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only a little better. 3
I can see no harm at all in any of these amendments; they arne
almost all technical and necessary. I hope the Amendment is

carried.

THE SPEAKER; Will you remark further on the Amendment?  The gentile-
man from Watertown. - !
MR. VERNOVAI OF WATERTOWN: 1

Mr. Speaker, I rise to support the Amendment. I think that i
the amendment was clearly explained by the gentleman from Salisbury
and I concur wholeheartedly with his remarks and urge everyone to

support the amendment.

THE SPEAKER: Will you remark further? If not, all those in favopr
indicate by saying aye; opposed no; the ayes have it and the_ amend-

ment is adogted.

We will now proceed on the bill as amended. The gentleman
from Norfolk. ;
MR. ZANOBI OF NORFOLK:

Mr. Speaker, I move acceptance of the Committee's favorable 4
report and passage of the bill as amended. !
THE SFEAKER

The question-is on the acceptance of the Cofmittee's favorablle ]

report and the passage of the bill as amended. Will you remark?

MR. ZANOBI OF NORFOLK: -
Mr. Speaker, House bill_ZQQl, certifies and revises the entire
workmen's compensation act, thereby clarifying several sections

of the act. It brings tagether in logical order the various -
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biennial enactments and draft of this act, and sets these up in

logical fashion, instead of the present hodge podge. Ih reporting
this bill I would. 1like to point ont that much credit is due the

subcommittee who worked diligently for many days to arrive at tHe

final draft. The subcommittee consists of the gentleman from Salis-

bury, the gentleman from Canton, the gentleman from Watertown, anf
the gentleman from New Haven.
A VOICE:

.ﬁr. Speaker, this bill is the result of many months of dedi-
cated -6ffort and- hard work both before and after the start of the
present session, and I mean much, by theé gentleman from Sélisbury,

Mr. Rarid. He-not only gave of his own time but also used the

facilities of his own office for the preparation of this very com

prehensive act. At the public hearing,. representatives of opposing

sides, while at times disagreeing with some of the particulars of

the bill, were unanimous in praising ... such a clear and orderly

‘act. Mr. Speaker, I will not go into detail,‘bgt let the gentlempgn

from Salisbury, the very capable aut?or of this bill, explain it.
Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman fromr Salisbury.

THE SPEAKER: The gentleman from Salisbury.

MR. HAND OF SALISBURY:

L3
—

The main changes of this act makes in substance the present
law, in the first place excludes part time domestic workers; itk
clarlfles and in a sense changes the actual rights and llabllltleb

of)the parties; it eliminates entlrely gny recourse_ to commonmlgw
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through the act; incidentally it elliminates the liability of

directors of corporations which was cdonsidered rather -gffensive

in the 1959 revision; and it also, since it has come to the assembly, !

now increases the benefits in some cases due to partial incapacity

by specific injuries. I will point out byt three or four of the
major changes which might be of interesst to the menets of the Housé
and can easily be pointed out.

If you will turé to page 2, line 25, the first line 25, the
little paragraph D --a,b,c,d - these are employees excluded - who
will be excluded if this act becomes effective, and- I think will
appeal- to a great many members not in business. _ It éxcludes any

person working around a domestic hdusehold, inside or out, wlo

J

works for that employer for less than 26 hours per week. In othej
words, after this act becomes effective, you can have a baby sig;é
or a person helping in the house, or a yardman or a lawn mower
for wup to a little more than three days a week, without. being subs

jeet to the act. !It‘also =~ the little e, "in that samé paragraph,

excludes corporate offigers who. elect to be excluded and they sim$;

have to give written notice to the .employer and the Cbmmisséoner.

Now, otherwise, that first section which is the same gs the'prese%t

31-139 is the same. A4

Now we get to page 5, Sec¢tion 6,Btheré is another . change here

wherein we seek to ckeate the office of a Commissioner at large.

There are now five - there always have been five Commissioners, ore

-

for each Congwréssional district; they are dedicated még who work .

hard; théy_haﬁgﬁnever_ﬁad any-help when they are sick or are taking
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vacations, since no one else can sign their awards and figrms the

work piles up. They cost the state very little money; they are

last year for the whole 8tate of Connecticut, the whole five dis-

tricts, all the help and the Commissioners for- $180,00Q. This
simply creates the power to %ppoint a Coméﬁssioneraat—large, on
a part tiﬁ;u;asgs by tﬁéudﬁéfrman of the Commisgion Leo Noonan,
when he feels it is necessary because of sickness. He asked for
this. and we all on thé committee and sub-committee would like him
to have it.
Page 6, Roman Numeral 2; Seetion 10, 11 and 12. This is the

most sdbstantial change in the operation of the law and takes slll

vwhich provided election for common law remedies ... a great many
indefinite terms which are &ifficult of construction and. it takes
them all and provides for a fine up to $L000 for noncompliiance

with the Act ‘in tEe way Of insurance coverage; a $250 fine for

coming from any .of these fines would be put in the secénd injury

fund.

gsomebody wants to ask me questions, then I will be glad to answej

claimers which were felt te be rather offensive. We havé naow put

them back in a different sgfection and raised it to 20 daysy It is

a model of thrift in that office. This entire act was administerned

,0f these 0ld sections, some of thén. ineffective and very ambiguous

lesser vielations of the Act; and both of these fines or any money

I am going to skip through here, and cover very little unless

them. We ofiginally did away with the disclaifers - intended dig-

Vo e
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now“on page 12, the last part of Section 19 - the disclaimer language]
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There was a great ambiguity in the present act because the woid

due was used when the - due ~ when the award was due. Nobody can
can say when they are due legally. That has been clarified on
page 15, Section 26, at the bottom of the page. That is a whole
new section, to qualify when payments become due.

On page 19, of Sect}on 31 of the increased specific benefits
you'll find that the arms are both ways by 21 and 16 weeks ...
the legs by 30 weeks, the foot by 32 weeks, the eye -~ one eye by
27 weeks and roughly each of the fingers by six weeks.

Going along, I have marked here a great many small and techni+
cal and simply co;rectivg c%§g§§s, which I will not go in to. Noﬁ,
we come to the section, the other big part of the act, after all
the operation of ordinary claims is the portion concerning waiverg
and second injury charge. There is very little change in that of
a sybstantial nature. I think the priﬂéipal one was to redefine
what - how imsolvent or how unable an employer or his insurer has
to bhe unable to ng;?he compensation before the second injﬂ}y fungd
takes effect. Other than that we changed gothing in.those sectiohs.
Waivers are still jﬁét as they were or substantially; the secéng
injury fund remained at $50,000 and also now has the benefit of
any possible fine brought in under Section 10 and 11l in this Act.

Now, I have skipped over an awful lot of small changes and

I'1l be glad taq -answer questiens, but I will say no more umless

—~

you have questions, except that I think this will be a good law;

it should work; -a great many bad things have cﬁépt'%n over the
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years; the law has rather grown- like Topsy, and this Act-Beeks ro|
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"has truly been beyond the call of usual legislative duty apd I

correct them all by repealing the whole chapter and writing it as
you have it here in your file. Thank you, Mr. Speaker:
THE SPEAKER: Will you remark further? Gentleman from O0ld Lyme.
MR. PATTERSON OF OLD LYME: |

I'd only like to pay tribute to the wonderful job the gentle
man frém Salisbury has done in reworRing this entire area of our
law. T naturally hope the bill will pass as I think it contains

many improvements aside from what he has done on it, but his work

think he deserves our heartiest congratulations.
THE SFEAKER? The gentleman from Guilford.
MR. DUDLEY OF GUILFORD:

Mr. Speaker, I too, would like to concur with the remarks of]
the gentleman from 0ld Lyme with reference to the dedication with

which the gentleman from Salisbury has approached this problem,

I think inthis particular area, although it may be a specialized

area, is that too few people would realize it ¥s a lot of hard
work, and particularly when we have had a law on our books since,
I believe somewhere in the neighborhood of 1913. The extensive
difficulty in a major revision of a type or body of a law of this
type. °I have reason to believe that this type of legislation wil

enjoy bi-partisan support and I only again would like to concur

in the remarks - I do think the gentleman from Salisbury deservesg

a great tribute for This work.
THE SEEAKER: Will you remérk further? The gentleman from Watertd
MR.. VERNOVAT OF WATERTOWN: Mr. Speaker, this bill makes- many

1
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technical changes and accomplishes two important objections,
First, it cleans up the entire act and makes it both logical and

understandable; and secondly it provides a number of substantial
improvements which will on one hand afford up to date protection
for the employee and on the other hand will make the Act admins-

tratively more workable for the employer. This bill assures that

Connecticut will continue to have a modern and an effective workmbn's

L]

compensation law, and I too, would want to congratulate the gentl
man from Salisbury for the remarkable job he did in rewriting the
bill, because the bill was getting pretty much out of hamd with

the various amendments that were being wade, and I think everyone

should support this and report it out unanimously.

3

THE SPEAKER: Will you remark further? The gentleman from Westbrool
MR. SCHLOSSBACH OF WESTBROOK: | ’

I too, would like to congratulate the gentleman from Salisbu
because he sat along side of me in the Judiciary Committee and I
have always wondered why he was absent so often. I now know where
he was.

THE SPEAKER: The gentleman from Famington.

Mit. 1JOYES OF TFARMIHGTON:

Mr. Speaker, I would ask the gentlenan from Salisbury a perhao§

minor gquestion, but whether or not the Act as it stands in our

%
files is intended to change in any way the recent Supreme Court
decision with respect to scars and workmen's compensation resulti

therefrom.

Thi SPEAKER: The gentleman from 3alisbury.
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iﬁ. Through yéu, Mr. Speaker, I would inform the gentleman from
;;Farmington that it does not. There was somevtalk during sub-committee
work and at one time we had a clause in there which would undo the
recent Supreme Court decision, but it was felt advisable not to
change the law and the construction by Supreme Court. With respect

to scars, this act is exactly the same as the present law.

THE SPEAKER: The gentleman from Fanﬁington.

 MR. NOYES: OF FARMINGION:
Mr. Speaker, I think a very fine job has been doné and T bow

to the Committee in their knowledge of this law. I think it is

i difficult however,in bringing out the law at this late date and

e oy Uy

} .+ again, those peoéle who will have to live with the administration
of i1t on both sides of the fence, the employees and the employers,

have not had a chance to go over the thing as it stands now, I

i trust and believe it will be as workable as we hope that it will be,

I would also say that the increases in the specifics are cer-

tainly ~ represents an increase which I entirely support, for the

i
i
:
¥
;
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, laws, what an employee gives up = an individual when he comes under

b |
%fworkmen's compensation, gives up the right to £0 to Court and sue

t .

it for damages who people who are-injured, not in the course of employ=

"

3:1 o 3 - »
;ment, may be able to get, and if you read the newspapers you know

simple reason that I think in.the present state of our Courts and

ﬁthat if an individual is severly injured, he can usually collect
i

o
stime I could not sit down without arcain calling the attention of

4
L

:tl i%ﬁr@n a sympathetic jury, a very substantial amount. At the same
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ﬁ of this House, that although we are talking about support for
b widows and children and tinancial reparatioan for that which ﬁan-
} not be replaced, members of the human body, We are also taiking

about in this law, the cost to employers and 1 hope and trust that
" this and future labor committees will bear tn;s in mind as we vaik
f about our competitive positions.
j THE SPEAKER: Will you remark further? The gentleman from
i New Haven. |
Y MR. ROURKE OF NEW HAVEN:

. Mr. Speaker, I rise to support this bill and to brlefly men- |

,
SEboul k Bpaaluge pe

tion the length of time that people have worked on it. After«the
. i
1959 Amendment to the law, the Labor Committee was called togethezi

and one of the assistants in the Legislative Comm1351oners offmce i
:%"‘3
i worked for about a month making recommendation she thought WEre .

| necessary. Then the Legislative Council had a subcommlttee'énd :

they put someone to work and worked about the same 1ength of tlme‘

& 1.

Qur attorney from the State Labor Council, worked about two -weeks

! on it; sometimes in consultation with Commissioners; sometimes with §

} members of our staff; and then I know the gentleman from Salisb jﬁ

" worked a good part of the summer on it, and although this is geﬁtinga
. to be a little repetitiocus, I too want to add words of praise for

© the hard work that he put into this bill. I also think the sub- .

Q..

Phebe i, e oo, 0§ gﬂw&m.‘,i A

committee, the gentleman from Watertown and the gentleman from Car
along with obhers worked for at least a week, right during this

session on it, and then we have the eight page letter from oné of

i the Commissioners, which was really the reason for the Amendment
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explained by the gentleman from Salsibury. So, all in all, this

has been, I think, a real good job and I hope the bill passes.
TﬂE SPEAKER:

Will you remark further? If not, all those in fawor of the
bill indicate by saying aye; opposed no; the ayes have it and the

bill is passed as amended.

THE CLERK:
Please turn to page 16 of the Calendar, the third item from

the bottonm. _
Calendar No. 1206, File No. 945, Senate Bill No. 1239, am

-“Act granting Shirley Romano, Vera Cranelli and Michael Spineélli

permission to Sue the City of Milforgd.

Favorable report of the Joint Committee on General Law.

This bill passed Lhe House on May 29th and was reconsidered.

THE SPEAKER: The gentleman from Fairfield.
MR. FENNELL OF FAIRFIELD:

Mr. Speaker, I move for acceptance of the joint favorable
report and passage of the bill."
THE SPEAKER:

| =
@

The question is on the acceptance of the Committee's favorab

report and passage of the bill in concurrence with the Senate.

Will you rémark? The gentleman from Fairfield.
MR. FENNELL OF FAIRFIELD:
It is unfortunate that I have to go through this again but

this is a bill to validate-a defective notice in an action in whi

suit was brought against the City of Milford. It is brought on

ha-.-...Lun‘ P [P o
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SENATOR ALFANO:

This amendment makes it permissive for the State to convey
this property instead of mandatory.
THE CHAIR:

Are there further remarks on the amendement? If no further

remarks the question is on the adoption of the amendment, Those

in favor will signify by saying "aye®, Opposed, The amendment ig
adopted, . - l

Are there further remarks on the bill? If no further remarks

’

the question is on acceptance of the committees favorable report

and passage of the bill as amended, Those in favor will signify

by saying "aye", Opposed.. The bill as amended is pasged.

THE CLERK:
Cal. No. 2065. File No, 1308, Sub. House Bill No. 2391. An

Act revising The Workmen's €ompensation Law. (As amended by
House Amendment Schedule A%, )}

THE CHAIR:
Senator Miller of the 13th district.

SENATOR MILLER:

Mr. President, I move for acceptance of the committees favor-
able report and passage of the bill.
THE CHAIR:

Care to remark?

SENATOR MILLER:
I now move for adoption ef House Amendment Schedule ®A®,

House Amendment Schedule "A"™ was just a technical amendment, Mr.

Presidente.

e o
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‘Schedule "A®, Those in favor will signify by saying %aye®. Oppo

TRE CHELR:
Will the Clerk please read the amendment.
THE CLERK:

House Amendment Schedule ™A™, In Section 1; line 3 of page 2

insert_after the word "services" the words "for pay".

In Section 4 delete the sentence beginning with the word "Eacl

in line 20 and ending with the word Mholidays" in line 22,

In Section 5, place a period after the word Mact" in line 3
and delete the rest of the s entence, )

In Section 10, line 10, delete the word “relatives®™ and insert
the word "dependents", ‘ )

In Section 15 delete in lines 10 and 13 the words Yby award”.

In Section 18 after the date in line 45 add the following

sentence: "There will net be permanent loss or loss of use of

......'..l'..".

(member)

In Section 51 delete everything from the beginning of line 24
through to the period in line 26 and insert the following: "and
ligbilities of the parties to such waiver as to injuries arising
out of and in ‘the course of the employment and within the terms
of such waiver shall be such as are provided by law in the case
of persons outside the scope of this act.”

THEGHATR :
Thé;ﬁgestion is on acceptance of the technical House Amendment

-

- -~

The House ﬂﬁendment Schedule "A" is adopted.
Any remarks on the bill aé amended by House Amendment Schedul

ed.
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SENATOR WITLEG: —~une ol

This bill rewrites the entire Workmen's Compensation Law so
as to make it structugally clear, The definition of employees
is amended to eliminate the provisions of the act, any person who
performs any type of service in or around a private home provided
he is not so employed for more than 26 hours per week, This eliw
minates coverage for baby sitters, part-time gardners, etc., pro-
vided such persons are not employed by the owner or occupier more
than 26 hours in any one week. The right of an employee to his
employer, or the director of a corporation by which he is emw
ployed has been eliminated,

An employer who willfully fails to provide the payment of
compensation under the terms set-forth under the act is subject
to a fine of not more than $1,000, An employer who willfully
fails to perform any provisions of the act is subject to a fine
of $250., Violations of either of these provisions are to be
prosecuted in the appropriate courts.

The Chairman of the Board of Commissioners may appoint a
commissioner-at-large in any Workmen's Compensation district in
which the burden of cases is such thét proper dispensation of the
case loads require this additional assistance. Such commissioner
at-large may be appointed from former Workmen's Compensation
Commissioners or qualified attorneys from thié State and will be
paid on a per diem basis. This provision will help substantially
in relieving the congestion of cases in the heavy loaded Work=-
men's Compensation districts.

The time limit for filing claimants by employers has been ex-

T U,
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tended from 10 to 20 days. The employer is now required to
furnish the employee or his attorney upon request all medical re-
ports concerning an injury to the employee. 1t also provides
that the employee shall be entitled to replacement or repair of
eye glasses where damage has been incurred in the course of an in-
jury to the face or head. Employees shall be entitled to payment
for the cost of transportatien from the plant to the doctor's
office and return to the plant where an employee has to recéive
mediqal treatment for injury aistained during working hours. Under
the present statute the employee is only entitled to one way tran-
sportation.

Mr. President, Mr. Rand of the House was Chairman of this sub~
committee, Senator Cady did a lot of work on this Workmen's Com-
pensation Law, and although it didn't come out presently iike the
sub-committee wanted it to, I think.it is a bill that we can live
with, for a couple of years anywayo.
THE CHAIR:

Any further remsrks? Senator Cady of the 3lst district,
SENATOR CADY: |

Mr., President, as we all know, Connecticut was a pioneer in

this field of Workmen's Compensation, having passed the first

Workmen's Compensatioﬁ Act in 1913, Since that time the Workmen's

Gompensétion Act has received a great deal of attention and there

has been a great many amendments, changes, acted upon session

after session, Some good, Some undesirable, until we reached a
point in this session where we had a very lengthy act which had

heen amended to a point where it was difficult to find the pro«

58 .
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It was a job that required a tremendous amount of work %o
preperly amend and consolidate this act. As a member of the subw
committee who worked on this, I think I can say that unless Rep.
John Rand of Salisbury, had done the monumental work that he did
on this act during the past year and before this session began,
we wouldn't have this bill before us today. It is one of those
bills, I'ﬁ sure, that if it had not been worked on by Mr. Rand,
that it Qould have had to be referred to scme special commission
or legislative council: without a benefit of an improvement of this
law. But becuase of Mr, Rand's work we were able as a committee
to sit down and merely considér what he had one, and I would say
that in 95% of the cases we agreed that his draftwenship, his re-
vision, was a desirable one. So, 1t was a very easy job fer your
sub-committee and your Labor Committee as a whole to accept this
bill as drafted by Representative Rand with very few modifications

As Senator Miller has point;& out, the bill makes some very
importamnt changes in our Workmen's Compensation Law. It very
nicely takes care of this baby-sitter problem, which has plagued
home owners and insurance companies during the past two years. 1LY
also allows corporate directors to get a better nights sleep Knowe
ing that they may not face the yarious penalties that heretofore

existed for non-complaince-with this ac¥.

I won't go into all of the details because Senator Miller has

e Jnne 5, 196) hQ
F vision you were looking for and you wére also confusing provi- K
i
sions which had been inserted without really considering the other t
parts of the act.
o
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ably summarized the other changes that this bill makes. The only
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eriticism that I have heard of the bill is that it is going %o
increase the cost to some extent for industry and employers, be~
cause of a relatively small increase in the specifics, as they ar
called, that is an increase in benefits for partial.disability
for speeific injuries,

However, Connecticut is still far in the lead in these areas
of specifics. I think that this will be not any undue burden for
industry. It brings all of these specifics into better balance
and places Connecticut among the leaders in this field, but cer-

tainly it doesn't mean that we are the highest as far as the

allowances, the awards we allow, for specific injuries to arm,

leg, hand, foot oreye, I feel that if industry can cdntinue to
have these accident prevention programs in their plant as thef
have been in the past, they can cut down injuries to a point
where the premiums in the future may well be lower rather than
actuq}ly higher than the Workmen's Compensation Rates,

Along with Senator Miller, I deowould like to urge the unan-
imous passage of this monumental piece of work,

THE CHAIR:

Are there further remarks? Senator Miller of the 13th dis-
trict. |
SENATOR MILLER:

Mr, President, I would like to point out that as far as the
baby sitters and the workers around the home, it was never the ins
tent of the 1959 legislaturomrs to included them in the bill., It
was brought out by, for instance, Mr. Alsop who. was at one time a

_candidate for Governor of this State, he wag one of those that

g .
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brought it out that no Workmen's Compensation Commissioner ever
made a ruling that they were iﬁcluded, and I still don't think
they were. |

I agree with the Senator from the 31lst that we were in the
forefront on this bill., It was introduced by the Demoeratic Party
in 1913 and was gigned by a Democratic Governor that same year,
THE CHAIR:

Any further remarks? If not, the gquestion is on acceptance
of the committees favor;ble report and passage of the bill as

amended by House Amendment Schedule "A", Those in favor will sigw

An Act concerning the Publication of a Revisien of the Connecticut

nify by saying "aye™. Opposed. The bill is_passed,
THE CLERK: '
Cal, No. 2066, File Nes, 1251 and 1382, House Bill No. 2778,

Practice Book., (As amended by House Amendment Schedule "A%.)

- -

THE CHAIR:
Senator Ferland of the 28th distficte.

SENATOR FERLAND:

Mr. President, I move for acceptance of the committees favor-
able report and passage of the bill.
THE CHAIR:

Care to remark on House Amendment Schedule M"A"?

SENATOR FERLAND:
Mr. President, this act appropriates $55,000 to have the

Connecticut Practise Book printed, when the Judges of the Superior

Court have prepared and filed with the commission on legal pub-
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MONDAY MARCH 20, 1961

Anthony Miller, Chalirman
’ presiding

Members present: Seneator Miller

Representatives: Earle, Mulreed, Green,,
Hemingway, Rand, Borzani, Snay, Booth,
Huber, Whelen, Saglio, Lowell, Jr.,
Stearns, McGee, Jr., Sebastian, Rourke,
Badolate and Zanobi

Sen. Miller: This Hearing is now in session. Are there
any members of the General Assembly that wish
to speak on any of these Bills? Mr. Patterson?

kep. Patterson: Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, I
am Representative Patterson from Cld Lyme, Conn-
ecticut d T would like to speak on House Bill
No. 23917?Rep. Rand) REVISING THE WORKMEN'S COM-
PENSATION LAW. Before I address my remarks to
the Committee, I would just like to say to the
Committee, that I have been told by many people
whe have lived through this Bill, which is a
reworking of the entire Workmen!s Compensation
Act, that we owe & debt of gratitude to Repre-
sentative Rand of your Committee, who put in
many hours of effort on this and who has come
up. with a splendid job of whatever we may think
of the substitubte provisions of the Bill.

I would like to address my remarks, Mr. Chair-

man, principally to two of the items in the Bill.

First of all, the section beginning at the bottom

of page 2 and carrying over onto page 3, which .

deals with the problem, somewhat up in the air

.today, let us say, concerning the baby sitter,

or the part time domestic employee. And I think

the solution to that problem proposed in this

Bill, is a reasonable and proper ons, which

your Committee ought te consider very seriously.

The baby sitter would, so far as it's possible

to do in Legislation, be excluded from the pro-

visions of the Act, the part time domestic em-

ployee, that is the inside employee we might

call her, who is employed for less than 2 hours
¢ in any one week, is excluded from the Act, and

the yard man, or part time gardener is excluded

in effect, if he works for you for only one day

per week. I think these are proper provisions,

I don't think we nesd to clutter up our Workments
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Rep. Patterson (continuing): Compensation Act, or procedures

Sen., Miller:

Mr. Baker:

S. B. No. 653]

with complete protection for that type of em-
rloyment.

My second point that I would address myself to,
is the extenslon of coverage to the single em-
ployee, and here I must differ with Representa-
tlve Rand. Two years ago; we went, as many of
you will remember, to coverage for two or more
employees, and I think perhaps until welve had
more experience wilth that, thatt!s where we ought
to stop. Extension to the single employee pre-
sents many complications and problems, maybe of
less benefit to the sipgle employee than cost in
terms of employment and cost to the small busi-
ness man. And so I would urge the Committee to
listen to the Testimony on that subject today
with the thought in mind, that however merito-
rious &niprinciple the extension to one employes
may be, there are real hazards and real problems.
And T would suggest that until we!ve had furthsr
experience with the operation of the Act that
was amended two years ago, we ought to wait and
see.

Thank you, very much, Mr. Chairman,

Thank you. Are there any other Members of the
General Assembly that wish to speak on any of
these Bills? If not, welre going to take and
hear the proponents of the Bills on the side

of the employee first, depending on how much
time they take, but I think two hours should

be enough, so that we!ll listen to them until
ten after twelve and then break for luneh and
start again at 1:00., Wetll hear the proponents.,

Mr. Chairman, my name is Daniel Baker, I am
here representing the Connecticut State Federa-
tion A.F.L.C.I.0. I propose to speak on all of
the Bills, and hence, I fear, will have to bur-
den the Committee at some length, I should like
first to take up Senator Miller!s Bill, which
bears the number 653.J

£§en. Miller) REVISING THE WORKMEN!S COMPENSATION
W.

This Bill revises the ptresent statutes in several
re '
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Mr. Andrews (Continuing): ay remarks, gentlemen, 1 hope you
will forglve me.

T will now turn to the material and I'm going

to be much more general than the preceding speak-
ers., In the first place, having worked in your
position, I recognize that the ultlmate probably
will be a Committee Bill, and it will be somewhere
betweer: Senate Bill 6537and House Bill 2391.v (Rep.
Rapd) REVISING THE WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION LAW.
Now, you might have noticed that when you asked
for a standing vote on who is opposed to 653,“no-
body stcod up on this direct side. The reason
for it is obviocus, because there are some good
Sections in 653,/s0 how can you categorically
stand up and oppose something which is partially
good? And, I think, you will find out from other
speakers in detall, which parts we consider good.

As far as 2391‘&5 concerned, I think the intent

of this Bill is extremely good. Unfortunsately,
there is a technical matter which ralses a ques-
ticn. in our mind as to accepting it, and that is;
the matter of reference to precedent cases in the
Statute, Court cases in the past, and I thiuk this
i1s a technical question upon which scmebody slse
will comment on, but I wish you'd bear that ques-
tiorn: in mind. In general, in 2391,/ there ares

many secbtlons which we would favor. As for exa.ple,
on coverage., 1 think, as far as coverage 1s con-
cerned, many of our company officials, I'm talking
about the Naugatuck Valley, were considerably
concerned and worried over this question of the
definition of part-time, or baby sitter question.
Now, I'm happy to note, that irn several Bills,
attempts have been mads to correct this thi.g, to
clarifly it, because I think I'm aware of what your
intent was in 1959. We would not necessarily take
a position as to whether it should be 16 hours a
week, or 26 hours a week, but I would remiad you,
respectfully, that the Legislative Council, a by-
partisan organization, as you know, has gone on
record as rscommending 26 hours as the deperndative
point. In general, we would take no position on
coverage, other than to respectfully request that
this be clarified, so that pecple don't coms to me
and say, "I have a baby sitter three days a week.
Do I have to buy Workmen'!s Compensation Insurance?"
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Mr., Andrews (Conbtinuing): On the general question of specific

awards, I think, 1t can be safely sald, thatl we
have reasonably comparable benefits in Connecti-
cut, in general our Law 1s one of the best 1n the
country. And, in connection with this guestion
of the specific amount being increased, 1t should
be remembered that whenever the maximum goes up,
as it has in the past; be specific and lset me

ive you an example: if the maximum goes up
%5.00 for the loss of a master hand of 242 weeks
(inaudible) over the years, except for the master
hand, which was changed in 1957. I would submit
this as a suggestion for your consideration;
every change has brought with i1t a change in the
maximum amount on the spescifics. The specific
schedule is fair and adequate in comparison to
other States, we therefore, take the position
that there should be no change in the specifics
4t this time. As to the gquestion, a highly de-
batable question, I have my own, strangely snough,
ideas that have persisted since 1953, but T go
further than this posltion in pointipng out, that
1f you set out a specific for backs and this is

a gquestion which I don't profess to know the ans-
wer, are you opening the door for back cases
coming in and claiming propertionate payments
against the.four hundred, much in the same manner
that scaring took place? I think that you should
look at this one, pretty carefully, and would
respectfully submit that you might get some coun-
sel from the Commlssioners, or even from doctors
In this particular instance.

Now, agaln on the subject of the maximum, I would
say this; that while we still, and some of you
will recell that a couple of minor weak volces
were ralsed In 1959 in the Leglslature agalinst

the adoption of this percentage of production wage
and we still oppose the principle, feel that a
flat maximum 1s much better because it gives the
Legislature a chance to look at it every two years,
we would %F along with the proposition in House
Bill 2615+br in 2391, v

H. B. No. 2615J2Rep. Prout) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS OF THE WORKMEN!S

COMPENSATION ACT.

H. B. No. 2391J(Rep. Rand) REVISING THE WORKMEN'S COMPENSATIbﬁ

LAW.
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Mr. Nelligan (Continuing): mind. And we sincerely hope
that the Gentlemen of the Committee will
also do this.

Thets 1s one point that I think needs some
clarification, and that's in regard to
Secbion 47 of S. B. No 653y the last line
which refers to congenital causes. Congeni-
tal causes, it is my understanding in talking
to several medical men, could include heart
trouble, tuberculosls and other types of
dlseases, which would not be associated with
employment. And we think that the Committee
should study that very, very thoroughly be-
fore including that language in the Bill.

In regard to H. B. No. 2391,V

H. B. No. 2391J(Rep. Rand) REVISING THE WORKMEN'S (CMPENSA-
TION LAW,

theret!s one point in Section 10 where the word
is changed from "occupational i1llness" to
"occupation disease". We think that should

be defined exactly. What the reasons, I for
crie am not aware, and I think that should bs
studied to seajwhy that was changed. We also
object in 2391Yto the waiver provision. We
think that waivers are a good thing and they
should be continued in the status quo.

H. B. 3085,/
H. B. No. 3085Y(Rep. Earle) WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION ACT.

meets our general approval, we think this
Bill eliminates some of the inconsistencies
and some of the trouble we have had with the
Workmen's Compensation Act adopted in 1959.
And we would urge that the Committee report
favorably on 3085,/

In regard to H. B. 3379,V

H. B. No. 33791(Rep. Prout) CLARIFYING THE RIGHTS OF SUCCESSOR
EMPLOYERS IN RESPECT TO WAIVEIR EXECUTED UNDER
THE WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION AGT BY EMPLOYER
HAVING PHYSICAL DEFECTS, )
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Mr. Jankura (Continuing): can go up to $57.00 -- Illinois,
itts 351.00 -- Indlana, another city in which
we operate, its 60%, a maximum of $39.00 --
California, where we also operate, itk 61 and
3/4% and a maximum of $52.50 -- Chio, where
we have a new plant, just opening up, itls
66 and 2/3rds, with a maximum of $49.00 and
there, itfs the State Fund. You cannot bscoms
self-insured there. Now, In Oregon, which is
the highest in the United States, they have
$63.46, but that amount reduces if there are
less than gsix children, So we coms right to
the point where we are today. I think that in
Connecticut, we ars much ahead bscause there ls
no limit under the present Law. It is 52 this
gear, rnext year the Commissionser may make it 55.
Thah.& you.

Sen. Miller: Thank you.

Mr. Lemaire: Mr. Chairman, Gentlemen of the Committee, my
rame i1s Leon Lemaire and I speak for the Manu-
facturers Association of Connecticut.

I will open my remarks on an affirmative basis,

We are highly in favor of most of the provisions
of Representative Rand'!s Bill ~- N&. 239WWREVISING
THE WCORKMEN'S COMPENSATION LAW, with a few ex-
ceptions which I will read.

First of all, in changing the term "occupational
disease" to"occupational injury", excuse ms,
"Illaess", there is a danger that the Courts would
be i a position of not knowing exactly what the
torm meant. Now, the word "disease'" has been
Judicially defined and we feel, that it should be
retained in the Law, and there seems to be no
reason, in my mind, at least, for a change in the
terms to the woerd "illness™,

Ihe second object which we have to Representative
fand’s Bill, is Section 30 -- payment after five
years from the date of the original award to be
reised by one-half the difference between the award
and the current maximum. We are opposed to any
type of provision of this kind, which would increase
the bernefit payment. After the time that an award
has been issued, I think that the problem has been
well stated by previous speakers snd I won't take
any more of your tlme up on it, except to say again
we are opposed to this section., °
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Mr, Lemaire {(Continuing): In general, Representative Rand's

Bill is good, but we caution you not to rush

in too hastily, for fear that you will upset

the prior judicial decislons which have been
made in this field, If there are any changes

at all of paragraphs and ssctions numbers, this
would not be too objectionable, but you must be
very careful that the wording which comes out of
any Bill that you might come uvp with, that the
wording is not changed very drastically -- other-
wise you are throwing case law out the window,
and this will result in a tremendous amount of
litigation.

We would also, like to go on record as being
highly in favor of House Bill 2615«(Rep. Prout)
TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS OF THE WORKMENR'S COMPENSATION
ACT, with a few exceptions.

Section one -- no change in the maximum until the
average weekly wage exceeds or equals $5.00. We
believe, that this constant change in the rate
from year to year, results in an unnecessary amount
of time and labor spent and thatra limitation be
placed upon the amount of change, before a change
in the maximum rate would be made.

Allowiug twenty days to file disclaimers -- we
feel, that there should be no disclaimer or pro-
vision in the Law. That point has been sufficien-
tly covered by other speakers and I won't take

up your time on that ocne.

Representative Rand's Bill, again, House Bill
26169~ KOTICE OF PROPOSED WORKMIN'S COMPENSATI Ok
JAILS, which would permit the examination of work-
mauts compensation rates, prior to the effective
date. We feel, that under the pressnt Law, suffi-
ctant protection is not given to the very people
who are paying and footing this Bill. Under the
present Law, the Insurance Companies submlt their
schedule of rates, if the Commission doesn'i act,
I bslieve, they become effective in five days.

»It is sufficlently difficult for employers who
would contest these rates, to get them over turned
once they are put into effect. Wa believe, that
it is only just, that those people who are going
to foot the Bill, have a right to look at these
rates and check them out for their soundness, to
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Mr, Lemaire (Continuing): whernesvser the cosat of living, or the

averagxe production wage increases. There is no
reason in The world, at this time, why we should
have to increase any specific itsm. Our benefits
compare favorably with all of the other States,
therse are certain areas in which other Statss pay
more thAarl we do and we pay more than in other
areas, but overall our Laws are quite favorabls,
I'm going to read just a couple of citations:
California, maximum a week is $52.50 -- Illinois
%SI.OO ~~ Massachusetts $45.00. -~ New Hampshire
$340.00 -~ Iova $L9.00 -~ Pennsylvania 342,50 --
New York $45.00 ~- and in Rhode Island $32.00.

Ir. computing average wage of an employee, page 19,
section 17 of the Bill, would permit the use of
departwertal hours, 1f the employee worked less.

{he whole iutent and purpose of theWorkmern's Compei.-
satiou Law is to provide benefits based orn a mans
earning abllity. Not the departmental earning
abilicy and not the plant earning ability. It
defeats the entire purpose of the Law, by incluading
ary such provision and we are highly opposed to

suce a change.

Seccetion (inaudible) Now, I'm not sure what you are
trying to do here, but if it means this, if it

means that if a man -- I'11 use the example ~f a
man driving an automobile -~ if a man driving a

152 Ford wraps it up and he buys a Cadillac, that's
the cost of replacement arnd if it!'s the value of
replacement, then certainly the figure is very
(inaugdible) has been identified, has been judicicus-
ly determined and there seems to be no logical reasni
in the world, in my book, to change this to the word
cost. Cost has another meaning entirely and if cost
of replacement means, as 1 say, replacing a Cadillasc
for a Ford, I say this is certainly s bad pirovisicu.

We would support House Bill No. 2391J(ﬂep. Rar.d)
REVISING THE WORKMEN'S GCOMPENSATICN LAW, with re-
spect to payment of wages and that is the guaran-
tecd rate, or day rate, whichever is higher and
this is a logical one and this figure is always
rredeterminad,

Syctlor. 22, as I see it, it would derny the employer
credit for rehabilitation payments made before the
war. Now, I don't exactly know what the intent is.
IT vhere 1s = settlemernt, or a decision rendsrad,
any rayments that an employer has made prior to
this should certainly be taken into consideration.
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bMr. Lemaire (Continuing): Section 2, page 2, this depart-

went, it seems I guess, we do not -have snough
reports, we have to be subjected to umors,

All the il.formmetior which is gilven in these
reports is forwarded or te the Labor Depart-
mer.t, T don't understand why you should want
to place on the employee thé duty of fivling
out another fcrm., It seems to serve no
useful purpose and if ifts only purpocse is

to hel, some other department »f the State,
to fix up Tigures, or I don't know what they
want it for, but if this is the only reasorn,
thow I say itfs unjustified. The information
is availabls, a copy, as I say, is forwarded
0. to the Labor Commissioner and there sesms
to be wo reasou for 1t now, taking away this
protsetion. Tach fallure to report is a
separate cffeuse and the President and
Directcrs are liable. Again a Directcr is
suddewndy liable again for fallure tec maks a
r=p rt. :

Saction 20 perwmits the legal representatives to
mak ¢lains which are now confined to depei.derts.
I'n :n% sue, again, what the purpose of tris

is, but of course, we're opposed to it. If

this sluply expedites mabters in the cass of a
demath, then perhaps it'!s alright,

Sectior. 7?5 again., An ewployer must file a
dlsclaiuzr within 10 days of when he knows of
the sxistence of circumstances constituting
the basis for a claim, or he is conclusively
presumed to have walved his right ard is for-
ever, thereafter, barred from contesting.

rfkis further Jeopardizes the position andwe
say you are golrng even further ir. the Wwrong
Giscotion here. Not only are you assuming
that he actually knows about it, but if he
shiwuld have known, what is this supposed to
mean? Iie should have known of the existernce
ol circumstances? This is very objectionable
tu penalize the man, even if he Jdoesn't know,
what's hie supposed to do? Sengd police escorts
arourd hils.plant constantly, to check on ir-
Juscd euwployees? Suppose a wan gets hurt ou
a2 Job ard he doesn't go to sick bay, he doesu't
repost to the medical office, what do you do?
How are you golug to check on hiw? Should a
supervisor, his foreman, whc waybe happened to
e up in the frout office, at the time, have
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Mr. Lemaire (Continmuing}: hnown about it? I say eliminate

e

the ewntire disclaimer provision., It serves
a0 us=[{ul purpose, 1t's just a harassing
plece of Lepislation.

Sectien 30, page 29 would eliminate the need
for a finding. Now, these findings of fact,
are the very basis upon which the decision.
1s rerndereéd and if youfre going to say that
all you have to do row, bacause you dont't
care to appeal the case now, is just simply
take the decision that says a man gets so
many weeks, then I say, what's going to
happeri several years from the dete of This
award, 1T a coutest occurs? You have ne
basis, ro fladings of fact ~- which means
that 'a Hearing Officerhas to go through the
entire record again, has to listen to new
Gestimony and I say this is unnecessary. I
dor'tv thiuk bthe Commissioners are so burdened
that they can't have findings of fact irn.auy
Case, where they render a decislon., It's my
uwaderstanding that most of these cases are
sattled auyway. There is no need for findiiss
at atl,

Ti.e neat section, of course, changes the word
from "finding" to "decision™ and this is
objocctiounsable,

Sceticw 32 -- requiring the payment within 10
days of an award of voluntary agreement. I
doutt kuow 1f this is any hardship, but again
I dor.'t see any reason for it. I think most
payments are made within that ten day period
without auy trouble at all. .

Section 37 remove employees creating civil
liability for fallure to conform to any pro-
vision in this chapter and limit this to
(iuaudible) Yo sescure compensation. This is
& good section, the limitation to secure com-
persablon is certainly not objectionable.

sSection 37 allowing the electinn tc sue within

Sia months of first manifestation of s symptom.
As I understand the Workmen's Compensation Law,
the purpose of this is to avoid litigation.

448

Ihis would seem to me to increase the posgibility.
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Mr. Quandt (Continuing); for time lost Trom the job,
payment at the same rete which he would
hava earned. Simply, Gentlemen, it would
be a difficult thing to determine. We
would much prefer H, B, 2391, !

H. B. 2391JQRep{ rnand) REVISING THE WORIMEN'S COMPENSATION
LAW,

because the word guaranteed rate, or day work
rates do have neaning in Unlon Contract situa-
tions., Ve Lrow what that rate Ii's.

We are also reglstering the Committee as beiag
L+ favor of House Bill I,51v{llot Listed) which
celiwminates the wotice of the disclaimer.

H. B. 2391f/the Rand Bill, in genreral.
H. 3. 2615,Y

d. B, 2615J(Rep. Prout) THWCHINICAL AMENDIMIENTS OF THE WORKMEN 'S
CCMPENSATI N ACT.

has been adequately covered on the subjsct of
1imiting the liebility of the directors.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Sern.. Miller: Thank you.,

3. B. No. 846" (Sen., Miller) CLARIFYING TI® INTENT OF STCTICL
7-1,33 CF THE GENTRAL STATUTES,

I, J. H. Johnston, M.D., doctor of medicine re-
presenting the Committes on Industrial Hesalth

of the Connecticut State Medical Society preseunt
thuse views outlined below as the consensus of
mecical opirion of this committes.

We do not feel thdt a presw.ptior that heart
dis.ase aud hypertension Jdeveloping in any work
Jdroup can be concluded to arise out of that
garticular occupation. neliable medical irvesti-
patlons have successfully demonstrated that hneart
disease has many etiologlical factors; such as,
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Dr. Johnston {Continuing): heredity, body build and the

' normal physlological processes of aging. Type
of work performed is not one of the causes.
We feel that to include such a presumption in
the Workmen's Compemnsatlon Act would change
the basgic concept of Workmen's Compensation,
which is at present 1imited to those illussses
and injuries "arising out of and in the course
of employmert”.

Wetd alsc lixe To go on record as being oppocsed
to T'ouse Bills 3709¢ Log2v/and 2098/

E. B. 3?09J(Rep. Cole) ACCESS TO MEDICAL REPORTS IN WORKMEL'S
COLPENSATICN CASES.

H. B. No. uoszJ(Rep. Hogar.) FURNISHING MEDICAL REPORTS TO
NJURRD TMPLOYEES FOR WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION
PURPOSES.

H. B. No. 20981(Rep. Casey) ACCESS TO MEDICAL REPORTS TN
WORKMEW!S COMPENSATION CASIS.

We are already on record as giving patlents all
pertinent health findings, except whern Such
diselosures would have an adverse effect upon

Tis health and well being. We fegl, that giving
any irformation that might have an adversse effect,
would be doom to an {mpatient heart.

T would like to submit these statements.
Sen, Miller: Thark you.
¥Mr. Avery: Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, I am

Arnold W. Avery - Gerald Johnson Woolen Company
in Stafford Springs, Connecticut.

1 would like ?& go on record in opposition to
{s

S, B. No. 653 en. Miller) REVISING THZ WORKMEN TS
COMPLSATION LAW and in particular the following
sectiowus, which I willl cover very priefly, because
they have already been covered in detail.

Section 7A - the Chalirman may sppoint any lawyer
or Hearing Officer with seme power as Commissioner.
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Mr. Avery (Continuing): Ssction 12 - requires giving
employee or- attorney copies of all medical
reports. I balleve thet could be harmful
to the person involverd,

Section 15 -~ removes limitations and inereases
ali specifics, it has been poirted out pre-
viously, today, that the present specifics are
adequate and compare favorably with other
States.

Scction 16 - increases maximum from 557 to 60%
of average production wage. It seems to com-
pound the Increase in cést. '

Ssction 18 - changes the value of replacement
to cost of replacement, I think that has been
covered Vvery completely by previous testimony.

Section 22 - would not gilve employer credit
for rehsbilitation payments made befors an
award. This exposes the employer to double
payments.

Section 2l - would eliminate employers protection
from maxing reports to labor or other departments.

Sectlon 30 - no finding required unless appeal
taden. A finding in a formal hearing is desirable
ard has so been pointed out in previous testluony.

I also, wish to reglister in favor of the follow-
irng Bills.

H, B. No. 2391“42@p. Rand) REVISING THE WORKMEN!S CCMPENSATIGH
LAW,

Sectior 51 provides waivers continue effective
whern a company ls merged or purchased.

Sectiorn. 75 - limits combined payments from
employer and second injury fund for partial
incapacity to 780,

H. B. No,. 2616J(Rep. Rand) NOTICE OF PROPOSED WORKMEN'!S COMPZN-
SATICLH RATTES.

Permits examination of Workmen'!s Compensation
rates, prior to effective date.
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