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I will rule at this point that we are in disagreement with the
Senate and appoint the following committee of conference:
the gentleman from the 148th, Rep. Brown; the'gehtleman from
the 9th, Rep. Kiebanoff and after consultation from my good
friend from Brodfiedl and Bethel, the gentleman from the 1l51st,
Rep. Morano,

I think that it is only fitting that Greenwich and

Norwalk get together at the end of the day;

THE CLERK:

Back to Page 6. Cal. 1073. Substitute for House Bill

6311. An Act concerning Workmen's Compensation. - File 1159.

MR. BADOLATO: (30th)
‘ Mr. Speaker, I move for the acceptance of the Committee'd

favorable report and passage of the bill.
THE SPEAKER:

Question is on acceptance and pasaage. Will you remark.
MR. BADOLATO: .(30th)

Mr. Speaker; the C;erk has an Amendment.
THE CLERK: '

House Amendment Schedule "A" offered by Mr. Badolato
of the 30th. |

In section 2, lines 8 and 9, strike out the words "
twenty-five hundred" and remove the brackets around the words

"one thousand". In Section 3, lines 10 and 11, after the word

"cases" bracke ", and shall publish the digest of compensation

b
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1 roc
decisions" and insert a period in lieu thereof. 1In Section 6,

line 4, bracket the word "maximum". In said section, line 29, : ‘
ingsert after the period "In no event shall such employee receive !
|

more than the prevailing maximum benefits." 1In Section 11, line

49,’after the word "employment" and "not in excess of twenty-six |
weeks prior to the date of the injury." In Section 13, line 2, ‘
after the word "insurer" add "of employer to whom a certificate |
of solvency pursuant to subsection (b) of section 31-284 of |
chapter 568‘df,the_general statutes has been issued". )
MR. BADOLATO: .(30th)
| Mr. Speaker, the amendment Section 2 deletes from the )
bill the provision that woulé~LaVe increased the allotment given
to the Chairman over and above the salary from $1,250 and it
would remain at $1,000. Section,3'deletes'from‘the bill the
requirement that hasn't been in the statutes since 1959 and was
placed in the bill by error. Section 6 if allowed to remain, it
would eXclude'from.the benefits of the statutes one who is con-
vaiescing.but anxious to rehabilitate himself sufficiently to
return to gainful employment. In line 29, it limits the benefits ‘

to the maximum prevailing benefits. Section 13 provides that ’

those employers self-insured would pay pro rata share of the i

costs of administering this Act. It's a good amendment and I |
move its adoption.

THE SPEAKER:

Will you remark further on the amendment. TIf not, all

those in favor indicate by saying AYE.  Those opposed. The
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Amendment is ADOPTED. It is ruled technical and we may proceed
with the bill as amended. '
MR. BADOLATO: (30th)

Mr. Speaker, Section 1 redefines the definition of
occupational disease to cover any individual who might be ex-
‘bosed to radiation in the‘course of his employment. Section 2,

provides for the commissioners to receive the same salary as

that of a Judge of the Court of Common Pleas. Section 3 provides|:

that the‘Chairman of the Commission shall pmpare a budget a
budget for expenses of administering the Act each year and
requires the commissioners to live within the budget. Section 4
is designed to correct the situation which has been created by
the insurance carriefs/gziiberately refuse to cover the em-
ployers with respect to the operation of their vehiclesby their
employees. This proposal would nullify the provision that does
not provide for complete coverage of the employers including
the operation of such vehicles by the employers' employees.
Section 5 provides for a cost of living adjustment for injured
people. For employees injured prior to October 1, 1969, the
amount of the adjustment is limited. 1In effect what is permitted
is that these individuals can pick up a maximum of $15¢00 from
. their prior compensation to 1969. Thereafter they will get the
same kind of adjustments as individuals who are injured after
October 1, 1969. Section 6 gives the same cost of living in®

crease to anyone who had reached recovery but then suffered a

relapse. Section 7 gives a cost of living increase to anyone
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- between the pay earned after the accident over what he was earn-

" redefines the maximum rate payable as 60 percent of the average

- balance in this section. Section 12 gives the employee 10 cents

~yond one fare limit. Also it gives him pay for time spent in

injured after October 1, 1953 and still on compensation. Sec-

tion 8 provides for an award of two-thirds of the difference

ing before the Act. Section 9 reclarifies the dependency allow-

ance payments as not payable for specific or death. Section 10

weekly,earnings of production and related workers in manufacturin
Section 11 provides that where the employee had been working at
more than one job his total pay should be considered tovdetermine
his compensaﬁion rate and that the employer where the injury
occurred pays all medical and dependents' allowance and pro

rata share of the rate. The Second Injury Fund would pay the

per mile for transportation to and from home or place of employ-

ment for any medical treatment if the employee must travel be-

such treatment and if treatment is not during working hours,
reimburses him for that time also. Section 13 provides that all
insurance companies and self-insured companies must pay pro |
rata share of the cost of administering this Act. Section 14

is simply a technical change. Section 15 increases the contri-
bution in the second injury fund from one percent to 1% percent

of the claims paid to be used to pay the cost of living increases

L.

for injuries prior to October 1, 1953, and in other cases where
there are payments due, without any particular carrierbeing

liable. Section 16 provides that the second injury fund pick
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payments if for anf reason employer or its carrier is insolvent. |X¥OC
Mr. Speaker, at the hearing held on this bill both the employers |
and the labor organizations supported the bill and felt that it
was a proper bill before the Assembly and certainly all of them
unanimously supported it and urge its adoption.
Mﬁ. COLLINS: (L65th)

| Mr. Speaker, the Clerk has an amendment and I would

indicate that the last two sentences of the amendment are now

unneceésary since they have previously been adopted in the
- House Amendment Schedule "A". |
THE CLERK:

House Amendment Schedule "B" offered by Mr. Collins of
- the 165th. Section 2, line 5, delete the words "Court of Common
Pleas" and in lieu thereof insert the words "Circuit Court".

MR. COLLINS: (l65th)'

Mr. Speaker, I move adoption of the amendment. What thig
amendment does is verj self-explanatory. It’puts the Compen-
sation Commissioner on the level with the Judge of the Circuit
Court rather than the Judge of the Common Pleas Court. It does
accomplish what the original bill was intended to do, was
rather than to make a specific salary amount to put him on the
same level as a Judge and in case of my amendment, it would be
a Judge of the Circuit Court. By doing it this way, we would
not be providing for an automatic salary increase at this
particular time. It would not need a reference to an appro-

priation as this bill obviously would if it continued along as

I . |
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it is. This bill will cost, the way it is written, oh quickly
thinking, some $30,000 since the Court of Common Pleas Judges
are presently paid $5,000 more than the Workmen's Compensation
Commissioners. vIt\is my understanding that the Appropriations
Committee today raised the bill which would increase the Circuit
Coutt Judges' salaries rather substantially yet it still would
leave a difference between a Circuit Court and Common Pleas
Judge. I think that the duties of the Commiséioner are certainly,
more in line with that of the Circuit Judge rather than of the
Common Pleas Judge. The amendment would tie it into the equiv-
alent office rather than tieing it into one step higher. I

- think it is a good amendment. I think it will save the State a
little money and I heartily urge its passage.

MR. AJELLO: (118th) y

Mr. Speaker, for the sake of the record, am I correct
in my impression that the last two lines of the amendment as it
has been handed to the Clerk are no longer before us. Do you
and the Clerk and Mr. Collins and I all agree on that?

THE SPEAKER:

There is agreement on that.
MR. AJELLO: (118th)

I want to be sure the Clerk agrees since he has the
amendment. Speaking on the amendiment, Mr. Speaker, I speak in
opposition to it for two basic reasons. The first is that I
disagree with the gentleman in terms of its financial impact.

It is my understanding that the Commissioners' remuneration

roc
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- comes not'froﬁ the General Pund of the State but the Workmen's
Compensation Fund. Secondly, in terms of concept having had
some experience with Workmen's Compensation Commissioners, I
found them to be gentlemen who are possessedwith considerable
expertise in a‘field which encompasses a broad range of know-
ledge not only in the Compensation Laws but of medical facts,
of court procedures, trial procedures and I think that the im-
portant part of what they do, in particular the service they
~ render to the State of Connecticut and to the claimants who
come before them, is outstanding. In fact, it is probably un-
paralleded in any other aspect of our State government,= almost
without exception these men are extremely competent, capable,
bright and extremely hard-working. So, I think they are indeed
- comparable to a Judge of the Court of Common Pleas at least
and I would prefer as a matter of concept to give them the
- higher salary. |
MR. McKINNEY: (l4lst)

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that the total subject
. here isg just money. I certainly don't discredit these gentle-
men. At the present rate, on this amendment, they would be
making, roughly I believe, $17,B00, but with the bill raised
out of Appropriations today, they would then make $22,500.
Now the bill as is presently stands would pay these gentlemen
'$27,500,‘$22,500 excuse me. I think we are simply talking
dollars and it would seem to me, sir, and I would respectfully

suggest to the whole Assembly that $17,500 without the bill

roc
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* raised in Appropriations is a good salary for this particular
" job and with the bill raised today in Appropriations it will
- be that much better and I would therefore strongly support the
amendment.
THE SPEAKER:.
Will you remark further on the amendment. If not,
all those in favor indicate by saying AYE. Those opposed.
The amendment is LOST.
Will you remark further on the bill. 1If not, all

- those in favor indicate by saying AYE. . Opposed. The bill is

PASSED.

THE CLERK:

Page 5. Cal. 796. Substitute for House Bill 6823.

File 844.
MR. KENNELLY: (lst)

"May Cal. 796, Substitute for House Bill 6823, File 844

be passed retaining its place on the Calendar.

THE SPEAKER:

Is there any objection. Hearing none, so ordered.

THE CLERK:
- Favorable Report of the House Committee on General Law.

. Senate Bill 1112. An Act Authorizing Roberta Trask to Sue the

State.
THE SPEAKER:

Tabled for the Calendar.
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