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7;00 P.M. 

PRESIDING CHAIRMEN: 

COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT: 
SENATORS: 
REPRESENTATIVES: 

Senator James Murphy 
Representative Samuel Ge jdenson 

Murphy, Reimers 

Ge jdenson, DelPercio, Swieszkowski, 
Mastrianni, Wojtas, Martin, Kiner 
Belden, Matthews, Robertson 

REP. GEJDENSON: I'm Sam Ge jdenson, House Chairman of the Committee. 
Senator Murphy is the Senate Chairman. Other members of 
the committee here today: Mr. Robertson, from the 89th; 
Mr. Swieszkowski, from the 26th; Bill Kiner, from the 5>9thj 
Mr. Mastrianni, from the 10i|thj Richard Martin, from the 
39th? Joyce Wojtas, from the 60th; Senator Barbara Reimers, 
from the 12th; Mr. DelPercio from the 127th. Mr. Belden 
has also joined us this evening. Thank you. 
We're going to start off with legislators and there are 
only a few of them. We will then alternate between busi-
ness and labor. And we would ask you to keep your remarks 
to 5> minutes since we have a considerable list before us. 
Thank you. Representative Hanlon. 

REP. HANLON: Thank you very much Mr. Chairman. My name is 
Neil Hanlon and I'm State Representative from Naugatuck 
and I'm a member of the minority leadership in the 
House of Representatives, serving as an assistant minor-
ity leader. I'd like to say first of all, that happi-
ness is a large turnout at a public hearing and I'm 
pleased that so many have turned out to express their j5~9 
views on this important subject. <?/?/£>& 

The unemployment problem is one of the most serious prob-
lems facing the State of Connecticut today. It is nece-
ssary that the General Assembly take some action now to 
correct that problem. The Governor recently recognized 
the importance of making Connecticut more attractive to 
new industry by proposing tax reform that will materially 
improve the business climate in our state so that exist-
ing businesses can expand and new businesses will chose 
to locate here. 

One area where Connecticut has not taken action as yet, 
and where we rank 'poor' in ratings of our desirability 
as a place for industry to locate is in our unemployment 
compensation fund and the laws pertaining to the same. 
It is time for us now to reform.them and make the badly 
needed changes that will enable our employers to compete 
with employers in other States. 
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REP. HANLON continues: It's important for labor and 
business to get together and to get together now and 
support the changes in the unemployment compensation 
fund laws that will act to create more jobs for all 
of our citizens here in the State of Connecticut. 
Speaking on behalf of the Republican leadership of the 
House, I would like to ask the support of this Committee, 
for the position taken by the Republican members of the 
General Assembly, that changes which havebeen recommended 
by the legislature's Program Review Committee after a 
year of study, be adopted. 

These changes include tightening the benefit part of 
the Unemployment Compensation Law to withhold benefits 
from persons who voluntarily leave employment or who 
are fired for cause. I want to make very clear, that 
this would not, it would not include any person who is 
fired without due cause and it would not include a per-
son who has left a job because of intolerable working 
conditions. This is a misconception on the part of many 
individuals with respect to this proposal. Under 'Quits 
and Fires'. It does not include these people. A ban on 
the benefit payment to "quits and fires" will enable our 
employers to fairly compete with \\2 other states that 
are presently rated 'more desirable' as a place for busi-
nesses to locate. Of those states, 3k ar>e totally dis-
qualify people who quit their jobs and 20 disqualify per-
sons who were fired for cause. We will continue to lose 
jobs to those states if we do not balance the scales 
which are now weighed so heavily against us here in the 
State of Connectiocut. 

The effect of withholding these benefits from the 'quits 
and fires' could save the fund as much as $30 million 
in payments to the Unemployment Compensation Fund. This 
is a considerable sum when you realize that the Connecti-
cut Unemployment Compensation Fund is presently in debt 
to the Federal government in a figure in excess of $3!?0 
million dollars. 

This change could benefit not just our large major in-
dustries, it would have a major effect on our small busi-
nessmen, here in the State of Connecticut--who number 
over 70 thousand. The savings enjoyed by these small 
businessmen, as well as the larger employers, could re-
sult in more jobs for our unemployed. 

A lack of action to make corrections during this session 
will probably mean fewer jobs in Connecticut in the years 
ahead. More jobs mean more income for workers and more 
tax revenues for the State of Connecticut. We cannot 
delay making these improvements any longer. 
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REP HANLON continues: And Mr. Chairman, in addition to 
those prepared remarks, and I believe members of the 
Committee do have copies of those remarks. I'd ,just 
like to add some personal notes on it. I reside and I 
represent the town of Naugatuck, and within the last 2 
weeks, we've read in Naugatuck accounts, that for instance, 
UniRoyal is announcing the possibility of eliminating 200 
jobs in the town of Naugatuck. Perhaps in the last year, 
we've lost somewhere in the neighborhood of five or six 
hundred jobs at UniRoyal in Naugatuck. We are in the 
process of attempting to develop an Industrial Park in 
my town, our taxpayers have invested somewhere in the 
neighborhood of 3 million dollars to fund that Industrial 
Park and get it off the ground. We have 3 or I4. industries 
that have moved in and we want to get more in there. We 
have around 200 acres to develop; to bring businesses in 
and to create jobs in Naugatuck. And I think that one 
way that we can help attract new businesses into Nauga-
tuck and into the State of Connecticut from outside our 
State; is to provide some sort of relief in the Unemploy-
ment Compensation Laws. Particularly with the 'quits and 
fires' or 'quits or fires'. 

I think it's an important thing. It's something that we 
can do. It doesn't cost the State of Connecticut any tax 

j 5 revenues and I think it can be done in a fair and equitable 
\, manner. Thank you very much Mr. Chairman. 

REP. GEJDENSON: Thank you. Are there any questions from the members 
of the Committee? Thank you. Our next speaker will be 
the former, illustrious chairman of this Committee, Repre-
sentative Joseph Coatsworth, to be followed by Representa-
tive Joan Kemler. 

REP. COATSWORTH: Mr. Chairman, and members of the Committee, let 
me congratulate you once again on holding a public hearing 
one of Connecticut's most controversial subjects, that is 
Unemployment Compensation, it's financing and the various 
ways that have been suggested by members of the General 
Assembly, the business community and others on how to 
restrict eligibility requirements for unemployment compen-
sation; so as to reach a more solvent level for the unem-
ployment compensation fund. 

Currently, as we know, the Unemployment Compensation Fund 
is some 3^3 million dollars in debt to the Federal Unem-
ployment Trust Fund. And during the past 2?g years, it 
seems that we have concentrated much of our attention and 
our effort in the direction of trying to reform the Unem-
ployment Compensation Law, so as to decrease the level of 
Unemployment Compensation Debt. And I think, Mr. Chairman 
that our efforts and our attentions have been somewhat mis-
directed. 



k gbs LABOR AND INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS Feb, llj., 1977 ^ 

REP. COATSWORTH continues: And so I would speak to you this 
evening on some of the legislation, particularly 'Quits 
and Fires' which has become such an emotional issue in 
the business and "labor community. 
The past 2 years, we've watched the Unemployment Compensa-
tion Debt grow. And we have viewed that development in 
somewhat of a negative manner. But, let me say to you, 
and to the members of your Committee that Unemployment 
Compensation was created for the exact problem Connecticut 
has faced for the past 6 years. That is exceedingly high 
level of unemployment. So, as a result, over that period 
of time, we/have built up a i|00 million dollar deficit. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe that is exactly what should have 
happened. Because if you subtract the I4.OO million dollars 
which Washington has poured into Connecticut to unemployment 
compensation recipients, from Connecticut's economy, we 
would have had a substantially more severe recession and 
yet, depression rather than the leveling off of unemploy-
ment during the past 6 years and indeed the leveling off 
of Unemployment Compensation Claims in the last several 
months. So I don't believe that the deficit which appears 
to be on the minds of so many members of the General Assem-
bly, and the members of the business community. That that 
deficit is as bad as we look at it to be. In fact, that 
deficit, J4.OO million dollars into Connecticut' s economy, 
over a period of several years, has helped our economy 
stabilize in very difficult times. 

I would speak to you specifically against any proposal for 
'quits and fires'. That is any proposal to repeal the cur-
rent laws which allow those individuals who are quit or 
fired to collect Unemployment Compensation for a period of, 
after a penalty period of weeks. Let me explain one 
reason which you may not have heard before. Why I support 
the present law and not a change in the law to repeal 
'quits and fires'. Many of us simply do not realize that 
the 'quits and fires' provision, does not give license to 
individuals to willfully quit their jobs and leave the 
employment market. In fact, it covers a whole range of 
situations. Most especially, it covers people who will 
never find themselves laid-off; particularly in what we 
used to call 'white-collar industries' in Connecticut. 

. And by that I mean, there are many industries in Connecti-
cut who never lay-off individuals; they ask them to leave 
and they give them a choice. Would you like to be fired 
or would you' like to protect your personnel history and 
resign? And 99% of the time, the individual rather than 
being fired, will protect hfe personnel history file and 
say "yes, I'11 quit". 
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COATSWORTH Continues: Members of this General Assembly, 
assume that's a voluntary quit. That's a willful leaving 
of the employment market. And that is not the case. And 
so, if we were to pass theproposal, which I see here from 
the public hearing this evening. It seems to me we would 
tell every single "white collar worker" in Connecticut that 
he would no longer be covered by any Unemployment Compensa-
tion Program. And Mr. Chairman, in particular, we're talk-
ing about all of the very able middle-management people 
who come to this' building again and again, and claim to be 
opposed to 'quits and fires'. Who in fact are personally 
in favor of it. 

Finally, let's look at the facts in the business community 
of the past several years. Because it has been alleged 
time and time again before the Labor Committee; before 
members of the General Assembly that Connecticut has the 
most liberal Unemployment Compensation Program in the 
United States. And Mr. Chairman, I would admit to you that 
that is not the case. That in fact, Connecticut's eligibil-
ity standards for Unemployment Compensation are third high-
est in the Country. And by that, I mean, we require an indi 
vidual to work ij.0 times his benefit rate before reaching 
eligibility. There are only 2 other States in this country 
that have that high an eligibility standard. One is North 
Dakota and the other is Missourri. And every other state 
in this country has a lower eligibility requirement. 

Business community has rightfully complained that Unemploy-
ment Taxes seem high. And certainly they are much higher 
than the incidence of unemployment taxes in the late I960's 
when unemployment in Connecticut was about l\. or 5 per cent 
rather than the 10 or 11 percent levels we've experienced 
in recent times. But let's remember, that the most Connecti 
cut employers have paid in any give year, in Unemployment 
Compensation Taxes, is lij.8 million dollars. The most ever 
received by Unemployment Compensation recipients, is double 
that amount $300 million dollars. The employers have 
not paid the $300 million dollars, they paid llj.8 million. 
The rest came from the Federal Unemployment Compensation 
Trust Fund through the method of loans. And those loans 
must be paid back, interest free, over a period of several 
years, not with constant dollars but with dollars that in 
fact are inflationary. So if we pay back a loan in I98I4. 
that we took out in 1972, and pay it back with I98J4. dollars, 
I submit to you that that isn't such a bad deal. Parti-
cularly when you consider that no interest cost has been 
assessed to the employers. 

Finally, I would summarize my statements and make one 
final remark Mr. Chairman, the problem that we've been 
concentrating on for 2 years at least, the Unemployment. 
Compensation Fund, and eligibility requirements is the 
wrong direction; is the wrong area to concentrate on. 
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REP. COATSWORTH continues: While we're busilly on how to dis-
qualify more and more Connecticut residents from Unemploy-
ment Compensation, in order to save an already bankrupt 
fund, what we should have been concentrating on instead 
as a State Government, as elected State Officials, is not 
how to restrict eligibility for Unemployement Compensation; 
but how to create jobs for the people who want them here 
in the State of Connecticut. 

And so I would submit to you, not to (applause) 
I would submit that you not concentrate all of your efforts 
on a restrictive, "no-wheeling" policy of trying to cheat 
other Connecticut residents out of Unemployment Compensation, 
but instead trying to work with the business community and 
other Government leaders, in trying to find a way out of 
the recession for Connecticut's unemployed. Thank you 
very much. (applause) 

REP. GEJDENSON: If we could hold the applause until the end of 
the evening, we may all be able to get home before 
Valentine's Day is over. So, if you know, you could just 
hold it up to the end on the speakers, or we could be here 
'till the early hours of the morning. 

Our next speaker will be Joan Kemler followed by Grace 
Nome representing Senator Rome. 

REP. KEMLER: Thank you Mr. Chairman. I'll try to brief so that 
our "Bridegroom" Chairman can get home before Valentine's 
Day is over. (applause) 
Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, I am Represen-
tative Joan Kemler; Senator Larry DeNardis and I service 
the...co-chairpersons of the Legislative Program Revue 
and Investigations Committee. In behalf of the Program 
Revue Committee, I am here tonight to urge the support 
of your Committee for passage of SB-233, 2ljOt 205> and 
2314., All of these bills specifically concern implemen-
tation of recommendations to revise eligibility standards 
made in our 1975 report on unemployment compensation pro-
grams . At subsequent hearings, we hopeto be here to here 
to deal with other recommendations of the Program Committee 
that deal with other areas; especially the Fund itself and 
the funding of it. 

A few remarks then on SB 233 and 2h.O initially. The 
members of the Legislative Program Revue and Investiga-
tions Committee remain convinced that current Connecticut 
Law which imposes a I4. week penalty period on persons who 
quit voluntarily; who are fired for willful misconduct or 
who refuse suitable work, is not in keeping with the accept-
ed principle that only those who lost their job through 
no fault of their own should collect Unemployment Compensa-
tion Benefits. The majority of States as was mentioned 
earlier this evening are much more restrictive than 
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REP. GEJDENSON continues: and everybody'11 get along much 
better, you know, before we hit midnight. Yes, and 
I think we have to respect other people's views, even 
though they may differ from our own. 

MS. NOME: Even mine. 

REP. GEJDENSON: Are there any questions from the members of the 
Committee ? 

MS. NOME: Thank' you. 

REP. GEJDENSON: Thank you. 

JOHN DRISCOLL: Mr. Chairman and Honorable members of the Committee 
on Labor and Industrial Relations. You all have copies 
of the statement, so I'm not going to read it in detail. 
But, I wanted to say on behalf of the....My name is 
John Driscoll, I am president of the Connecticut State 
Labor Council, and on behalf of the 63I4. local affiliates 
of the State Council, I'd like to go on record against 
Senate Bill 233. regarding disqualification of those who 
quit, and Senate Bill 2ij.O, regarding disqualification of 
those fired for cause. 

I'd like to diverge from my statement, to reply to Repre-
sentative Hanlon. Because I think he raises a very good 
point. UniRoyal has indicated that it will transfer some 
jobs. Why? Well, UniRoyal sent a telegram to this com-
mittee in 1976 saying that one of the reasons that it was 
considering transferring some jobs, was that the benefit 
ratio tax, with the high level of 6% of the ton, was too 
much for them. That meant a tax on them, of $360.00 per 
worker; as against, for example a tax on a bank, there 
was a stable employment of only $90.00 per worker. So, 
if Mr. Hanlon would look at the facts, he would see that 
one of the reasons that UniRoyal was hurting, is one of 
the reasons that we, in the Labor Movement are asking that 
there be a flat rate on all employers until the present 
emergency is over; and until the tax indebtedness to the 
Unemployment Trust Fund is repaid. 

This whole attack on 'quits and fires' is just a smoke S/3 
screen in our opinion, by the Connecticut Business and s 3 (pl> 
Industry Association and its allies, to divert the attend ~ 
tion of the General Assembly, your Committee, from the 
real problem, from which as Representative Coatsworth 
well said, is the question of what the fund is for and 
what should be done about the whole fund and how to remedy 
that problem. Our view is, that, until your Committee 
looks at the basic problem of financing the Fund, finan-
cing it so it's actuarily sound, then you're going to be 
off on a tangent that will get nowhere. 
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MR. DRISGOLL continues: I'd like to call your attention 
to a study that was commissioned by the Meskill Adminis-
tration in 1973® It was done by a very prestigeous manage-
ment consultant firm, Marsh and McLennan. And, it conclu-
ded and I quote "it is clear that the present financing 
system will not produce adequate income in all years to 
meet benefit outgo." Well that was the understatement of 
the year, because the fund at that time was alread $55 
million in debt to the Federal Unemployment Compensation 
Trust Fund. And yet the Meskill Administration and the 
Republican Majority in the General Assembly at that time, 
did nothing to provide adequate revenue for the Fund. 
And I'm sorry to say that since then, neither has the 
Democratic Administration, or the General Assembly under 
Democratic majorities heeded the warning of the Marsh 
and McLennan Report. 
That report recommended very specifically "That the 
maximum taxable wage base be increased regularly to keep 
pace with increases in total wage levels." That is why 
in a bill that we had introduced, we recommend that the 
wage base be set at 85% of the State's average production 
wage. And if that were taxed at 2.7% for all employers, 
it would yield exactly the amount that the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, of the Department of Labor estimates will be 
needed to pay out the required amount due for the current 
year. It was just a coincidence that that happened that 
way, but it's something for you to look at. 

Now, I don't want to get into the other difficulties and 
compixities of the system, such as the benefit ratio busi-
ness which I talked about. Normal Zolot, our counsel, who 
has served on the advisory Council for Employment Security 
for a number of years will remark somewhat on that subject 
for your enlightenment, I hope. But, when we're talking 
here about '$17 million and no $30 million, which is what 
the Labor Department estimates is the amount that might be 
saved, IF, all of the people who quit or are discharged 
for cause were disqualified, and the same Labor Department 
estimates that the gap in the present system between in-
come and outgo for the coming year will be $59 million on 
top ofthe $398 million now owed. 

We can see that these proposals are not talking about 
eliminating the real problem at all. The 'quits and 
fires' propaganda is intended to stir up an emotional 
furor against a small minority of the people who benefit 
from Unemployment Compensation Laws. And apparently, 
CBIA has gotten the average employer to feel that he 
would somehow benefit if the 'quits and fires' a ban were 
passed. Actually, the charges for benefits, for people 
who quit or get discharged for cause, are not made against 
the individual employer's account. They're made against 


