement should
take into consideration: for any given injury.
The same bill also provides that receipts be
required for the payment of compensation from
persons receiving the same so there can be no’
argument gbout Whetheraor not you received it.

Now, there &are g couple of bills here Wthh
deal with the selsction of a phy8101an.¢/
bill which we support is H. B. No. 3083(Rep.
harlow) WOR¥IIM 'S COMPENSATION-NOTICRE OF '
INJURY, LBDICAL, HOSPITATL, AND NURSING CARE,
HOW PEOVIDED. This would permit the employee
to' select & doctor from & panel, approved by
the Commissioner. At the present time, as you
know, the employer must provide the doctor.
The employee, in order to change physiciens
must heve suvubthorization frowm the Commigsioner
The Commissioner usuelly doesn't make such an
authorization without at least a conference
and frequently a heering. This would require
the Commissioner to meke up a ligt of doctors
from whom claimants could choose without '
specific authorizsation from the Commissioner.
fow, the reason ;or any authorization at all,
I nean for having the Commissioner pick the
penel, in the first instance, is to be sure
thet the physicians involved are capable of
handling the kind of injury indiceted snd
also from & practicel point of view, to be
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lenguaze. IV eppears to be even higher when
vou compare it with the cosgt of admlnistrsxion
if you had a state fund. lr. Herlian in his
Lehor Letter reflently vpointed out that where
there were state funds in workmen's compensea-
tion, the percentage of contributions paid

out was 95%. Vhen you have group insuranoe,
temborf"y dlsablllty insurance, the cogt of
administration hes ranged from 6 to 12%.

Where there has been a cormmeting state fund,
with privabte insursnce companies, it's been

12 or 1&%% for the state fund and a5J for the
1nsurance companies. fThis is still a lot less
then 40%, So if there is any t 1k about in=-
creased cost, let's remember we've been peying
40p of the Dremlum dollar because after all
thisg is g part of the cost of prodoctlon &8s
one of your representaﬁlves pointed out. All
of us paid it. Ve've been paying 4ON to the
insurance companies all of these years. It's
time we began to get adecuate benefits in
return and these bills provide more nearly
adeguate benefits thean any tnln@ we have had

so far.

liow, there is one provision in the in S. B.
Mr. ¥iller' s bill, No. 979YREVISI NG THE WORK- §
LEN 'S COLPEN SATION LAY and one in Wr. Mulreed's
bill, H. B. No. 3494 /(Rep. Hulreed) WORKIEN'S
COM+J“b§mIOb~Pf?mILL ITECLPACITY which would
increase the greas of the body for viich dis-
figurement awards may be made. At the present
time, you can only obtain an asward for dis-
figurement for the neck, face, the head, the
hends and the forearms. You can't get it for
the upper arms, the upper legs or for any
other part of your body. Senator Miller's
bill provides for the upper arms and for the ;
legs. Nr. Mulreed's bill provides for any |
disfigurement of any part of the body. Many

of you remeniber the terrible fire in New Haven
where many of the women there were very badly
disfigured in areds where they could not get '
anyﬁhlng for disfigurement. I have here with

me a gentlemen who was: very badly burned in

one of our industriel plants in Waterbury and

he will, if the Committee will permit, just

show the Committee the results of the scarring
which he has received for which he can get 1o
compensation whatsoever other than if there's

eny loss of wages which he cannot demonstrate

et this tine but for the disfigurement which

he has been caused and which I would like him

to demonstrate for the Committee. I think he
will indicate by this demonstration the need
there is for amending our law so that a
Commissioner may award compensation for dis-
figurement of all parts of the body.
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Chr. ¥iller:  If there is anyone here who doesn't want to
see this, theéy can leave. He's going to take
off, I guess, everything from the waist up?

RPG - 12 ...+ . . TABOR

Mrs. Drigcoll: Yes. He's dressed in bathing trunks. His

B neme is liichsel kiarlak end he's an employee
of the Chase Company in Waterbury.

Chr. Iiiller: Wthen was this fire -~ about a year or so ago?

Mrs. Driscoll: 1956. It's a wonder he's alive.

Chr. Miller: You've got your bathing suit on. You might
- g8 well show 811 the scars to us.

hr, killer: irs. Driscoll, was there any award for these
’ injuries at all? How about the scars?

lMrs. Dirscoll: Yes. From the arms-from the lower arms, he
: received an eward for loss of use snd scars
and for the leg, loss of use.

Chr. Miller: Thenlk you very much.

|
ﬁj Mrs. Driscoll: Dr. Fisher geave him as much as he could.
| ‘ Did I teke in waiting period?

| Chr. Miller: I think you did. Yes. From the first day on.
I - Are there any questloms from any members of
the Committee?

817/Q

Rep. Petela: In reference to S. B. Ko. Ben. Relihan)

} i Branford THE VORKMEN 'S COMPENSATION ACT, Mrs. Driscoll
} S S do you foresee in the future, due to the .

economic expansion, the use of atomic radiation,
a t,rea‘t:e::‘ number of cases resulting in this type
of claim that you mede- mentlon of and, if so,
how much9 :

Hrs. Driscoll: ¥Well, I don't have any estimeate put I know that
4 in Connecticut now there are meny firms using

? ‘ radiocactive isotopes in their industrial pro-
cesses which would not necessarily mean to the
public that they are atomic plants. There are
e lot of meesuring devices now which use radio-
active isotopes so that this problem is going
to get bigger-much bigger but mind you, there
ere injuries now, I think barillium poisoning
is one, where it is difficult to find out until
yeers after. BSomebody mentioned to me this
morning that castors - is it castors' disease
they get shakes? 'That's somethlng you don't

; _ find until msny years laber so that this is not
? only necessitated by the recent discove ries out

' by the situation which presently exists.

TS

T

{
|
J Rep. Zarle: iwnen we reduce the number of employees to one
; Wilton we'lre going to find thet a lot of employers
’ - just aren't going to get the word.

; lirs. Lriscoll: They're not going to get the word?
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They're not going to kaow about the law.
Phey're not going to inzure themselves.

I think, for example, sbout housewives and
their domesgtics.

well, they got the word on Zocial Security.

I mean, I really don't think-that used to

be & problem and I think that the whole~
there was a whole theory which hes been ex-
ploded, I think, by SHociel Security being
extended to housewives with domestic servants
that you couldn't cover ewployers of one or
more because they wouldn't lnow enough or they
wouldan't "get the word"™ as you put it or it
would be too cumbergome. You know? But I
think that's &1l been exyloded by the fact
that they now are covered vy Social Security
and gvparently it 's been successful.

Well, certainly they shouvld get the word but
it seems to me this ig pretty drastic to ,
eliminate all of the common law defensces &s
avplied to them.

Well, that's the way-thet 's the same provision
28 is now in the law with regard to other em-
ployers. - “
With regard to what?

To other--

With regard to more than three-you meen?
Yes.

Yes, but I meen when you get down to one and
they don't get the word becsuse they may not
at first, it's going to be pretty hard on them.

Yell, I suppos@ it may be but I think a change
of tris kind will be given sufficient publicity
so that it will be accepted. I mean it's Just
like income tax. Everybody's got to pay an
income tex because they have income and they
have to get the word. <You know ignorance of
the law is no excuse and I'm sure tlat employ-
ers, Chambers of Commerce, as well as our or-
ganization would do our best to see to it that
there was enough publicity on this Xkind of a
change. ’ .

With regard to S. B. Ho. 979J?Sen. Hiller)
REVISING THE WORKREN'S COMPREHSATION LAW, are
you sure that &ll of these things can be
insured ageinst?l guess my question is, in
part, is this & model act? Has this been
teken from some other stete or--

I would say-this is, of course, the adminis-
)

- L T 4 AR 3 iy 1 N fy A - -
tration bill. This isn'y ¢ jpn by our or
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genization but from what I know of 'it, I
would say that this-sll of the v»rovisions in
this bill heve counter-vart in provisions in
other laws throughout the country but not in
eny one law.

Wow, I have one other guestion with regard
to Section 11 on the {$15.00. It seems to
gome of us that this must or might be more
properly in the field of collective beargain-
ing of wages.

Rehabilitation?

Do you went to comment on that. In other
wordg, they come back on the job and they
get $15.00 Tor dOlLlng. It seems perheps
this isn't workmen's comrensation but this
is statutory wage--

well, the only time they get the $15.00 is

when they're undergoing rehabilitation
treatment and becausge they 're undergoing

this, they are not able to work full time

at a job. 1ow, the reason for giving tlhem

the $15.00 isg to give them an incentive to

get the rehabilitation treatment so that they
asren't penalized by getting it and the reason
the employer should want them to get it is be-
cavse it will decrease the extent of disability
that the worker has. TLiberty Mutual Insurance
Company, for example, has g rehsabilitation -
center in Boston and I've had their agent in
Bridgeport tell me-in fect, he gave me the
figures one year and I didn't bring it up here-
how much money they figure they save on pay-
nents of permanent disability amounts. You
know-settlements of permenent disability by
having workers rehabilitated at this center.

I heve, in ny own experience, seen people’
rehabilitated in the center we used to have

in tridgevort. Ve don't have it any more.
Wnhere & man csme in with a hand-this is & war
injury, not an employee-as far as he was con-
cerned, he couldn't use the hend. It was all
shot up. A grio was devised for him on a
machine and he was taught to use this grip so
that over & veriod of time, he was able to use
the grip and using the grip, he got use of Lne
hand so that from nothlng, he had maybe a bOm—
I mean there are really wonderful things that
can be domne with occupationsal therapy and ;
physical therapy. 5

ind the $15.00 is to encoursage them to undergo

that?

That 's right. Ee won't be penalized for under-
going it. I mean it's-not a reward. It's to
take the place of wages he'd be losing.
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kr. liclishon, I understand that now medical
reports are sent to the patient's physician
vpon written request by the patient. Do
you not feel that is adequate? Isn't it
almost better for the patient's physician
to see that than the patient?. There might
be something in the report quite-in the
reoort that perhaps it wouldn 't help the

- LABOR

- patient to see but his own physician could

guide him,

I think in any discovery of any medical
foundation or any facts discovered through
medical examination, I think it would be

much more favorable considering all factors
concerned end considering +the importance of
your question, I think it would be important
for either the party concerned or his attomey
to receive the information directly.

You don't think just having his physician see

-1t is adequate? His own personsl physician?

Ho. I don't think that would be adequate.
Thank.you.-

Thank you.
these b1ills?

Anyone else in favor of any of

I might say that I spoke to lir. Rourke. S
He says he 1s very much in favor of the bill.

I spoke to several other colleagues. I don't

know where they happen to be at this time Dbut

they said they'd be around at the proper time.
I hope they are. Thank you.

Thank you. .
I wish to register in opposition, in psarticular,
to S. B. No. 9797/(Sen. Liller) REVISING THE
WORKMEN 'S COMPEHNSATION LAY and to H. B. No. 27677
(Rep+ Vernovei) WORKKEN'S COMPENSATION-ELIMINATING
THE SEVEN-DAY WAITING PERIOD. Regardless.of .
what anyone says here today as far as these

rates are concerned, if this legislation is
enacted, the rates, the compensation rates

would have to go up. I don't think snyone can
make any other statement. I think thet when

you increase the rates, you're increasing,
obviously, the cost of doing business in this
state. I don't believe that this legislation

is in the best interests of the people of this
state. I think, moreover, that in the long run,’
legislation of this type is going to cost you

jobs which is going to hurt the people and I
feel that when you consider legislation of this
type, this is what you have to keep in mind.

Is it going to meke jobs for the state? I

don't think 8o and I don't think anyone here

can say that it would.
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Chr. ILilller: Thank you. dJust a miﬁute. Could you come
back? There's a question for you.

Sen. Buzaid: Representative Terrell, don't you think it
is the duty also to protect the people that
we have working in the state today to see that
they ere adequately supplied with an income
when they are not able to work as a result of
an industrial accident?

Rep. Terrell: T certainly do, sir and I also say that Conn-
ecticut hss been in the forerunner in doing
just that.

' Chr. Miller: One more question.

Rep. Petela: In your experience or in your readings, have
Branford you ever known of any industry or of any
' ‘ particular plant tlmt has laid off anybody
due to the high cost of this particular cost,
namely a manufecturing cost, etc.

Rep. 'Terrell: Well, my answer to that would be-you can't take
any one factor and say that this is what. is
causing industry to move to the south but when
you take a factor of our tax situation, when
you add this factor into it, you can certainly .
say that it is going to effect industry either
coming into the state or leaving the state.

Rep. Petelas Viell, then, aren't you jumping the gun by
saying this is going to cause industry to
leave the state if it is enacted?

Rep. Terrell: I say this is not going to bring any jobs into
' the state, sir and I, moreover, would say that
I wouldn'™ be surprlsed that eventually this .
would result in industry leaving the state.

Rep. Griffith: representatlve Terrell, you heard it stated
E. Hfd. aere that insurance companies retein 39 to
40% above what they pay out in workmen's
comnensatlon. Do you have any reason to dis-
-pute those facts?

Rep. Terrell: I don't know that this is a question of my
trying to dispute those facts. I think that--

Rep. Griffith: I esked you a gquestion. Do you have any reason
to dispute those -facts?

Rep. Térrell: I don't think there's a question of disputing~-

Rep; Griffith: Uell,'there's a big question here.

Rep. Terrell: I would be éery happy to see an actuary of an
insurance company explain how their acquisition

costs work and perhaps they can explain it to
you. I am not an actuary, sir.
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well, if the insurance companles were content

with the smeller profit and those benefits were

given, do you still think without raising the

cost it would still meke unemployment in this

state?

I would answer that this way. If the insurance
compenies can operate on a lower level which

I certeinly am not an actuary and in no ’
position to answer the guestion increasing

benefits to the point where it will not in-

crease the cost of doing business in this

state, that's fine.

Thank you.

iembers of the Committee, I'd like to go on
record here supporting these house bills under
the Vorkmen's Compensation Act. IMaking it
very brief, I Jjust want to make one point

that I would like this Labor Committee to

get over. I'd like to tell you of a problem
thet happened in my own shop where I work, why.
I feel that these laws should be improved and
wnere they help people as a whole. Three
people were ruptured in my plant eand they

came to me because I am chairman of the union
down there and they says: "How can I go to

the hospltal and be taken care of when I only
will receive $40.00 or $45.00 a week. That
won't even be.enough to buy food for three

or four children plus the hsband and wife',
Those are the things that hurt the working

man and the results of tlmt is that he does

not go for his medical attention when he Cy ‘
should go. He holds it off becsuse he needs ' ,
to work. He needs the purchasing power and in
the long run, the thing that actually happens

“is that his case gets to be more serious than

it was in the beginning. ZEven $60,00 a week,

in my honest opinion as a working man, is not
sufficient. I believe that the Vorkmen's
Compensation Act is at least ten years behind
the times and I hope this Labor Committee will
vote favorebly upon at least the Administration
Bill, Thank you very much.

Thenk you. The next gentleman.

I'm President of Local 23, Insurence Workers
of America, AFL-CIO. I speak in behslf of
about 450 agents in the State of Connecticut.
Insurence agents. The reason I bring that
point-I would like to direct your attention

to a portion of S. B. No. 979/(Sen. liller)
REVISING THE WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION LAV and

H. B. No. 3079 (Rep..Corrigan) EXTEFDING WORK-
HEN 'S COMPENSATION PROTECTION TO ALL EMPLOYEES.
At the present time, we are not covered by
Vorkmen's Compensation. Under the existing
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law, tne employer is allowed to have people
entering their employment voluntarily waive
their right to compensation. In the State of
Connecticut, our agents are not covered and
the states around us in Rhode Island, Wassa-
chusetts, New Hempshire, kaine and Vermont
they are covered but we definitely feel that
ve are being discriminated against snd we urge
this.-committee very strongly tmat when they
consider making this-extending this coverage
on & compulsory basis to all employers, we
wounld like to have them really think about us
fellows that are not covered by Vorkmen's
Compensation. Evidently, there are other
employers within the state that use the pro-
visions of this law and we urge this Committee .
to give favorable recommendation to these bills,

Thenk you. Commissioner Ricciuti,

lir, Cheirman, testifying in behalf of the
Vorkmen's Compensation Bill No. 9797 (Sen.
iiller) REVISING THE WORKWMEN'S COMPENSATION
LAY, I'd just like to say a few words to

vart from the text I have here about this
bu.gsiness of jobs in Connecticut. I know

that this theme is going to run all through
these labor hearings and I just wonder if we
don't waste too much time blaming different
people snd different programs for the fact
that we do have less Jjobs in the State of
Connecticut than we did before and, in '
wasting that time blaming one another. I
think it would be & lot better if we embarked
upon a campaign to get more Jjobs. DPut some

of this fire and brimstone into an effort to
bring Jjobs into Comnecticut instead of blaming
one another. It's not just one branch of our
economy, it seems to me, that is responsible. .
There are a lot of other things that enter into
all this-the state of our nationel eOOﬂomy-
what our national government is doing or is
not doing at this point so that it seems to

me it's a little unfair to say that if this
bill is passed or that bill is passed that so
msny Jjobs are going to leave Comnecticut. I
think all of us have to work together in order
to make sure that Conrnecticut gets to be the
kind of a place where manufacturers will stay

' here and expand snd new industries will come in

rather than blaming one another for .a 51tuat10n
which may be Jjust temporary.

The major deficiency in workmen's compensation
ig the inadequacy of the weekly benefit amount
to the injured worker or in the case of his ox
her death, his or her survivor. For most of
us, it is difficult to make ends meet on our

%ular salary. How you would get along on

0% of your weekly salary-yet for more thean
hal: of 211 the injured workers alone, the law




-\

LAEOR - z/20/59 144

does ‘not evea provide 600.' As you know, our
present law provides the 60% up to a maximum
of $45.,00, Any worker who earns more than

S5 OO a week, therefore, is held to less than
60% of his wee41y earnings. As an example, if
you're earning $91.00 a week which is the
average wage here in Connecticut, 60% of the
$91.00 would entitle you to $$54. 00 a - week but
the fact that we have a maximum of {45.00, he
doesn't get the #54,00 or anyone making more
than that end $91.00 is the average. Nearly
two- thlrds of our men workers are earning this
anmount- %91 00 or higher and desplte this in-
teation in the law that you get 60%, they are
held dowa by the maximum. If 60% is too low
and I'm sure you'll agree that it isg, it Wlll
do no good to two-thirds of our men workew

to raise this ratio without a raise in tne max-
imum.  Then, what should the msximum be? TFor
the injured worker, there is no reason why he
should not continue to receive his full pay
during disability. The United States Depart-
ment of Labor recommends a weekly payment
sufficient to give most workers not less than
two-thirds of their average weekly wage. This
would reguire a maximum in Lonnectlcut of
approx;mately $70,00, Nine states already
provide maximum weekly benefits equal to at
least two-thirds of the state's average weekly
wage as reported under the Unemployment Insur-
ance Act. This would amount to around $60.,00
in Connecticut which is what this bill provides
for -~ not what the Lebor Department in Washing-
ton suggests. Therefore, you can see that the
maximum weekly amount in this bill is not un-
usual., If you people are familiar withe the
events which led up to the enactment of the
Workmen's Compensation Law, you know that
workers.gave up their rights to sue under - ‘
common-law in order that they might get compen-
sation payments without the test of contribu-
tory negligence. Now, what he has given up has
become more and more valuable since the Compen-
sation Law wes passed. 4s you know, if you go
into court in civil suit, awards are usually
much higher than comparable workmen's compensa-
tion awards and they're continuing to rise.
Workmen's compensation payments as a proportion
of average earnings are getting smaller and
smeller so that what the worker gave up is -
getting larger and what he has saccepted in lieun
of tlat is getting smeller. I want to illustrate

~this point by this chart. Can all the members

of the Committee see this? You've got, I'm sure
coples of it. This traces from 1938 on. The
maximum weekly amount in Connecticut, the average
wage for the Conmecticut worker and the ratio of
the maximum weekly amount to the eaverage weekly
earnings so that in 1938, the maximum amount in
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TED state was L26.00 & week, . The average earn-
ings in the state was 20.00. That represented
€49 - this chear here OJ the average weekly wage
in the stete. That's what it was in 19u8 Ls
you see in 1940, the figure stayed at £25.00
the maximum~itut the average wages were 29,00
so the percentaze went down to 86¢%. THere,
Guring the War-jears wheil wages were more OY
less frozen, the figures went down so that they .
ranged around DON—GOWﬂ from this high of 94 end
86% end down tﬁrougq tie years until the present
time tiis pattern of Qecfea51ng ratio has helad
all the way so tet now down from 94u with the
meximum in Connecticut now about 45 .00, the
ratio is 90 of the average wage in the scateo
In other v ordQ, the maximum amount is 49% of
whet nost worizers in this state get as an
gverage S0 you cC&n see formerly where the
worker was gble to go to court, meny years ago
ne gave up this rignht and this program was in-
stituted by the nercentage of the weekly wage
has gone down end when you figure that only
about 50% of the workers in the stdte get the
maxinumn, 3ou can see that this isn't a situa—
tion which helwps the injured worker the way it
shouvld. Hon, this bill doesn't go as far as
the ideal solution. As I've said, the ideal
golution is that workers would get full pay
but this bill pronoses payments of two-thirds
of tre 1n3urea s sverage wage with a maximum
of 860.00. The average wage for workers in
Connectlcut today is over $90.00 so that with

a $60,00 maximum end weekly emounts of two-
talrds of the average earaings, at least half
of our wozrkers would still be held dovm by i
this meaximum. ' :

Now, what sbout the costs? Since workmen's
compensation payments are handled mainly
through private insurance companies, we don't
nave any good estimates of what the cost ]
figures might be. However, it igs possible
that a good portion of it could be born by
the insurance carriers,

Fow, we have a pie chart which most of you

have wnich shows the distribution of the

premium doller over the years. The figure in
tue red border repreoents what goes back or

izoes to the worker 1n COMfeﬂSathﬂ dﬂd medical
payments over & year's peviod - 63, 4%,
commission end flcla.prerv1 sion if you'll
notice amounts to 14. 59, edjusting ¢eep-1awyer S
fees, I guess, 8,9%, home office exsnenses 6.
taxes, licenses & fees 2.50, profit 24575,
accident prevention and educetion 241kL. 48 you
can see, the administrative costs, commissions,
lawyers fees &nd so on and so forth are, I
think reasonebly high es shown by this cha »t
and the fact is tmat if Gu of the premiums

are goinz to the wrkers, uYa goes somewhere
else. low, funés operated by the state have an

/ ’
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administrative exyense which is less then helf
of tre suinistrative cost of insurance through
vrivaete insurance carriers so 1t seems to me
that at least naxrt of the increased costs of
benefits could be borne by this large amount of
gduministraetive expense. 4s you lmow, in Conn-
ecticut, all workmen's compensation insuvrarnce
is throuzh private company or self-insurance.
It seems to me tiat the adizinistration or admin-
istrative expenditure can be reduced. I mean
we have sone exoerience in this field becauce
the uunemcloyment compensation prozrem is in the
Lebor Jepertment and the edministretive cost in
the Labor Devartment during the year 1958-the
year of a great meny claims-was 5/1% of the
totel beneriits. During this year, we processed
and pveid 2,510,000 checks. Iiow, this ig the
exrerience tiet we've had in the government
here in the state government which mny weople
ey is westeful end it seems to me that 1f we
cen that ind of administrative cost, there is
no reason why the insurance companies can not
and it seems to me also that -excuse me just a
moument please. This bill extends coverage to
employers of one or more from the present
three or more. It seems to me just as important
that a worker employed by a firm having two
employees receive compensation when he is in~
Jured as it is for an employee working in a

company which has, say a thousand workers.

The bill also clarifies the employee coverage

vrovisions which were enacted a long time ago N
and are out of date. The increase in benefits

which I mentioned earlier applies to both the
injured and to survivors of workers killed on
the Jjob. The amount allocated to dependents
under 18 after the widow no longer draws compen-
sation because of death or remarriage is in- ;
creased from $5.00 to $10.00. 1In cases where

an injured worker continues to be on the Jjob
but at a lower rate of pay because of his in-
Jjury, the benefits are increased. Increases

are provided for the loss of parts of the body,
such as arms, legs or & foot. These increases
would more realistically provide for losses
under economic conditions which prevail today.
In certain cases, the award which is specific

by statute may be totally inadequate and this
bill orovides that the Commissioner can go

over and above what is stated specifically if

he feels that the statutory award is not ade-
quate enough. \

Many persons are now deprived.of compensation
benefits because they were not aware of the
seriousness of their accident at the time it
occurred or of their compensation rights. This
bill proposes that the time limits now in the
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statutes be eliminated and that a claim may be
filed at any time. Uany workers lose pay while
they're receiving medical attention for injuries:
which occur during their work. I think that ths
cure of these disebilities is a part of their
work and that the lew should provide that the
workers will receive pay while receliving such
medical attention.

B

One of the brightest spots in the week-work
injury picture is the rehabilitation work which
is now being done in order to encourage workers
to receive rehgbilitation therepy and training
and to reward those who sre doing thisg the

bill provides that they shall receive $15.00

a week in addition to their regular compensation
awerds. There are many cases in which compensa~
tion payments are delayed. iorkers need compen-
setion at the time that they are injured. To
delay payment, in many cases, is as bad as not
meking eny paymsant at all. HNow, we've tried to
find out how prompt payments are here in Conn~
ecticut and it's very hard to pin that down and
I don't mean any criticism of the present system
but we have received complaints of delay of pay~
ment and the point I want to make is that a
worker who is faced with a choice of & delay in
peyment and a payment which he counsiders to be
inadequate, he might, becauvse he's desperate
decide that he ought to take the.smaller pay-
ment and I think one of the remedies in order
to speed up payment is to make it a hardship on-
the person or provide for penalties which Would
be placed upon the people who delay payment.

K]
)

This bill provides that there will be a 20%
additional amount for a payment delayed more

than ten days followsing an award and 10%
additional for payments delayed more than

seven days without an award. Also, to pre-

vent employers from contesting a case solely

to delay paygpents, the bill provides an addition~
el 15% that the Commissioner fines-that is the
Workmen 's Compensation Commissioner-if the
contention was without just cause.

liany workers who have just claims find it

difficult and costly to pay the expenses in

cases which are contested. Since these are
contested by employers, the bill provides that
the employer shall pay all costs incurred by
workers if an award is made to a worker after
being originally denied by the employer.

On second injury payments, the bill provides
that payments shall include awards for perman-
ent partial incapacity . greater than would have
oceurred without the pre-existing incavacities.
The present law, I think most of you know, is
very restrictive. It only applies in cases of

Rt Aoiaserrere— ]



- 30 ' - LABOR : 2/20/59 14&8“

total disability. I think since the second :
injury fund was passed, more than ten years

ago, it's about fourteen years ago, only three
cases against it have been approved. The bal- .
ance in this fund which was originally §100,000,00
is now {88,250.00. This is over & fourteen year
period.. The two year limit on claims against '
the second injury fund shouvld be eliminated.

1

Nothing is sadder than to see a badly injured
worker who has legitimete compensation rights
but is denied benefits because the employer
feiled to follow the law and obtain insurance
or has become bankrupt or insolvent. In order
that all persons entitled to compensation may
receive it, this bill establishes a compensa-
tion insurance fund from which payments will
be made where the liable employer is unsable to
provide the compensation.

Many workers with physical defects in order
to obtain employment sign waivers against
gseeking additional compensation because of
the disability. These waivers will be unnec-
essary if the provision concerning the second
injury fund is passed. Therefore, this bill
prohibits employers from requiring waivers ;
from persons with physical defects, o

Thig bill is not ideal but it is a step in the
right direction. We must continue to improve
our labor laws' to protect our workers. Good
labor laws attract and encourage good and ;
skilled workers and part of the key to attract-
ing and holding industry in this 'state is to
make sure that we do have the skilled workers
~in this state. Thank you very much.

Chr. Miller: Thank you, Commissioner. Just a minute, please.
: A question. : : Cok

Rep. Martin: Commissioner, would you prefer a state fund in
Orange view of these figures which you've gquoted?

Comm. Ricciuti; I think so. Iy own personal preference but
I think before that decision should be made,
I think it would be well although I don't
particularly believe in study committees be-
cause I think many times they're a waste of
time but I think that some day and maybe now
is the time ~ a complete study should be made
by people who know this law and decide what the
best system in Connecticut would be and whether
or not it would be feasible to continue the
present system with some changes which might
speed up payments and might cure some of the
&fects or whether or not we should go to a
state fund. I'm not prepered to give a defini-
tive answer to that question at this point. I
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think there's a lot more study should be given
to the situstion.

Rep. Hartin: If we went to a state fund, wouldn't it put a
lot of people out of work since Connecticut is
an insurence state end wouldn't that put more
burden on us? :

Comm. Riceciuti: Since I haven't saild that‘I favor a state fund,
I don't know why--it seeme to me that you were
trying to trep me a little bit there, lir. lartin.

Rep. ligrtin:. Ho. I didn't meen to at all.

Comm. Ricciuti: Okéy but I mean if I answered "yes? quiclly
to that first question, that's where I'd be
right now.

Rep. Hartin: Fo-Commissioner, one other thing-there's been
a lot of talk about a federal compenseation law,
how do you feel about tlwt? Should the Federal
Government step into the picture end take over
the whole of 1t?

Comm. Riceciuti: I'll tell you my own personal feelings on that.
It seems to me that at some point in this state
that a worker whether he be injured on the Jjob
or off the job or he's disabled becguse he's
sick or whether he's. unemployed or for whatever
reason he may be out of work, it seems to me
that he should be paid from one central spot,
from one central fund, maybe segregated into
special funds to take care of the various cat-
egories. I think that would, if you centralize
the whole business, instead of having unemploy-
ment coming from one fund and administered from
one place, workmen's compensgtion through in-
surance or self-insurance coming from another
place, I think it probably would be chearer- o
the payments would be speedier-it would have
central administration. It would seem to me-
it makes sense. I am not in favor, generally,
of the Iederal Government stepping into any

, area which the state has Jjurisdiction unless
the state has demonstrated that it is not doing
the job and while I think that Connecticut laws
could stand some improvement, I'm not at the
point now where I would favor complete federal
jurisdiction in the field. For instance, on
Unemployment Compensation, frankly speaking,
because of the situation involving Connecticut
where our law is a falirly good one in comparison
to other ststes amd where the fact that other
gstates it seems to me hold down their benefits
in order to get a competitive advantage over
Connecticut, I would be in favor of federal
standards on it so that no state could say:"iell,
look we can give you a better deal on unemploy-
ment compensation than Connecticut can and of
course that holds down benefits for our workers .
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think there's a lot more study should be given
to the situation.

‘ Rep. Martin: If we went to a state fund, wouldn't it put a
' lot of people out of work since Connecticut is
an insursnce state end wouldn't that put more

burden on us? .

Comm. Riceiuti: Since I haven't said that I favor a state fund,
I don't know why--it seems to me that you iiere
trying to trep me a 1little bit there, lir. iiartin.

Rep. Mertin: Ho. I didn't mean to at all.

Comm, Riceiuti: Okéy butkI mean 1f I answered "yes" quickly
to that first question, that's where I'd be
right now. ‘ ,

‘Rep. MHMartin: No-Commissioner, one other thing-there's been
a lot of talk about a federal compensation law,
how do you feel gbout tlat? Should the Federal
Government step into the picture and take over
the whole of 1it? '

Comm. Ricciuti: I'1ll tell you my own personal feelings on that.
It seems to me thet at some point in this state
that a worker whether he be injured on the job
or off the job or he's disabled because he's
sick or whether he's.unemployed or for whatever
reason he may be out of work, it seems to me
that he should be paid from one central spot,
from one central fund, maybe segregated into
special funds to take care of the various cat-
egories. I think that wovld, if you centralize
the whole business, instead of having unemploy-
ment coming from one fund and administered from
one place, workmen's compensation through in-
: surance or self-insurance coming from another
. : place, I think it probably would be chesapexr-
the payments would be speedier-it would have
central administration. It would seem to me
it makes sense. I am not in favor, generslly,
of the Federal Government stepping into any
| ; area which the state has jurisdiction unless
§ . . the state has demonstrated that it is not doing
§ the job and while I think that Connecticut laws
| could stand some improvement, I'm not at the
point now where I would favor complete federal
Jarisdiction in the field. For instance, on
Unemployment Compensation, frankly speaking,
because of the situation involving Connecticut
where our law is a fairly good one in comparison
to other states and where the fact tlat olther
states it seems to me hold down their benefits
in order to get a competitive advantage over
Connecticut, I would be in favor of federal
standards on it so that no state counld say:"ivell,
look we can give you a better deal on unemploy-
ment compensation than Connecticut cen and of
S course that holds down benefits for our workers .

1
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and it's unfair and I think people do take
adventage of it.

Rep. Martin: There's one other guestion that you cen
answer wihich I have no figures gvailable.
You know that in cases of permanent total
digability and deaths under the Vorkmen's
Compensation Law where a man is over 50 or
where he has & wife and children that the
Socidl Seerity enters into it, too and there
are probebly meny cases where that situation
exists where the wife may collect more money
than when her husband was working and I wonder
how many of those cases there are. Have you
done the figures on those?

Comm. Ricciuti: Wo, we haven't. I want to make it clear that
while I appear here today because my Tepart-
ment is supposed to try to represent the
interests of the working people of the state,
The Vorkmen's Compensation Divigion is not in
the Lebor Department snd while I have access
to those figures, I do not know this field as
well perhaps as I might those in my Depsartment.

Rep. Martin: I ddn't know but what you might have done that
work. .There's one figure which you've given us
that I am personally rather ashamed of and
that's the 2.1 figure for accident prevention
and education., You, as well as I, know that
what we're both interested in is seeing that
these accidents don't occur let alone the ben-
efits which may accrue as g result of them.

Comm., Riceciuti: Well, I agree with you and I know that there
are some ingurance companies which, pesrticularly
the one which you represent, are doing a fairly
good job in this field and I Jjust wish that
there were more-- : -

Rep. Martin: Thank you.

.Comm. riceiuti: That's Jjust to show that there are no hard

feelings. I wish there were more companies
doing work in this field and more money spent
for it because I think it's money wisely spent.

Chr. Miller: Thank you, Commissioner. This gentleman.

Geov Rollins: Mr. Cheirman, lembers of the Court, I'm the

Int'l. Rep. representative of the Insurance Worlers of

I.Weof A America who have nine locals established in

: the State of Connecticut, representing somne

450 insursnce agents. I want to sunport the
position that was taken by the Connecticut State
AFL-CIO by krs. Driscoll and I would &slso like
to bring your attention particularly to SE&Lo.
979 (Sen. Hiller) REVISING THE WQTXITFL'S COMP-
ERSATION LAW and H. B. Ho, 3079 /Rep. Corrigan)
EXTIMDING VOREMEE 'S COLPEISATION PROTICTION TO
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ATL BLPLOYEES. Presently, in the Steate of
Connecticutbt, the employees or rather employers
have an escape and they are not compelled to
extend the workmen's compensation coverage to
their employees. The 450 people which I made
previous mention of are denied the veunefits of
workmen 's compensation which was instituted by
an act of the compeny whereby they compel their’
employees to sign this form. I'11l leave it

it now - that the employees or the vrospective
employee in order to obtain s position with
that company has to sign a statement that he

coverage while he is under the employ of that
company. As a result of this act on the part
of this major company - it's one of the lergest
compsnies in the United States ~ meny of their
employees have lost hundreds and thousands of
dollars in losses and benefits which they would
have received had they been covered under work-
men's compensation end I can speak of one in
particular. What these companies do when they |
don't have the wakmen's compensation coverage, ‘
they substitute a plan of their own and it's
solely admninistered by them. These pleans ere
designed to keep the cost down or keep it lim-
ited. Their benefits are limited and not only
that, they are the sole judges as to what ben-~ -
efits will be paid to the employee. o

For instance, we had a case of one agent who L
was collecting in the home of & policy holder 7
and, while in the course of his duties, the
woman had a heart condition and she suffered a
heart attack while he was present in the home.
She fell on the agent. His knee was injured

~but like a good many people, you receive an

injury sometimes and you don't realize that-
you've been injured until sometime later. He
received the injury on a Friday and on Lionday,
he was uneble to go to work because the knee
had swelled up to such large proportions. He
didn't receive any compensation for the medical
costs of the injury that he sustained in the
course of his duty. EHe didn't receive the ben-
efits because wnder the plan that this psrticu-
ler company hed, he had to receive emergency
hospital treatment vwhich meant that he had to
be hospitalized, confined to a hospitel for a
certain number of hours and within & period of
24 hours from the time of the injury. 5o, con-
sequently, the employee received unothing from
this company for that injury which he received
in the course of his duties.

Ve presently have a case pending now where one
of the employees of this seme compsany, in the’
course of his duties, was iavolved in an auto-
mobile eccident, resulting in  the loss of his
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leg. It was cut off below the Inee and they
found out later on that they had to remove it
up between the lnee and the hip. Unier tle
rrogram provided by the company &id uvader the
weilver denying himself certain rigits, he
receives only & benefit peid for a disebility
that's provided by the compeny end & temvorary
disability psyment which terminates &t least
at the end of one year and the comrany csn
terminate 1t sooner if they so desirve.

30, we earnestly urge you people, on this
Committee, to act favorably on this legislation.
To make it compulsory on the eumployers to ex-
tend this coverage to their ennlojees. DBecause
where tiiey have these escape rights es rresently
they now do heve, it's very discrininstory to-
those employees. 4s I sey, 1f eny men ls seek-~
ing & job, if he has to sign & waiver iz order
to get tlat job, he signs the weilver and thinks
sgbout it efterwardis. He wents the job Iirst.
S0, I urge you to vote favorably on this legis~
letion and I slso would like to mmle you &aware
of the fact thet revnresentatives oi our nine
locels are now seated in the belcony end in the
esgence of time-I know there ere going to be a
1ot of other speakers-I'd like to have you
consider this message came from bhece people also,
Thenk you for your time.

Thsnk you, sir. Ir. 3i Cohen.

Mr. Chairman and llembers of the Comnittee, I
eppéar before you today Jjust ss en ordinery
citizen and the reason that I'm here is be-
cause I happen to have a humenitarien interest
in workmen's compensation laws., I have served
with some of you in previous years in this
General Lssembly in this Committee aznd during
the two terms when I wes Chalrmen of the Labor
Committee, I £felt and I believe thet some of
you will agree with me, that we made some tre-
mendous strides in this field of workmen's
compensation laws. One of those perticular
bpills had to do with totel digebility end pay-
ments for life. That was enacted in the 1953
Segsion. -But Connecticut must move on as tie
economy of our country end our gtate moves 0on.
And while I reglize the implicalbions aund the
voice =nd the cry that will be raised with
reference to increased costs in this vperticular
phase and field having to do with totel dis-
ability, it is my firm opinion thsat incustry
should sbtend and Thear the cost of any employee
thaet is injured during the course of his emnloy-
ment and is unsble to continue in his work.
Otherwise, trhis individusl, this humsn being
becomes a hurden upon society end, in some Form
or enother, a way must be found to teke care of

el
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nim end his fauily which mesns thet the dbwden
is then thrown upon the entire soclety for
something that took place in the course of nhis
employment gnd which should be assessed unon the
industry where he is employed. 30, in that
perticular phese, I would say in enswer to lir.
Mertin with reference to receiving gresater
benefits than the individuval received during
the course of his ewmployment that a clause
could be written in the total disability act
that if the sum peid in addition to other
payments as Social Security, shall be zrester
than the legger sum, no grester than the full
amount received during the employment shouvld
be paid. So, that's no serious problen,

with reference to many other »hases of this
et which I feel should be brought, I welieve
that the -t should be extended to tuose wao
employ one or more imdividuvels. I awm not new
in this feeling. I have Felt it for some time.
Anerice must merch forward and this field of
workmen's compensation where the cost of liviag
todey is reaching proportional heights to the
general cost of living and the general greet
national wealth and the production that we
increase with yearly, we must f£ind some way
that all of those who are working in industry
must be taken care of -through the industry in
which they're employed if they are injured in
the line of their work.

Now, I'm not speaking of off the job disability.
I'm speaking of on the job disability. The
other is & different phase snd a different
atmosphere. 4nd in line with this general
broadening, we must also consider the bhroaden-
ing of the payments. There is no reason for a
man working on a scaffold one minute and one
minute later becoming seriously injured, having
his ©pay reduced down to a level where he can
not support either himself or his femily. I
realize that the cost of workmen's compensation
will increase because of this but I will venture
to say that no insurance company, whether it be
a mutugl or a stock compsny will lesve the

State of Connecticut because of the fact that

it may have to raise its premiums to industry.

 To use a common term-"it will come off the top."

How, we have been providing additional advan- .
tages with reference to pension payments. e
have been providing additional payments with
reference to health and accidents but, believe
me, all of those things are concerned with
individuals after and during the term which
they are employed.' DBut the person that is in-

‘Jured while he's employed is in & different

category. Mot only does he have the problem
of support generally of his family and himself
but today, particularly, when the standard of
living not only in the country but particularly
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in Connecticut, has increased to the point i34 -
where the working man's family consists of ‘
not only those at home but perhaps one or

two in college. He has the additional burden

of supporting his children who are attending
college and desire to seek an education. So

that, while this may appear to be rather too

braod humanitarienism, I say it's not because

I don't believe that, with the additional cost
that will be incurred in providing compensation
insurance that it will, in any way, depreciate
business eactivity in Connecticut or mean loss

of jobs. As g matter of fect, it would iucrease
business activity and increase Jjobs and the

regson that I say that is this. Connecticut
stands in the forefront and I believe that even
those wno are opposed will agree with this.
Connecticut stands in the forefront in the
adminigtration of workmen's compensation laws

and that is because we have during the years

and Governors of both parties have appointed

men of stature to administer these lsws and

that is the reason that the insurance companies
‘who wish to come into Cormecticut. 1In the
vernacular, I might say they might be falling

2ll over each other to write workmen's compen-
gsation insurance. It's a good phase_to write
because it's profitable and 'we want to keep

it that way because we want to keep the insur-
ance companies healthy. We want to be able to
have them pay their taxes. Ve want to be able

to have them want to write insurance. I, per- ‘
sonally, am not in favor of state funds but I Lt
do believe this that if anystate is driven to

the point where it is required to set up
humenitarien legislation as it ig in this

sphere so that everyone will be covered, then ,
I say for those areas where the regular, mutual or
stock companies do not wish to write it, a state
fund should be established to take care of it.

So I say again, in closing, I appreciate the
opportunity to come here to voice my small-in

a small way-ny opinion on workmen's compensation
laws because I believe it represents the one
phase in which we in Connecticut can remain in
the forefront and remain there because of our
attitude towards our employees and when I say
employees, I mean we're 211 employees and Conn-
ecticut is the place.where Wwe can make these
men want to seek employment and we can have
business want to employ more people. Thank you.

Chr. killer: Thank you, Mr. Cohen.. Thank you lir. Najority
Leader.

Dr. J. D. Walker: Lkir. Chairman, Liembers of the Committee, I'm

Hartford & practicing chiropodist in Hartford. I
represent todsy the Connecticut Chiropody
Society which is a society sponsoring S. B.

lh _ Jo. 816 (Sen. £lfano) LW MIBHDLENT TO THE

i
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Tnenl you. Is titere any one elgse in fevor?
I'd just like to remind you again if you have
any lengthy transcripts or eanything like that,
they'll get just as much cousideration if you
leave them with the clerk.

irr. Chairmen, kiembers of the Committee, I ’
represent Local 133, The Fafnir Ballbearing.
In our unit, we have 4500 members. It seems
to me after hearing about all the charts and
everything all that wes said that we heve
certainly something to llook forward to
follow the billg that are~that lirs. Triscoll,
our legiglative leader stated for in as much
as the charts, our company will have a chart
end say that they will operate on four six
point wercentage for their profit wnich ‘
emounts to millions of dollars. It seems to
me that the cream can be cut off from this
chart here and they couvld take eany edded
costs £rom this. Beside that while we nsy
say we've got a wonderful compensation act,
we've got to remember the cream of the crop

‘is where all the members-we are very Tfortunate

that we have 'a compensation chalrman in our .~
locel who informs all the veople of what the
compensation is. Other locals in our other
factories, there are hundreds and possibly
thousands that never receive any compensation
becatse ignorance of- the law so if the
companies say that they are going to have a
big burden, that we're going to raie up the
fees-no. Some of that cream that they don't
pey in compensation, certainly would compenssate
to give us bhetter laws and give us better pro-
tection so we can protect our homes and our
families., Thank you, kir. Chairman.

Thank you.

Llir. Cheirman and Hembers of thé.Committee,
I'd like to speak in favor of 3. B. To. 979
(Sen. killer) REVISING THE WORKLEN'S COuPEI-
SATION LAW and of bill thet was brougnt in
by Mrs. Driscoll, the one that she ;avored.
I'd like to speaL in opposition to . B. Lo,
821/ (Sen. Relihan) THE LOTXKMEN'S COQiPEHSATIOF
ACT =nd H. B. No. 3689 (Reps. Wright eand
Hunziker) APPOINTMENT OF DEPUTY WORKLEL'S
COLPENSATION COMIIISSIONERS. I believe that
any improvement in workmen's compensation
would be an incentive to industry and lsbor
and that if the safety programs in industry
are stepped up, it will more than compensate
for these cases. Thank you.

~Thank vou very much. 4iny others in favor?
¥ J :

I represent Tocal 1871, Groton, Connecticut.
This local is concerned with the building of
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submarines and we do have g redioactive
question, I amn sent here by this locsgl to
specifically suvport S. B. No. 817 (Sen.
Miller) WORKLEN'S CONPEESATION-NOZICE OF
CLAIX FOR COLDINSATION, on the limitetions.
Thank you.

Thenk you. 4ny others in favor?

kir. Chairmen, I want to speak in fevor of

S. B. lo. 821, 816,/817, 979'which I think

is a very good bill, H. B. Ho. R4E7, 2587,
2767 2928, 3934, B079s 2083, 3093, 5096

34947 and 3687 gnd 5689{ These last two

bills, also two good bills in the ssnse that
we have only one compensation commissioner for
each county and in Danbury where meny factories
have come into Danbury within the last ten or
fifteen years snd the workload oun the Compen-
sation Commissioner hes increassed, trherefore
if we appoint one more Commissioner, this will,
in turn, expedite all the claims of all the
compensation that the workers are entitled to.
Thank you. ’

Thank you. Any others?

Mr. Chairman, I wish to go on record in suvport
of a1l these bills with the exception of S. B.
No. 821/(Sen. Relihan) THE RORKLMEE 'S COLPERSA~
TION 4CT. I don't feel this is the time to
broaden ‘such a bill as this. I think the
people have to be eduvcated to the dignity. that
perhaps the knowledge of the proper doctors

to go to for treatment.

On S. B. No, 979/?Sen. 1filler) REVISIEG THZ ORK~

KMEN'S CONWPENSATION LAW, I wholly support it.
- I wish to go further into H. B. No. 3034 or

3494/ (Rep. lulreed) VORKMEN 'S COMPELSATION--
PARTT AL ITCAPGCITY, in regards to &1l parts of
the body-disfigurement. DNow, going into the
moral aspects of all of these bills, there's
one particular thing I want to speak on in.
reference to a case I know of. H. B. Ho. 2954 °
(Rep. Lyddy, by request) DETERMIEATION OF
VORKEEN 'S COMPENS ATIQON~AVERAGE EEKLY EARITHGE,
where it wuld permit the employee to have a
choice of either using the pay preceeding dis-
ability insteed of immediately preceding the
injury. We had a case here of an individual
that had a family offour children. He developed

-

‘a hernia from an injury on the Jjob. He felt

that because of the inadequacy of the earunings
of compensation, workmen's comp, he could not
afford to take the time off. He prolonged this

- thing. FHis condition got worse. Xe suffered

much pain. He was finally forced to have the
operation. ‘hen he was awarded the weelkly pay-
ments, he was slso penalized becesuse of the time

7
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of the injury, there was a lapse of time, they
reverted hack to the actual payment. T think
it 's time that all the majority of the working
people in this state, whether they belong to

a union or not, should be given a progrem that
would build up the moral aspects of something
that is more practical than it is today. Thank
you.

i Chr.. Griffith: Thank you. Any others in favor?

D. Carlson: International Union of liine, Iill and Smelter
VWorkers, Locel 3445, insonia, I'd, like to
speak in favor of H. B. Ho. 2587 (Rep.
Liclighon) IMDICLL RXAUTIATTIONS UNDER T==
WORKIEN 'S COMPEHSATION ACT. A few years ago,
I had an injury to my shouvlder that I sus-
teined working for the American Brass in
ingsonie. 4bout six months ego, this shoulder
started to bother me and I went up to see tne
doctor. The doctor took xz-rays and after the
x-reys were through, told me I had bursitis.
I then asked him if the bursitis could heve
been caused by the injury sustained in the
shop. He said yes it very well could be. I
then said well, what do I do now? FHe said
well, you'll have %o go to your own rhysician.
I said well, this will cost me money. I'll
have to pay the physician and everythinz. T
said can I see the x-rays? He sald no, you
cannot see them only upon Gemend from your
doctor or from your lawyer. I cannot ynder-
stend if there was nothing wrong with my
shoulder why the company was efraid to show
me the x-rays. I have not yet consulted ny

| doctor. I am still fighting this through a

' grievance procedure in the shop but I do not

understand. . I've heard some gquestions esked

as to why I was not told the results of tiese
x-rays so0 I would like to be in favor of this
bill., Thank you.

Chr. Griffith: Thank you, sir. Any others in favor?

{ C. Carpenter: 1I'm the Wogkmen's Gompeﬁsaﬁion Representative
H RFD 2 for Local #4123, imerican Screw Company, Tinited
Willimantic Steel VWorkers., I'd like to speak, just briefly

on H. B. Ho. 5494 (Rep. Iulreed) WO ZEL'S
COMPENSATTON-PAUTIAL INCAPACITY. and the pert
that includes or will include a definite num~
ber of weeks for back cases.. I think I prob-
sbly hendle ebout 300 cases in the last seven
vears and those that give us the most trouble
sre on the back. It seems as if they-it is
not pinned down end makes a oretty good battle
to see who is going to take over snd we've
settled two-I think it was lesgt year-ore oF
them was eleven yecars old and one of ftrem wes

R
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eizht years old. Jo you can see thnat there's
guite a lot of time spent on them.

Llso on this one that will allow lost tine

and travel while receiving treatment, we have i
that in our locel through collective bargaining. ;
However, for a long tine, we had to come to , o
dartford to a doctor &nd the commany used 1o

give us 5.00. That's about sixty mniles-five

cents & mile so & lot of people just wouldn'b |
bother to come in, that's s£11.

fnd oa thls M. B. Lo. 27707 (Rep. Vernovel)
VOREIEN 'S COLPHY BAY IOIT-PENAL UTHS, the one that
would provide penalties, I had a goold cese.

In fazcv, I talked to the «djusgter from-I con't
see nim here todsay-one of tle well Iiown in-
surance commnenies end we had a maen lezve tae
vlent on a realsterea cagse. Fe zot nurt sowe
time ago-a slipoed disc cud he left the pTaﬁu
in the middle of Jenvary and I soole S0 tie
edjuster this londay end he seild the zuy hssa't
got & checl yet and he gave me a 1little bit of
a sob story about how inefficient ths home ofiice
was. Well, I won't name the compeny ualess any
body on the Comnittee wants a little wnrivate
information on it.

£nd just a little w'oi*cl on T. PB. 10.2457 7 XeDo
Perri) ADJIUSE: :ﬁ” OF VORKLIWH'S COLFZIzilION
RAPE3. I think this 1s the only hill-the only
time thet any union member, any working man
doesn't like to hear the word "retroactive™.
Thet's where the anount of your compeacsstion
is retroective ectually at the time you're
injured. 50 if your back is hurt say in 1949
and you'lre Just ovt of work now, why you're
settling for somewhere around £36, “"2 a week.
£nd I say that's the only tine, I don't hesr
the people saying let's make this retroszctive.
Dhenk you.

Thenl you.

v, Chairman, I represent Tocal 445, insonis
ress workers, Interua lonal Unilon of iline,
411 end Bmelter Vorkers., I'm not goiny to
take up too much of your time but I co want
elaboreate & little something on this
workmen's compensation. I'm not an izternational
representative or snything like thet. I'm &
working men but I Jjust went to eleborete some~
tnvab on this Let. I think the thin: is obsoletes
I think 1t should be revised becauce toa"", in
every feactory in the United states end not only
Connecticut, ll over the couwuatbry, tne compenies
ere putting in high speed mechines. ow, whiere
I work, we ngve & complemsnt of men of 1150
veople. Their everage age u» thew is around 52
vyeers old. INow, tiesé mechines cre very, very

15
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fast. The potentisl and the danger of getting
hurt is very easily up there and when I say’
getting huet, I mean losing an srm or losing

a leg. Only here sbowt two months sgo on one
of these high speed holt roll--~ places, & young
fellow, he was only about 36-37 years old, e
lost his arm vight up to his shouvlder eud we
nave other numerous accidents up there and,
gentlemen, all I do hope-we‘re not asiring for |
pie in the cky. 411 we're esking for is an ' !
adequate compensation law because we o Ifeel |
that it's adequate right now. I mean vwe weat o
to have it revised not for us, for our families o
and as the gentleman, I heard the gspeeker that ;
the majority sveeker before, he says it puts a

burden on everybody which it does. ©Dooner or

i later, it's going to wind up putting the burden

on the city and elgo the State wWelfare Depeart-

ment. Thanlk yOU Very IIUC.

we

‘Thenk yous HNow, we'll hear all those opposed §
to the.measures, : !

Fred Vaterhouse: lr, Chairman and llembers of the Conmittee,

first, let me say thet insofar as this type

of a chart is concerned, it's completely S

irrelevant to this Dartlculnm hearing. It

mey tell us what the insurance company does

with our mouney but it doesn't help to reduce

the cost. If they have any complaint with how

the insurance compenies spend the money, tren

the only place to remedy that is not before this
Committee but before the Committee that has o
cnarge of or before the Insurance Commissioner
who establishes the method of determining how o
much the percentage of these various things . ’
should be. 8o, as I say, these - they're
completely irrelevant - this chart concerning 1
the costs of or how the insurence, our insurence .

company dollar is spent is irrelevent.

lifgrs. Lssoc.
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4 ' If you're interested in the state fund-T doun't
- believe in the state fund-I believe in free
enterprise all along the line.  That, also
I think is not before you but in case somebo dy

i o
was interesgted.

I'm not going to go tirough all of these bills
oY even every 1tem in any one of the bills, even
in S. B. 0. 979 (Seﬂ. liller) REVISIHG PEE
WORKIEN 'S COLPENSATION LAW in.detail. liany of i
you' have heard the argument about them before.
I'L1l indicate, and it has been indicated and

the people who propose all these changes, admit
and state affirmatively that there will be an
incresse in the cost to the employer for the
adoption of any one or more of these proposals.
There is nothing tlmt anyone can say about our

law that doesn't compliment it. Ve have, in our
opinion, the best law in the country. If you

take a look &t the major parts of eny law, aay

.




workmen's compensation law, you'd see that We161 o
are there and ahead of practicelly all other
states., Regardless of any particular individual
part that you might take, if you put it together
as a whole; we have a law that takes care of .
employees better than any other law in the S
country. I make tlmt statement and it caunot o
be refuted. Therefore, having admitted that any
part of this will cost the empbyer more money,
you can't get it out of here, those rates are
just going up. It's going to cost them more.
And looking over the employment situation or the
unemployment situation in Connecticut &t the
present time, it seems tlat the persons who talk
for these things are talking against the people
for whom they purport to be talking. They are
talking in a manner that is going to destroy
jobs. They are talking ih a menner that is
" going to disturb the competitive situation and
if you people will read the paper, you'll see .
every day accounts of plants in Connecticut that -
are moving out-plants that are closing down and
if you look at the overall employment in Conn-
ecticut, you'll find that if it weren't for one
varticular industry, we would be in very bad
shape. Right now, the number of' unemployed in
- Conmnecticut is at a point which we are very un-
happy about but, adding to the burden of an
employer in this manner when it is not warranted
because of the fact that our present law so \
amply provides for the employee who is injured,
would hurt, as I say, those persons who are now
- employed or those who are out of work. :

I will talk about a few of the items if you wish
Let's talk about waivers. There's another sit-
- unation. If you don't have the waivers, a lot i
of péople aren't going to get work.: That isa - =
situation that is recognized by the commissionersy
by everybodyelse. That if a person won't accept
the responsibility for & disability which he '

has at the present time, he Just can't get a
job. TNow, you're therefore, destroying “his v
opportunlty to get work if you interfere with
thet proposition. »

R

As far as penalties for slow paygpents are con-
cerned, it is just & penalty, as it's described,
it's a pure and simple penalty. There's no
evidence here that tihere is any unreasonable

or substantial delay or any reason why an em-
ployer shouvld be penalized. You may want to
speed up payments. That may be fine but there
ig abgolutely no excuse-you don't get a penalty
in any other situnation if you pay a little late. -
If you have a feeling that you don't owe a thing
and you contest it ox you make an effort to find !
out about it and inguire into it, you eventually
pay if you're responsible but there's no penalty
and there should be none in this. It is a pure,
punitive attitude that is taken in connection
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with any possibility of slow payment and how
lohig since the American system penalizes you
for exercising your right to contest 2 claim?
It hardly seems proper that if an emplojer
honestly feels that there is no responsibility
on his part-that the injury was not caused in
the situation it calls for him to vay that if
he eventually is found to be incorrect in his
conclusion that he should have to pay & penalty
and ome ageain, there is no other situation in
the law, as far as I know, in which that occurs.

Someone talking about the doctor's remorts to
the worker, I think you'll find that if or it's
uniformly felt by the doctors and by the .
commissioners that it is not desiredble, in all
instances to give the employee himself his
medical report and that isn't necessarily be- |
cause they want to keep from him legitimete or
proper or complete information. 4As I unler-
stand it and as I have talked to some of the
commissioners and the doctors, many revorts,
practically all revorts are written in medical

/ terms. " They're terms that you don't understand
and I don't understand and you slso will find : :
and I've seen some of those reports which say ;
that there’s a possibility of this or a poss-~
ibility of that. The doctor can't rule it out,
He doesn't feel that he can and if you saw some -
such report that the doctor might meke gbout |
you, I think you'd worry about it and, un- ot
necessarily worry in the doctor 's opinion be~
cause he would think that the probability of
your having a certain incurable disease or a
certain situation was rather small but in order

- to protect himself and also to remind himself

when he comes to examine you again, he sticks »
it in his report and also in order to counvey o
that information to any other doctor who may :
be involved in the case. You look et a medical
report-a formal medicsl report and see if you
can understand it. I've seen plenty. Tell,
practically all of them-I've had to have the
doctor tell what the words meant and I have
seen many in which I have questioned the doctor
about-well, say do you really think that there
is something to thet particular thing? He says
no, I don't think it's going to but I've got to
put it in.there for the very reasons thet I've
Just said in order to check up-in order to. -~ :
warn that you should always keep that alerxrt. :
Now, those things are not to the advantage,
according to the doctor and according to the
commigssioner of the employee and, thereiore,
I think it isn't good. Ve have cooperated in
the past to get reports to the doctors of the
other people. You'll find that where required
to furnish sometimes, it's a little cifiicult
for us to get reports from the doctors but
you'll find that the law does require that




- persons so that the individual is completely

~employee who is dissatisfied with the doector
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reports shell be made gvailable to proper.

protected.

-The free choice of physician is somewhst &long

the same lines. It hes been admitted rere thet
they backed off from their previous position
that the individuwal shouvld have completely free .
choice of physicians. Now, they are willing to
teke one step at a time, presumably, and say
let's have a panel, After thet, it'll be any
physician.

In industry, as you know, we have more &nd more
hospitals with the lerger places and in some of
the smaller places, we have a pool and the
doctor is employed full time end a nurse or
maybe more are employed full time to attend to
the minor injuries aad things that occur and to
give first aid in the major ones. If this bill
is passed to permit complete free choice from

a panel, even if it's a panel, the employee
could refuse to accept the services of that
individual, go to some other doctor, even for

a minor cut or bruise or anything if it calls
for medical attention without any need or
excuse or . purpose. In this regard, I might

say also that we have in the past attembted to
cooperate to moke it as easy as possible for an

that was furnished for any more serious injury
and - which calls for treatment to make it possible
for him to get another doctor. A1l he has to do |
and I have talked to the commissioners about tﬁ
this and you can also, all he has to do normally
is to get in touch with the commissioner and B
suggest that he is not satisfied and if it
appears that he isn't, régardless of the com-
petence of doctors furnished, and he wants
someone® else whom the commissioner-he tihen of
course does tell the commissioner who he wants

to go to end if it's somebody in whom the
commissionexr has confidence, it's my understand-
ing that that's practically always done without
any further adieu-~very quickly and taken care

of or if enybthing hsas to be done, the commission-
er calls up the carrier or the employer, if he

is gelf-insured and says he wants to change to

so and so and how ebout it and I understand that
there has been little, if any, difficulty with
that situation. 4Aind my information comes from
the Chairman of the Workmen's Compensation..
Commission.

I'l1 talk about another thing-the 200 extra
weeks. Under our present ?ollcy or present
rates, that amounts up to $9,000.00 as an
additional amount that the commissioner with-
out any guildance of any kind, at his own dis-
cretion, for any reason could give to an in-
dividual for some injury. It seems that the
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wWorkmen's Comrpensation Act is built around
something a little more stable and substantial
than that. hat you're doing, if that happened
to be so would be to combine the old civil
action, allowing an employee up to {9,000.00
if he sued in a damage suit with his gueranteed
workmen's compensation benefits, as under the
Act, and not even permit the action to be tried
by a court but leave it to the pure discretion
of the commissioner. I am inclined to feel that
the commissioners themselves would hesitate to
ask for that burden and that type of discretion.
Normally, an action for $9,000.00 that is based
merely on somebody's discretion is tried in the
courts and not given to The commissioner. You
hear discussions here about the back injury.
ie've contended for time after time that as
far as the back injury is concerned, if it's a
permanent tovel thing, the individual is better
off than if you start to put a specific in there
because he can if it's a total and permanent
thing, get permanent. protection as long as he
has it. I think and I think it's the general
feeling of most people who have.any connection
with this that a specific for a back injury is
sort of a gimmick for a racket. Ve think that i
the individual is now completely protected by i
the law as it takes care of the disability as |
long as he is disabled and hesitate-would de- .
plore seeing you stick anything in there of g
that type. That is the same situation that
has occurred time after time after time and I
think you won't £ind there that anybody reslly
thinks that the employee would be-employee
himself-would be actually much better off.

The second injury fund-they would ruin that.
They would call on employers to contribute a
certain percentage of costs each year to an
unlinited fund for the purpose of not only

the second injury fvnd as it has been indicated
hasn't been called on for any payments sub-~
stantially, wounld ceause employers generally

to establish a fund to sort of insure bankrupt
employees or irresponsible employers, rather.

It doesn't seem that-proper-that you should

/' force onto another employer who is solvent the

responsibility of taking care of his insolvent
competitor. There hes been no indication here
-of any very great need for that. There has been
no indication or evidence here of any very great
defalcation on the part of any employer and as
far as I'know there is practically none. Liost
of your employers e&re insured. If they aren't
insvred, they must furnish complete evidence.of
financial responsibility to be self-insured.

We 4o have some self-insured people in Conn-
ecticut, as we can, under the law but they must
produce to the commissioner and the insurance
devartment sufficient evidence of responsibility
that they can take care of all their claims.
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There is one small paragraph concerning rehab-~
ilitation in this. I'm not going to talk about
all of the things. These are & few of them,
But, in view of the fact that there are other
bills up next week dealing with rehabilitation
situation, I think I won't pass on thet right
‘now., We will have sowmething to say about it
next week. ‘ '
The payment from the first day of ianjury-now,
at the last Session, we reduced from two vieeks
to ten days the time that an individusl must
be out in order to get his compensation from
his very first deay. I might say as has been
said ebout all of these things. There gre
some companies that do that now but as they

do it, they heve their own ability to police
it for those persons in their  first few days
end they cean-théy don't always pay because
they have a right to determine whether they
are or should be responsible for it dub that
would be, as I understand it, one of the most
costly things. The individual gets peaid for
the full dey enyway and he gets all 0f his
doctors! bills end if he's out ten days, he
goes beck to the first. ¥or the purpose of
preserving for him his general job, preserving
some semblance of thought for the employer,

it seems you would again be unwise to make

any change whatsoever in the present waiting
period which is, we feel at a minimum. 1I'4

be glad to ‘talk about any of the other things. .
I don't want to talk too long. You're late
already and I've Jjust covered a few of the
highlights but I'm going to say again end I'll
sey it every time I appear before you that it
is your responsibility to determine whether
you are going to create or destroy Jjobs and
there's nothing in this bill that would create
and everything that would destroy. Yes, Iir.
Chairman.

Griffith: Vell, Iir. Vaterhouse, when you first started
to talk, you seemed to say that we had a very
good compensation bill here in Connecticut. -
In fact, you almost seemed heppy with it. Is
that rignt?

viaterhouse: Yes..

Griffith: Von't you admit that it's because wetried to

: improve this bill and &id improve it, esvecially
since 1951, tiat we got that good Dill?
i X .
vaterhouse: I think it's becange the Dill is as it is if

: that's what you're talking about.
Griffith: ind haven't you fought almost everyone of those -
improveiments siance 19517

7aterhouse: I woulan't say s0. There are guite a few of
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. them that I'™m ta111n5 cbout now tﬂat've
cooperated with before you were here and
v 7 . since you've been here, we've cooperated
: in these adoption of some of the changes
that have been here-the things that we
L 't.fllﬂlx. are good.

Chr. Griffith: I don't remember tlem. Thank you.

Fred Waterhouse: Well, I do.

Sen. Buzaid: = I have a question kr. Waterhouse. This bill

. : .- that you've had a chence to study for some

, S ' time, is.that correct? Ihis S. B. No. 9797
' © (Sen. Miller) REVISING TFR WOKIEN'S CO;EJR

- SATTON LAy, - '

Tred Waterhouse' I'Ve lOOAGQ it th;ouoh Vesa

Sen. Buzaid: : Have you. any idea what the increased cost e
~would be to a company from any payrodls e
- that you may have studied? T

Fred Waterhouse: I don't know. That's one of the things

- I'wve been going to.find out and I'1l tell -

- 2 you next week. I think 1t'1ll stagger you '

Co R fWhen“you find out what the cost will be.

You see we can't figure thet out. I mean
we - 88 an Aseoelatlon we can find out

from7the National Rablﬂ@ Bureau and tmat's

~ propose to flnd out.4~

~Certainly, it seems to me’ thaﬁ 1f yo hadi
this much time to study the bill, there ‘
must be flgures available somewhere around
here.

Sen. Buzaid

- Fred Waterhouse.;The flgures are dexlnltely avallable. :
M oot Just” didn't get them. I mean the Nationel
; . » ~ ‘ Council figures out the premiums. ~ We don't *
? ' , : you see. - I mean they figure it out on the
' ' basis of their losses and what the possibil-=
ities are. . We don't have those figures, No- -
body does except the Rating Buresu that gets’
them from the insurance companies. 4As I said
I will admit to you that I've been derelict’
in not having them and I've thought about it
for a week but I've been busy with other '
hearings and haven't got them but I’ll have
them for you ﬂeku week. -

Chr. miller;,"”hank you hr._ﬂaterhouse}

H. ®. Snoke: I spologize for not being in better voice

Exec, V.. P today. ‘However, I'd like to give the
lifgrs. Assoc.  Committee & copy of the publication, State
Bridgenort Vorkmen's Compensatlon Laws, issued by the

United States Department of Labor as of
August 15, 1957 which, - I .think, embraced
the 1aet segsion of this Tegislature and
most of the others because there are a few

Y G L G
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Odd—year legislatures-legislative sessions
and I think that will ghow that we are ghead
in most things in the country to substantiate
what lr. Weternouse said. It's an ofificiel
Federal Governwment compilation.

I assume, end it's only an eassumpltion thet
the Commisgsioner of Labor spoke for the
- Goverunor and the adrinistration here today.

I have, with great trepidation because I had
hoped we could agree a great deal. with the
administration on some very constructive
things to try to meintain industry in Conn-
ecticut but on his labor statistics here, I
think that averages &are bed things to cdeal.
with but we have to deal with averasges some
times but if you took elso off of that 90
dollar figure or $91 figure that he talked :
about, the average withholding tex-to get

the average telke-home pay, you. would find

out that the present 545.00 is 60% of {72.00
which would revresent the average teke -home
pay ia the state. 50, meybe we're mot so

far off or in such bad chape as we might
think. I'll Jjust mention that because we
seem to forget that this is a tax-free amount
that the employee gets. This is a net agmount.
There is no take-out on that at all and I
think we should remember that on take-home
pay, he takes home all deductions plus what

he holds out on his wife. We must be sure of
the latter, too. It happens all too often.
I'm not going to try to get into technicalities
nhere today. There are some manufecturers’
representatives from companies in Bridgevort
who can speak from experience. I Just wanted
to say that I agree largely or wholly, shall
. I say, with what lir. Waterhouse seaid.

* I'm reminded when they talk gbout going back
for injuries. I worked for the Presto-lite-
Storage Battery Compeny in Speedway City,
Indiana in 1919. They did not have the san-
itary care or the medical care that you get

in the Exide Storage Battery in Pairfield

today which is the point that the employees
almost represent it vecause you're subject to
two things, the denger of lead poisoning, be-
cause whenever you handle lead in that quantity
you get lead poisoning end the sulphuric acid
thet you use,. you can get sulphuric acid poison-
ing. I got both in 1919. I had three days with
what I suppose was what you'd call the "D.T.'S".
I never had the latter from alcohol. It was
three days and how I remember is that things
that like great dark things went around like
this is 8l1ll I remember about it. But, now if

I covld go into court today or before the
Commissioner and allege that because of that,

I should be paid for eny injury I might suf"er
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today at my present rate ofmy because I
suffered it beck in 1919, it would sound

a 1little silly and I'm giving you just that
as an example because personally I've enjoyed
good health. I recovered and engoyea good
health since tmt time.

The othexr thing, I've felt that there hes
been an indictment out of the commissioners
here todey. The commissioners are probably
the most respected people in the state in

the work they perform. It is their duty to
represent the employee. They do not have to
come in with a lawyer/ They do not have to
come with enyone else. They can go in by
themselves. If g man wants an x-ray and s&ys
to the commissioner, I want to see thnat x-ray.
He doesn't have to file -a grievance with nis

company.. He goes to the commissioner. The

commissioner has the responsibility of rep-
resenting him. He doesn't represent the
employer or the insurance company or anyone
else. He reoresents strictly the employee.
He's a judge and jury on the side of an

~employee and I think we should bear that in

mind-that they do a marvelous Jjob. They are
more than equitable., They administer the

law in great liberelity, generally, if any-
thing, on the liberal side and I hate to hear
people come in and say we need this because
commissioners won't do. . I think the Deputy

" Commissioner might be a very bad thing because

they might not be experienced. You could put
a rolling commissioner around who is wholly
and totally experienced to pick up the load

and when a man goes on vacation or someone

else will come in and pick up the load. That's
done. But let's have the very best adminis-
tration in the state here. If we're going to
have it, let's have the best.  I'11l be glad to
answer any guestions if I'm asked any.

Phank you. fnyone else?

Mr. Chairman, liembers of the C.ommittee, I'm
a District Vice President of the Connecticut
State Chamber of Commerce and I'm authorized
to appear here in behalf of that organization
and as Chairmen of the Legislative Committee
of the Bridgeport Chamber of Commerce. I'm
appearing for themn. -

We wonld not like to oppose particulerly S. B.
No. 81l6(Sen slfano) AN AMENDMENT TO THE WORZ-
MEN'S COMPENSATION ACT, S. B. No. 825 (Sen.
Relihan) THE /ORKLEN'S COMPENSATION ACT nor

H. B. FNo. 26694 (Fegs. Gaudet & horelll) PAY-
IEYT O VORKILEN'S COMPENSATION, H. B. llo. 36877
(Reos .. Frigit & Funziker) APPOINILELT OF DIEPUTY
WORKREN 'S CORERESATION CO JIISSIONERS or H. B
10. 3789 °(levs. LWrizht & Hunziker) AZROINEENT
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OF DEPUTY @hLJTN'S COMPENSATION COLEISSIONERS. o
e feel that either of two reasons-one that :
they ere not critical in their effect on the
compensation law or else they are in the area

of interest of some other organization.

Wie would like to oppose or go on record as
opposing, however, all other bills that were
on the Calendar today. These bills in work-
men's compensation are very difficult to '
oprose. They're submitted, I'm sure, with
humsne intent. However, these bills, in
effect, do emasculate the provisions, pro-
tective provisions of the present VWorkmen's
Compensation Law. lieny of these would be.
wide open for malingering.abuse, etc.

I'd like to make a few comments on some of
the provisions, most all of which are &lso
included in 979F f©he first is the gue stion
of penalties for delsys. It has been men-~
tioned before the intent is to get after
the man who deliberately doesn't pay dbut it
also penalizes the man who exerciges his
right to guestion his responsibilities. iie
think that is very, very unfalr.

Elimination of the time 1limit I believe weas
intended to take care of radiation cases. e
believe something up to ten years in radietion
cases is perfectly logical because of the delayed
effect but this bill eliminates in 8l1l. It's
been my experience, over many years, that the
claims that come in after a period of time are
so difficult to construct tiat nobody krows
whether or not there is any valid claim or not
and they, many times, run into many hearings
end legal complications.

This question of selection of a physician, I
will not comment on the medical asvect but from
relations with employeesg, it has been my ex-
perience that, too many times, these cause
great distress to the employee and it's also

a Tact tlmt the Commigssioner can order the
medical report which, in his judgment, it is
necessary. '

This adjustment of payments to the increases,

we believe should be limited to total disability
cases. Too many of the pertial disabilities,
they get into gituations where the claim is on
pretty shallow ground and many times they re
paid just to eliminate the nuisance when they
are really not justified.-

Xow, the elimination, one of the very seriotus
ones is the elimination of the one week waiting
period. Ve didan't teke strong objections to
reducing that to seven days because in our ex-
verience, if a - man is out seven days, he's
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usually out ten but in this eliﬁfﬁai@\éﬁ;hn g
one week, it would be practically impossible--
to get employees with minor injuries beack to
work until the week had exvnired or they would
not have to be ouvt and, therefore, they would
stay out and get Whatever they counld When they
could Just as well work.

The_increase in the benefits-another serious
thing. I know it has a great appeel and a
great plea on the cost of living. However,
we proposed at the last Sessidn of the Tegis-
lature or supported increasing the maximun
benefits in line with the increase in the
cost of living. The actual increase was
greater than we proposed eand the cost of
living hag not yet caught up to that and I
think as the previous sneaker has said our.
present coverage is second to none in the
country and away ahead of most of it. 1iie
don't think it's yet justified to consider
that. We don't think you ought to change

the formula of percentage. We think that
destroys the basic object of the plan when

it was introduced and if you continue to
liberalize it, you'll get in the same msition
as Australia and New Zealend. VWe'll go bank-
rupt along with the state because you add -
this to many other things.

This one on coverage regardless of number of
employees doesn't bother most businesses be-
cause they employ more than three or four-

- people but this is & mod unnusuel thing for
the employment of one and the individual
should be very careful of this because of
the difference in workmen's compeasatlon and
the recourse under common . law. Workmen's
compensation circumvents or pre-empts the
common law so that if you employ & person
under workmen's compensation, you assume the
1iability irrespective of contributory neg-
ligence on the part of the person injured.
He may be completely responsible for his own
injury and yet, under the compensation law,
the employer must assume that. Now, with a
gsubstantial business, you have the resources
to do it. With the individual, that is not

- always the case. If you hire a boy to mow
your lawn for an hour in the afternoon every
week, you assume full responsibility for any-
thing that happens during that time no matter
what he does to it.

. e iy

S e

&

This comparison of the earxnings-eliminate the
; , overtime after the injury is an unfair compar-
g ) - ison because you don't provose to eliminate

it before. They should both be figured on
the same basis to get a true comparison. If
n - you want to leave it in, leave it in both
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cases. If you want to take it out, take it
out in both cases.

The last one is to permit the compensation
commissioner to increesse the benefits up to
200 weeks at his discretion. I know the in-
tent of that, to take care of some of the
things demonstrated this afternoon. However,
I don't believe that a sound law, to leave to
the discretion of a single individual the
payment of money for which somebody else is
regponsible. I think it would open the Goor
to many things end it is wnsouvnd. I think
the place to correct the thing is for the
gspecific thing if you want to dbut not leave
it to the discretion. In other words, put
those things in the seme category as tebu-
lated for other things. ‘

I would like to urge you to consgider our
objections in this case aand consider this
very seriously because in spite of the
comment "the cost of this wouldn't put any-
body out.of business in Connecticut-wouldn't
drive them out of the state', this is only.
one. There's Unemployment Compensation,

this Workmen's Compensation, there are state :
taxes, there's local taxes and there's our 1e!
high labor rates which are an asset and for o
which we must expect to compensate in some
other way if we're going to retain our high
wages that we have in this state. We can't =
have everything. 7You add these things all
together and you add the tendency for higher =
benefits which higher legal benefits would .
tend to reduce those in addition to that. Cou
You add them all up. You get in the same
position as the latest firm announced a week
or two ago in our city that he couldn't
possibly compete in Connecticut and is going
to the State of Georgia. These are things
that worry me more than anything else. On
top of this competing with the other states,
I'm convinced that the thing in New England
that we have to consider is how are we going .
to meet foreign competition and stay in bus-
iness and this all adds up to Jjobs in the
final amalysis. Thanks, gentlemen.

Thank you.  The next speaker.

Speeking for the Association of Casualty and

Surety Companies.- - kr., Chairmen, liembers of
the Committee, with respect to your petience

with regard to the clock, I shall intentionally

be brief with coufidence, however, that you
will not believe that any of my observations
are of lesser import because of any abbrevia-
tion on my part. With your indulgence, may I
speak specifically and I hope clearly %o
gpecific bills and circumnstances. 3. Be. lo.
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817/?Sen.'Miller) YORKIEN 'S CONMPENS ATION-
HOTICE OF CLAILl FOR COMPENSATION, we do not
look with favor upon the elimination of the
requirenents of notice of injury, death oxr
;o ‘ occupational disease for the reasons that we
N believe that such elimination encouraze both E
. o speculative and fraudulent claims. Secodly, T
it would effect adversely and make quite '
confused retrosmective rating circumstences
as are in existence today. Third esnd lastly,
it would cause the future liability to be very
uncertein with such elimination. I believe
by and large, a claimant knows when he has a
claim and if I may analogize it to other
fields of the law, he should, with reasonable
promptitude make known higs clelm as is re-
quired in other fields of the law. -

In respect to S. B. Mo, 821/ (Sen. Relihan) oo
TUE WVORLLEFN 'S COLMPENSATION ACT, the selection -
of a claimant's own physician, may I observe

. that if there. is a demand for such, I would

. believe that the employee might best be served
by permitting him to choose a physician from a
penel of competent physiciang nominated by the
employer or by the Commissioner or by an aoency.
Thet has been the law in other states and, I
believe has worked well. :

In respect to S. B. No. 802‘4%en. Relihan)
. THE VORKHEN S COMPENSATION ACT, He Be IO,
2669 /(Reps..Gaudet & Morelli) PATIGENT OF
L WORKIEN 'S COMPENSATION and H. B. No. 27674
- (Rep. Vernovai) WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION-

ELIMINATING THE SEVEN~DAY WAITING PIRIOD,
dealing with the elimination of the weiting
period, we believe that such elimination :
would promote hurriedness eand elso be diff--
cicult and expensive in so far as additionsl
almini strations sare concerned.

ow, coming to S. B. How 979J{Sen. iller)
.REVISING THE WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION LAY, if-
I"may . speak very briefly on certaln sections
and I shall intentionally not spea} to other -
" sections because I will ettempt to maie of
more eiphatic p01nts. Section 4 would reduce
the waiting peflod from seven days-to one daye.
This would, agein, tend to create clasims for
petty injuries and, we believe, unjustified.
Section 8 which would permit an award for
- sdditional compensation, as the commissioner
might deem reasonable when he would f£ind the
amounts peid are inadequate to compensate the
- claiment fairly, we believe that as the law
is written, this wouvld be retroactive in
nature and would be sn impairment of existing
rights and there would be a very serious legal
question in respect to the validity thereodf.
Section 9 which would summarily delets the ’
statute of limitations, egein this woold cause

r
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a1¢f10u1tles in retrasnectlvely grafed risks.
g : . and slso would, at all times, cause the :
R ‘ . futuire liabilities to be wncertain for ob-
' vious reasons. Section 10 which would pay
an employee for time lost from his job for
medical treatment and examination, egein w
plead this would be exceedinzly difficult
to administer end also more unduly expensive:
to carry out than would be the correlative
benefits thet it might bring to the individual,.
Section 17 which would include additionsgl costs
of the claimant to be paid by the employer &s
part of an award, we would lile to try to
register the point that we believe a claimant
has a right at all times to present a guestion=:
able case and I don't think asanybody vould argue
. to the coantrery. Also, we believe an enployer
- o should be entitled to tie "sare right and ver-
ticularly wiere, as a generalized matiter, all
cases gre conbtroverted on a good face basiss -
Therefore, we Bbelieve that the employer sharld
retain his right to contest borderline cases
and, particulerly, without encountering a -
11ab111ty for the privilege of so ﬂoing. What
is right one side, I would liope would be rlght
tne Ouher.

~Tne 1nsurance 1ndustry, I think it is of record
does not controvert ‘cases unressonably. e’
kmow it's expensive to do that and, by and 1ar

- . .cases are not controverted uﬂredéonably.p Ve
3believe;theppena1tyiin this pTOViSiOﬁ,iS’both
~excessive and unaustlfled under the circumstanc
- Lastly, Workmen 's Compsnsation is a”contractual
~ matter between employer and employee and I be=
- lieve. reeogﬂltlons must-be given to contr actual
_rights, both employer and employee and elso. we
believe that this section does present an un-
'fortunate and. vnaust 1nterference ‘with an in
svrer S rlghts.; :

S. B. Ho. 521'<uen. Oaldmell) PAYLENTS oF
s . WORKMEN 'S COLPENSATION, "is analogous to that
SRLRL a T e and I shall ‘not state that sne01flcally.; .
A . %ectlon 19 of 979/€eletes the two year notlce _
within waich an employee has to claim compensa=
tion for the second 1ﬂ3ury fund. This agein- =
would cause. difficulty in retrospective graded
risks. It also would cause the future 11aolllty
to e uncertaln. I thought the question that -
one of the Committee asked a moment ago in.
respect to potential costs was an excelleat

question, .liay I report I don't have that answer.
it is ny information that any speculation upon -
this would be with such great extremes because
there are & lot ofdeterminstions which, in
effect, would be arbitrary when it would come

to penalties, would come to additionsl expenses.
that any estimate that might be given would be
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S0 ﬁpecvlatlve that pfooably'wwuld ‘command

- minimum. respect. I'm sorry thet I don't have
‘more information-I have no information on that .
and I wish to révort to your Commlttee Spe01flc-"
ally in tnat regard, ,

H. B. Fo. 2427 /ﬂep. Perri) ADJUQTLuhL 0F

. WVORKUEN 'S COLPENSATION RATES, on the adgustmeﬂt
of benefits, again, this does create a definite
retroactive circumstance where the rights
created by the statute as to the time of the
injury would be such ss to deprive insurers of’
adequate premiums and also would operate in

© such a manner to effect and impair their exist~
ing reserve strvctures and would probably add T
to the overall cost of ingurance.

H. B. Hoo 2587'?Ren. ﬁcmahone) MEDICAL EXALIN-
ATIONS UNDER THE WORKLEN'S COMPENSATION ACT,

. the pill touching upon nedical;examination to
be furnished erployees, in the event this ‘
amendment to the existing law should be favored, -
may I respectfully ask that you consider adding.
the two words "if requested”. In other words,
other spesakers have toucled vpon this, both
sides, thus it might read, the amendment would

receive a copy of the report of such exemina- .
tion if requested.” I think we &1l1 know tnat
sometimes it is better that an. employee not.
have the examlnatlon end I don't. thlnk that'

tentional effect of the provlslon

: ,H.‘B. No. 2770/} Rep. Verﬁoval) WORKVEN 'S ,
.. COMPENSATION-BELIMINATING THE SEVEN-DAY" WAITING
- PERIOD, in regard. to penalties.: May. I, in a_
_ summary manner, observe that. these nenalties
“wheré it may be alleged that the" employer”
refused to pay, such would be punitive. in aature
“and also, as the bill 1is written, it is not
‘clear as to the obligation of the insurer to
bear the cost of the penalties.. In other words,
~ it may be queried: "Does the insurer, does the’
employer and what 1is the 31gn1flcance of the "
penallzlng obllgaulon?"
/

" In respect to H. B. No. 3099 (hepa urlfflth)
VORKMEN'S COLPENSATION, inadequate awards, I've3

“ touched; on 979, on. thls general basis. Ve
,feel that it ‘would be bad if retroactlve.,k

on H. B. To. 0494'4Rep. kulreed) WORKGEN 'S
COMPENSATI ON-PARTIAL ILCAPACITY, I em somewhat '

at a loss. in respect to one circumstance. I do
not know what a member means. Under the ex1st1ng
~law, it is specifically stated from, I think A to -
L what members are. INow, if I Should.ask any
" member of this Committee what & member of the

body is, is it an organ? Is it & vessel? 1Is
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Governor's susterity mwessage to this state,
he hes asked that no further increases be
made, generally speeking, in venefits. This
state has a great number of veople on the
state payroll. They will not get increases.
I think it is pertinent to avply the same to
the workmen's compensation benefits. Thank
you., If thiere are any quwestions, I'll be
happy to answer them.

You stated that the Governor stated that he

didn't want any more increases in penefits,

you didn't msan that, ddid you®

g ‘ .

Wo, no, sir. I was spesking as to the Governor's
message with regard to state erployees which

was revorted being that there would be no pey
increages for stete employees.

I see. Thank you.

Mr. Hackett's statememt'follows;

The Haugatuck Valley Industriel Council is en
organization of meacfacturers located in ILitch-.
field County and perts of Few Haven and Fairfield

These manufacturers are fully aware of the im-~

being heard this afternoon.

Connecticut and its industry must meaintain their:
competitive position with regard to other states
end their industries. Connecticut is in the fore-
front of workmen's compensation benefits granted
and the manner in which our law generally safe~

guards employees of employers subject to the act.

Our position should be kept in belance. It is
already out oz balance. The best schedule of ‘
beriefits will do little good if there are no J
jobs aveilable. It in unforituvnately a truism
that a good deal of our industry has left the

" gtate, either as units or through the ecstab-

lishment of breiches. A study of this movement
shows that it is not leaving the stete fto go to
those sreas paying the highest worlmen's coupen-
sation benefits. It is goinz to low cost areas
including those with more competitive workmen's
compensation lawe. e should exemine these
bills with the foregoing in mind, and try to
determine vhut will be the rzel effect of guch
bills if enscted into law.

Senate Bill 979“%ppears to be the mosgt inclusive
of those to be discugsed ené the couments as

to 1t apnly in vert or whole to most of the
others. However, in order to be sll inclusive,
I snell slso, with “the periiscion of the
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committee, rmke reference to certsin pro-=
visiouns of the other bills. In fenate Bill
979, extended beneifits sre proposed- among
them raising the moximmm to uo—2/é of the
average weelly earnings un to 560 weekly but
not less than $20. In aocolute terms this. is
not high compared to %the cveraege weekly earn-
ings in Connecticut. Fowever, it is signif- '
icantly higher then the Ffizures in most other -
stateu, as l1s the present llMlu. The same is
® oo true of the vproposed increases for specific
, ‘ dismemberment, the rewording of uotal loss of
. , vision to include fuductiOD of vision to 10%
' : 5 ‘ : : without glasses, and the elimination of the
780 weelk limitation.

e all Imow that the increased benefi ts must L
come from increcased coste-to be borne ag they ]
have alweys been, by the enployer. There is

, : an implicit ase umwtlon trherefore timt employ=

» : ers generally sre sble to ey these increased

o costs. We submit thset the recent across-the-

' : board cutes in salaries of saleried employees

in meny industries, short work weeks, leldends

which have heen passed in companies wihich over.

the years have seldom or never missed one,. and'
and the increasing exodus of industry below

"the Wason-Dixon line and westward, should 01ve

vause to those who so contend and to any legis-=

lator who is oon516er1nm such illogical thinking

,‘It is all well and good to ex tand beﬂeflts if
* . the costs can reaconably be borne and our 1ﬂdus
try remain competitive. In & hold-the-line 7
period in our state and natlonal economy it -
does not appear that this session of the 1egls-
lature is the time to go over: board.
you ask the workmen'~ compensation commissioner
who have the closest contsct with this. field)
. o s where Connecticut stands n= tlonally, and wherein
: S we lag behind the other states. Connecticvt, as
(I s nany other states, has establighed a state aev-'
elopment commission which has es one of its .
chief goals, the attraction of new 1ndustry and
: S v the retention of that waich we already have.
- S ' Ve suggest you ask tlat commission whether the
A . highest pOSSlble workmen's compensation benefits
} . oo ; will attract or repel new 1nauctr vl ch me ans
: L new . Jdbs for onr expanding nonu1a+1on. ;

A deniel of llablllby for wokmen's compenssation
under this and other bhills and & subsequent
finfing by the commisgioner ageinst the embyer
vould require tne comml sioner to incresase the
the award by lao. This is certeinly a nigh
R price for being wrong on isczues such as thesevjw
o which even the Connecticut Supreme Court has
aifficulty in determining. Zcuity would seem |
to cell for the same action in civil litigetion
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. generally. Do the nroronents contend slso
for this? ~ -

Bquity wounld also call for a penalty to be
assessed against the claimant if he were Lfound
.to be erroneously clalmlng compensation by the |
comnissioner. Yet none of these bills has such |
a provision. : o

The same can be said for the nroposition that a
successful claimant shouvld be entitled to re-
cover attorney's fees, winess fees etc. 1e look
in vein for a corresponding provision for the
“recovery of such expenses by an employer who
prevails on this igsue. This bill and others,
call for the eliwination of the notice require-
ments. The law hes trx aﬁ'tiona]ly rrovided for:
statutes of limitabtion in all fields Why is
it that the concept that there must be an end
to 1itigation at some point should not apyly
to worlkmen's compensation, as it does elsewhereg
Stale claims are stale clalms, in workmen's
S , - compensation ceses or in personal injury lltlga
A R T - tlon generally. ;

.

J‘The‘elimlnation of the waiting period is in-
- corporatéd in this and other bllls. This has.
been: part of the chapter for good and salutarys
reasons. Ve seriously question whether the
reasons are. any less valid todey thean they Wer
- whén written into the act. Human beings are n
less subject. to temptatlon than the were ten
or twenty‘years ago. R

- The walver prov1elon 1§ to be ellmlnated in

* this bill also, in section 27. The committee
. should give this matter its serious considera
- tion. . The effective results of such elimina-:
, tion,would,be.to prevent substantially all of
- these people from working. Ve do not advocatse
such wholesale elimination of people from the
1ebor market and. tnelr means of 11ve11hood. '

There are additional elements of Sensate. Blll 97‘
which we should lile to refer to, besides the
foregoinO. R

e do not believe it necessary or aOVlSSble to
provide that the board of directors of a corpor-
ation shall be liable for eny demage surfered by
en injured employee. After all one of the - :

regsons for 1ncorporaﬁ10n is to limit the 11ab11—
ity of individuals who own stock in, and menage .
the corporation (section 3). :

We do not belleve it wise: to place within the
discretion of: the commissioner or anyone else, :
e the power to award "such additional compensation !
S ‘ : as he deems reasonable®. -Such & provigion Coae j
places too great a burden on him without any - f
guideposts except for a ceiling of 200 weeks.
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In ﬁhe same. category stands the sectlon whlch
would allow "travel time"™ (section 10). There

is no limitation to the amount stated. nor any oL
"restrictions which would ma¥e the sectlon R
: capable ol administration. S . .

Sectlon ll contains & wvrovision that durlng the
period an employee is bela’ rehabllltated he is
to receive weekly payments of $15 a week Watnout
revard to what his pay received amounts to.

As to the other bills being considered today,
- we do not believe "chiropodists” should be in-
S cluded within the definitioo/of,"physician";as
provided by Serate Bill 816 Chiropodists!
services do not avppear to be vroperly within
the type of services contemplated by the act,

. Senate bill 82lfgnd House Bill 5088’§r0vide
‘respectively for free choice of physician by o
the employee and selection of a physician from

. an approved panel. 4s to the first bill, we
believe that the-employer, who is footlug the
bill, should have the right to select a com~

~ vetent physician, pointing out the act already

7»~ﬂ’prov1des an optlon for an employee to choose

... another doctor, at his expense, : Wor do we

- think that the listing of a panel of phy8101ans

- would necessarlly include the most. quallfled '
men- in the various fields of medlclne .

We. oppose the retroactive appllcation of work-
men's: compensation beneflts,-contemplated by
' House Bill 2427/ Such leglslatlon Would mean
~ that a reserve could never be set on'a case and
"1t would be almost impossible to set 1nsurance
.ratés covering such unforeseeable
: ture legislatlve enactmentso

- House Bill 2587 brovides that the employee or
- his attorney shall receive a copy of the medical L
_ examination report. fThis provision is unnécessary
Coin YlEW of the act as it now stands (sectlon Ble
,f}157 S S :

'Slnce, as stated above, Lonnectlcut and its
industries mugt remain competitive in workmen's
- compensation rates, as in all other costs, We .
_ object to House Bill 2928/ which would raise the.
.- maximum weekly benefit to the average weekly
8 earnlngs at the time of 1n3ury.,,‘_fﬂ Cl

In summatlon, we hope that this committee will

apply the sense of Governor Ribicoff's message
L , % to workmen's compensatioan as well as.to the pro-
e e . - 7. gram of the state. If, as we.are advised, the

o ' ‘ current economic posture calls for cautloa in .

expanding state services and requires holding

the line on pay increases for state personnel,

the reasons for holéding the line on already

,};" AN : .
Ly . T e e e e 1 s
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oult of line benefits paid exzclucively by the
employers of the state esre at least equally
valide '

Chairman, lembers of the Committee, I represent
Associated Spring in Bristol, a substantial
employer in the State of Connecticut. Right
now, it seems to me like we're in gbout the
last half of the ninth inning-half of the
spectators gone home, half of the opposing
team has gone home but there are a few umpires
nere and I appreciete the opportunity to get
up and bat. I saw this happen a week ago and

I know you're going to have some serious hear-
ings coming up on other matters which have the
semne tendencies to do some of the things that
have heen mentioned here todey. I, personeally,
have been connected with labor in the btate of
Connecticut with one company for 33 years. I
have dealt with meny compensation cases. I
have been instrumental in nhaving the commissioner
re-open cases which have been closed and I do
not wish to leave eny inference that I am in
dispute with labor, organized or unorganized.

I am simply here in the interest of trying to
bring unemployment back to what it was, for
ingtance in 1954, At present, we're off 680.
There are many factors coming .into the picture,.
I do not wish to say unemployment compensation,
workmen's compensation, enything alone will
hurt. I leave it fto you to use your best
Judgment to help us restore the 680 people we
have now out or tat we are down on employment,
restored to their jobs. We think they're
interested in our compeny. e hate to.gsee them
go elsewhere in the State of Connecticut to
work. They have their security with us and
that 's what we would like to protect. Thank
you. .

Thank you, sir. There's a question, sir.

Sir, of all the people who spoke this afternoon
you seemed to be kind of familiar with compen- -
sation, I would say, throughout the country.

Sir, the limit now for a men, wife and child

is 46.00 a week here in the State of Connecticut?
545,009 Oh! Allright &45.00. If a men were out
of work for ten weeks, man, wife, he had a child
he wes sending to school. e know today with
the standard of living we have here that $45.00
a week would not surport him, how else would you
say he shouvld get the money to pey the rest of
his bills or shovuld he become a welfare case or
what?

It seems to me that at the last Session of the
Legislature, I proposed to some people in answer
to that problem.

Yell, I'm anxious to know it because I1've
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heard these people &ll afternoon sneak against
any raise at all and I wondered how they would
feel if they were in the same sgituation and
seeing as you sald you were so familiar with
it, I was anxious to know just how a person
llVlng on $45.00 a week today. Ve know that
would hardly feed a family of three, let alone
pay their rent and insurance and everything
else and I just wondered how you'd handle the
rest of the situation.

Well, in nmy particvlar plent, it doesn't come
up because we pay them more than that.. Ve pay
them $60,00.

J”hen you're not talking against these bills at
all because they spesk in terms of paying {60.00.

I think I made & statement that here is an area
that organized labor has not used and they could.
to provide better benefits for their people.

Now this is something tmt I see no reason why
conldn't be negotisted. I think it's a perfect
out for them and, after all, the reason that
people pay dues is to have the union officials
improve conditions and I'm not anti-union by

organized labor has done a tremendous job in

in improving benefits in many--and I call these
people marginal employers. He's the guy that
wants to squeeze the last ounce of blood out of
a guy and-- L R .

Who is?

This marginal employer that I speak of, see?
But, they're not the majority. There are

injured every year and relatlvely few of them
go before the commissioner. ¥e realize, in our
plent, that $45.00 is not’ adequate but I don't
think we can speak for the whole industry. -

But Jou do pay $60.00 in your plant? Ohl Sir,
I'm sorry. I thought j ﬁou were talking in terms
of $45.00 but if it 's 260,00, it's different.

As I salid for en employer relation's veluing
the ting, as soon as the Bullard Gomwany gets
back--this man's lost 600 ‘people-we 've lost
2000 and my company is real upset about the
fact that we've got 2000 people on the street
and many of them don't nave jobs.

V¥ell, I Just wondered how, sir, i1f you were
talking about $45.00 a week the country over
you said gbout using Connecticut as a pattern.

I said I'd use Connecticut and I said that the
Connecticut law was a good one end if you teke
a look at-~-~-
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- But it still sheuld be improved to vihat your

‘to pay him the weekly benefits and then when

~ insurance carrier so the man is not in hard~,
;,shlp Whlle he is out of work. -

‘men for industrial surgery and we have very
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gompany pays?

I don'™ think I can malke that statement,

Okay.b Allright. Thenk you,  -sir. You
satisfied me enough.

Thenk you.

Bridgeport Brass Comrvany, self-insured. I
agree with' the statements mede by kir. VWater-
house and lr. Snoke. I'm not going to take
up much of your time Just to call attention g
a few things on the experience I've had '
espe01a11y on 8. B. No. 521/(Sen. Caldwell)
PAYIENTS OF GONELEL 'S COIPENSATION end end
H. B. No. 2770/(Rep. Vernovai) TORIZEN'S
COMPENS ATION-PENALTIES, on the penalties.
Now, on penalties, sometimes it's not tke
regult of the asction of the employer. lany-
times, it's the action of the doctor. You
send a man to a doctor, esvecially some of
these specielists doing orthopedic work.

It takes two or three weeks before you can
get a revort out of him but in our case,
where it's a hardship case, we go a little
further.. We ask our group insurance carrier

we get the report or when the Commissioner
has agreed to it, we reimburse the group

Now, on the free choice of physioians, of
course much has been said egbout that. 411 I
can say is tlat our expe rience-we are self-.
insured. Of course, we have a doctor, full
time on duty and he is one of the outstanding

little chance that an employee would ask for
free choice but I've known cases in other -
plants where they.had free choice and I know
one particular person, a very close friend of .
mine. He worked in a small company .and he
chose his own doctor. A grinding wheel hit
him in the face-in fact, his cheek bone and

" that 's about ten years ago and that fellow

is disabled. He can't get a job. lientally,
he's gone., . Now, if Ze had been sent to a
a specialist in that, chences are that he
would have made a much better recovery. A

On the medical reports given to employees,

you have that right in your law now. You've
got it in Section 304-1D. That sentence:.
"medical report concerning employee's health
shall be furnished the employee or his attorney
provided it's at the request of the employee or
his attorney". It's done every day. You've
got it in there. Why put it back in there?
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Youtfre trying t0 reveat Nnat you already have
in there.

On this limitation-I think as it staands now
it's very fair because most~if an employee
is.out seven deys, he's going to stay out the
ten days-no guestion but here's where the in-
justice may come. Say a person is injured

on a Thursday. Friday is only one day left
to work so he's not coming in until kionday.

'So he's going to be paid for Saturday and

Sunday which is not his working day anyway.
He's going to get three days for staying out
one day. I think you can stay out four days.
In our case, 1f they stayed out seven days,
we'd tell them to stay oult the other three
so.we can pick up the first day. It's been
done., ) '

Pow, in #. B. Ho. 5494/Y ep. ulreed)

VO RN 'S COMPENS 47T OF-PARTTLL INCAPACITY,
I'm not going to argue too much about thet
but if you look through the provisions of
that, on the loss of a leg, you're paying
more than the loss of a hand end your hand
is more productive than the leg is. In the
proposals for 100% Ffor the loss of a leg,
it's 290 wesks. Yet, for logs of a hand,
it 's. pronosed for 244 weelks and your hand

- is . more productive than your leg in any case.

I think it's got to be looked over pretty

"carefully before you make a declslon.

" Now, on your percentage of 66 2/3. That's

Chr. Millgr:

Robert Asch:
Belding-Hemin~
way - Putnanm

true that most stetes have that but when.they
do have that their maximum benefits are lower
than ours. %e had an instance of one of our

‘sub31d1ary companies in Illinois,. . They pay

75o of earﬂlngs but because he's single, his
maxinum 1s $39,00 & week and with dependents
he Dets 345,00 so it isn't the percentage.

OQur 45,00 I'11l say, at the present time, may
be low but tlat's Aor your Committee to decide
whether you're going to increase or not but

we still have to look ot the value to the
industry. Thank you very much.

Thenk you, sir. Lre there any other speakers?

I'd 1liké to prevail upon you just for a second
to talk about the bills that I'm particularly
opposed to and stete my reasons. S. Be. Ho.
821¢(5en. Relihen) 778 VORKIBH 'S COLPRENSATION
ACT, your free choice of vhysicians, there
again I feel thet the panel of physicians
would be better. The elinminebion of the
walting period which is a house and a senate
bill both. I feel strongly that the-starting
with the first day, you're going to throw a




- 69 - LiBOR 2/e0/69  {3%

tremendovs load on the employer-where the
seventh day-give them a cnence to get out R

g and find out what's the matter with them. (
If they've mot sowething wrong, we'll talie S g
care of them. If they haven't, we want them e

. : to come back to work. e don't want to heve i
an opportunity-to give them an opportunity -
just to. gtay out for the sare of being paid.

On 3. B. Lo. 79/?Sen. iiller) RIUVISIEG THE v
VORCEE 'S CGOLERNLDATICH LAYV, on the Commissioner

being ellowed to give an zdditional 200 weeks
of benefits erbitrarily I feel that thalt should
be gceled by this Committee where trere is a-
ninimun end & maximum for o perticulsr rather
then coming out and seying that they can flatly
give them 200 extra weeks of comveunsetvion iT
they feel it's necesssary.

On the 155 wenelty For the employer contesting
a oeruaﬂa case if ne's found wrong, I feel
that's not justified 1f the employer does it in
good . faith &nd if its-- It's the excention
rather then the rule. There gre some conpanies,
undoubtedly, who would give the Commissioner a
herd time jugt to try to keep from'payin@ it. L
Vie haven't had that experience. VWe've had, el
I thlu", two cases beiore the Commissioner o
where the employee tried to get additionel o
- benefits end in both cases they were disallowed.
' We have had no adverse effalrs with the
Commigsioner. Our relationship has always
been very eaumiable. So, those ere the things
that~~and there's one otner thing-the traAs¢er ;‘
of stuitable work wita rehabilitation of $15,00 2
ver vweek. Iow, into that the bill states that :
if a person is disabled, the employer must o
find him extra work or shovld f£ind him extra G
work, other work thet he can do, compensable -
or commensurste with his ebility. low, 8&ay we
have a werson who hes been out with some type
of an injury. He's beck end his Dﬂ““lC&]
condition allows him to work tweaty hours &
week. The emplover heg found & job that the
men cen éo for twenly hours a week, rrofitably
for the employer and the aaployee. Iow, this
employee 1s entitled to unemployment corpens&-
tion, e vertiel paymenﬁ ox unemplo#nent c ompen~—
N sation, Ig addition, is this $15.00 & week
zoing to be considered hig earned wages. I8
it going to be considered as free gretis or
how ig it zoing to £it into the unermployment
compensation pictu?e? In other words, 1if the
eumployee c&n pay iim, s&y >oO 00 = week, his
venefit ig o much more, he's entitled to

re,
. o . . - . R
> pertiel payment. In eddition, ne gets 15.00
ﬂ a week for rehabillt t101 worlkse I think thet
2 Vi ‘ should be clarified-wihether that 1c A

r N




4
1
N
8

- 70 LABOR - S 20/59
| ‘ 2 5 c,/r / EBS

COZ‘SIDERED earned way or not earned pay
for unemployment compeunsation work., Thank
you.

o

“Chr. killer: Thanlk you. If there are no other soecﬂ:ers,
I declgre tne hearing closed.
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