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Is there any objection to the suspension of the
rules for the purposes of referring those items
immediate to the House on Consent Calendar 3. 1Is there
any objection? Hearing none, so ordered.

THE CLERK:

Calendar Page 9, Calendar No. 524, File No. 751 and
917, Substitute for House Bill 7172, AN ACT REFORMING
THE WORKERS'’ COMPENSATION SYSTEM. (As amended by House
Amendment Schedule "A").

Favorable Report of the Committee on
Appropriations.

The Clerk is in possession of a few amendments.
LAUGHTER
THE CHAIR:

Thank you very much, Mr. Clerk. The Chair would
call on Senator Meotti.

SENATOR MEOTTI:

Madam President.
THE CHAIR:

Yes, sir.
SENATOR MEOTTI:

I move passage of the bill in accordance with the
House.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you wvery much. Mr. Clerk.
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THE CLERK:

LCO6217, which will be designated Senate Amendment
Schedule "A"., 1It’s offered by Senator Maloney of the
24th District.

THE CHAIR:

The Chair would recognize Senator Maloney. Senator
Colapietro.

SENATOR COLAPIETRO:

Thank you, Madam President. Madam President, I'd
like to call the amendment. Have you already called
the amendment? I'm sorry.

THE CHAIR:

Yes, we'’ve just called 6217, sir. It’s been
designated Senate Amendment "A".

SENATOR COLAPIETRO:

Thank you, Madam President.
THE CHAIR:

Would you like to move adoption of the amendment?
SENATOR COLAPIETRO:

I move adoption of the amendment and request to
summarize.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you very much. Please proceed, Senator.

SENATOR COLAPIETRO:

Thank you, Madam President. I just want to start
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out by wayinig I gquess everybody knew what was coming
down on this bill., I’m going to give you a history
lesson on Custer’s last stand. I understand that
that’s the position I'm into and the reason I'm
opposing the bill and supporting this amendment is
because I cannot come out with a bill that does nothing
but cut, hurt, maime widows, workers ready to starve,
workers that lost their jobs. I cannot put my fingers
on a bill like that and vote for it, especially when I
had no part in doing the bill.

There are those out here that claim that they did
something wonderful for businesses. They put 19
percent in business’ pockets. Well, I challenge any
one of those people or any group of lobbyists to show
in their campaign literature other than what mind said
and mine said that the only way that businesses will
get help this year is that if you take the money out of
the insurance companies’ premiums and you put it into
the business’ pockets where it belongs and where it
should have belonged in 1991, you would have done
something for businesses that nobody has ever done
before in this Senate that I know of.

I did that and I don’'t care who knows it, but I did
that and I will not allow the high paid lobbyists to

take that credit away from me. The other part of it
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is, I figure I accomplished half of what I did and that
half was to bring that attention and put that hot
potato in the insurance hands where they threw it so
fast to businesses that they knew where it had to go,
that eyes were all watching them, that the money had to
go to business. They threw it was fast as they could
to them. 1I'm proud of that fact, but I'm also ashamed
that I didn’t accomplish doing something for those
people out there that we expect to live on 50 percent
of their pay with one arm or a widow or somebody left
over from L’Ambiance Plaza who doesn’t know what
they’re going to do next. I’m ashamed and I’'m sorry
for the working people of the State of Connecticut that
I failed to pick up a crumb in the last four days for
those people who need it the most.

I'm not a bit ashamed to say up here that’s not
just union people. Those are working people. They’re
your sons, your daughters, you grandchildren and maybe
even you one of these days, but those people deserve a
crumb and I’'ll say to you today I could not get a crumb
and I could only apologize that I did not have the
strength to do that. That’s why I'm offering
amendments. I understand that they’ll probably go down
the tubes. I wish to vote my conscience I would appeal

to any of you that could to vote yours as well.
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Now one of the changes was mental or emotional
injuries. The House "A" disallowes mental and
emotional injuries that do not arise out of physical
injuries or occupational diseases. My amendment will
disallow mental or emotional injuries that are not a
significant result of employee-related injuries, event
or a series of events.

And the benefits rates, House "A" reduces the
weekly benefit from 80 percent to 75 percent. Let me
just say this much. The coalition package, the CBIA
package, the so-called friends of the workers package,
no package asked for a reduction of 80 percent to 75
percent. No one asked for that, but it’s here. That
means they knew they had the votes counted and they
knew the power of the $300,000 that were out there on
billboards and radio ads every morning brainwashing the
public that the only problem in the State of
Connecticut is that unemployed -- injured workers cost
too much for this damn state to pay for and if I had
$300,000, you can bet I could have turned the tides and
said that we can’t afford to allow lobbyists to come up
here that make the kind of money they do.

And I'm only sad that people out there couldn’t
come up here again and show their injuries to you and

stand in those hallways all kinds of hours or not have
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to take time off from their families to come up here.
I wish those injured workers could come here today. I
got calls. I had plenty of calls. I had a call last
night. A woman says to me, "Senator Colapietro, my
name is Linda McCarthy. I'm a voter in your district,
I live in Plainville and I want to thank you for trying
to do something for me and I know what you’re going
through." I'm sorry I couldn’t help that woman and I'm
sorry I can’t help others like her, but I’'m damned if
I'll be ashamed of what I'm trying to do and I’'1ll be
damned if I’1ll be ashamed to stand in here with one
lone vote in what I believe because those people out
there deserve somebody. We forgot them. We forgot
that there’s injured workers out there that carried the
State of Connecticut to where they are. We forget that
we take their tax dollars and we make available
business tax breaks and tax incentives and cuts for
corporate taxes. We make that available, the working
people of this state. Have we forgot that they’re the
ones that we go to every time we’re in trouble? Yes,
we have. We forgot or we don’'t care. One of the two.
I don’t know which one it is., I didn’t forget.

And yet we come back up here and say the problem we
have is Workers’ Compensation is among the highest in

the nation. How many times do you hear that one?
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That’s a brainwashing tactic the SS used to use years
ago. Just keep repeating it and repeating it on the
radio and everywhere else and on billboards and people
are going to believe it sooner or later.

If you give me $300,000, I’'ll keep going out there
and saying look at the lobbyist out in the hallway,
among the highest in the nation with their paychecks.
You’d believe that too, but I don’t even have to spend
$300,000 to prove that. You know what they make.

This puts back in 75 percent to 80 percent. I
don’t think that’s asking a lot and to save a lot of
time and explanation on what 80 percent means, 80
percent means after we took away last year’s and cut --
in 1991 and cut them and brought it down from 100
percent, from 100 percent, we’re going to 80 percent of
their -- was supposed to before taxes. We'’ve also
added that in now so that we can’t include that or we
can’t include that anymore, so we reduce it again one
more time to 75 percent of their net wages, which is
even less and we say it’s okay that you live out there.
Do you know what that means? That means about 50
percent of your paycheck and I know with the big money
we get up here, we could probably survive on 50 percent
of our paycheck, but can you imagine making $350 a week

and have that cut in half and try to support your
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family on that or pay your rent or eat? Try one of
those things on for size.

The trouble up here is there isn’t enough of them
that have tried that on for size. They haven’t seen a
layoff. They don’t know what a layoff is. They think
it’s something in the book in the laws up here that
says when you get laid off, we’ve got to give you
money. Nobody I know wants to go on layoff and I’'ve
seen 3,000 of my members in my own factory go on
layoff, 3,000 from one factory in one town and I’ve got
to come up here and put my fingers on a bill that
does nothing but cut them more. Sorry. Not me,.

The Cost of Living Adjustments for widows, for
people that lost their arms and legs or totally

disabled, they try to keep up with inflation. We tried

to put -- I tried to put that back in in this bill, I
don’t think that’s being unreasonable. I tried to make
adjustments that didn’t cost any money. That was being

unreasonable because I couldn’t get a vote for that
either. Well, I'm sorry, I could get some votes, but
not enough.

This bill restores the Cost of Living for those who
are hurt or widows. Everybody up here forgot
L’Ambiance. Well, I hope not, but that’s what that’s

for. This would put that back in.
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Everybody said the Cost of Living and Workers'’
Compensation up here in the State of Connecticut is the
highest in the nation. I believe it, but I don't
believe it’s all the workers’ fault, but this bill says
it is. This amendment says that we ought to do a
study of the state fund, hours worked versus total
payroll and Cost of Living restoration, a study. A
study is not going to cgst a damn thing, but it might
show that we could save some money. This state has a
right to know if we can do business better than what
you’re doing in the State of Connecticut. We have a
right to know. We don’t have to ask anybody if it’'s
okay. We have a right to know if we can do better with
Workers’ Compensation costs in the State of
Connecticut.

Who the hell are they to come in here and say you
don’t need to do a study to find out that you can find
somebody to compete against me. I take offense to that
because I think we have a right to know if we can do
better and all the statistics and juggling can mean all
you want it to, but a study will tell you when you come
back next year whether it’s feasible to do a state fund
and set up competition. If you’re afraid of
competition, you don’t belong in business.

This would do a study for a state fund. It
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wouldn’t cost you a damn dime. It might save you a lot
of money it the long run. It might put some people on

their toes where they’d have to look around in the
mirror and say it’s about time we cough up a little
bit. Loss of a limb. NCCI says it’s insignificant.

It doesn’t cost anything. I put that back in. You've
got a problem putting that back in. You make a guy
lose an arm or a gal lose an arm or a leg or a hand,
leave it out of the bill because it doesn’t mean a damn
thing. 1It’s only an arm. It doesn’t cost anything.
It’s not worth anything. This puts it back in and
according to NCCI it’s no big cost. I couldn’t get the
votes for that, ladies and gentlemen.

House "A" requires the Insurance Commissioner to
hold a public hearing to consult an independent
actuary. I was told we can’t have an independent
actuary, people actually watching and challenging me,
the almight insurance companies telling you out there
that we’ll tell you what we need for making profits.
You don’t need to have anybody watching me because you
might see something that I might have to explain to
you why I need that extra money. I was told by the
insurance company we’re not making it -- I heard with
my own ears in the House a gentleman stand up and say I

challenge anybody out there to say where we’re making
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money under Workers’ Compensation costs -- profits
under Workers’ Compensation. I heard him say it with

my own ears and I ran as fast as I could to my office
and I picked up NCCI’s report that said nationwide
average profits after taxes and whatnot, that’s not
counting all the hidden things about where they take
the money and they reinvest it and put that away. That
don’t count. The nationwide average is 4.5 percent.
The State of Connecticut, these poor guys that are
starving to death up there, make 9.8 percent, but yet
they’ve got everybody out here believing that Workers’
Compensation costs are the worst in the nation. We’re
going to pull out of the state. We’re going to stop
making the double national average profits after taxes.
We're going to do that.. How did they survive this
long?

The Senate Amendment requires the Labor
Commissioner, in consultation with the Economic
Development Commissioner to report to the Labor
Committee by February 1, 1994 the bill’s effect on
employers, employees, insurers and on the state’s
economy and employment outlook. Do you know what that
means? 1991. Ladies and gentlemen, if we do this
Workers’ Compensation bill we are going to create jobs

in the State of Connecticut. Jobs. That’s the other
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thing that they scare the hell out of you with. 1If you
don’t do this, we’re going to lose jobs. Well, I ask
anybody in this room or in the balcony or out in the
hallways, show me one job that we’ve created since
1991. One! Maybe they hired another lobbyist. I
don’t know. But show me one damn job that was created
since 1991 with all these great cuts that you did to
the worker then. Show me one,

I picked up the Hartford Court two days ago. It
said between January lst and April 1lst, 1993 we lost
2,600 jobs. Ladies and gentlemen, I’'ll show you what
we lost. Show me one you did for us since 1991.
Jesus, I'm not even from Missouri and you’ve got to
show me and I haven'’t seen this yet.

You know, what'’s wrong with asking people to give
and then saying if we do this that you'’ve got to come
back next year and show me the job that we’ve created
with this devastating piece of machinery we call the
best thing that every happened to the State of
Connecticut? What’s wrong with saying to you, then
come back here and show me the jobs, report to this
legislature. Make them responsible. What the hell is
wrong with that? I couldn’t get enough votes for that
either and I probably won’t get enough tonight either,

but you ought to be listening and I hope the press is
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listening and I hope I don’t have to pay $300,000 to
get this message out there because there’s a hell of a
message up here to be said and you ought to be going
home and telling your own family what this message
really stands for up here. Don’t you believe it for
one minute that everything that you believe in or are
going to do is going to cost somebody a job. It just
doesn’t happen that way.

I'd 1like to know that we took 19 percent and gave
it to businesses and said to businesses, I want you to
take that money and invest it into jobs because it
would mean something then. Then we would have done
something for the worker with the potential or putting
this poor guy back -- or gal, back to work because we
took the money away from them again and we put it back
into jobs. That’s not happening. 1It’s not happening
and if it is, somebody show me where it is. I know a
bunch of people looking for jobs.

And finally, on the Workers’ Compensation insurance
card, there are a lot of businesses complaining out
there that said that I can’t compete with
fly-by-nighters, moonlighters coming in and doing work
and I have to pay Workers’ Compensation costs and no
way to prove it. All this last amendment does 1is

require anyone who performs services on a construction
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site requiring a building permit either as an employee
or any other capacity, unless the person is not being
compensated, to be covered by a Workers’ Compensation
card. All that says, ladies and gentlemen, is that you
have to carry a card that says you’re covered by
Workers’ Compensation. I couldn’t get enough votes for
that.

The dollars and cents on the bill, I had it right
here, would have given businesses 16.6 percent, 16.6
percent. When we came out with a labor bill in the
beginning, I was very proud of bringing the message up
here and everybody started to agree because they
couldn’t give me enough argument saying that the money
has to go back to the businesses. We came out with a
balanced bill. Maybe it wasn’t enough, but nobody ever
came to me after that bill and said we can adjust it
because the coalition that formed and already had their
own bill picked out already had their votes counted and
I didn’t have enough money to hire lobbyists enough to
take care of that for me.

So I guess what I’'m trying to say is that I hope we
don’t forget that we have workers carrying this state
today and we’re here because their dollars are paying
us to be here. That may not be a lot of money or

enough money, but it’s their money and we do owe them
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as well as anybody else and I had somebody else -- I
have a bumper sticker in my office that I look at and
say, it says, "I was hurt on the job and I vote."
People forgot that. There’s more of those people out
there than there are here and there’s more of those
people out there that work for those people that the
money is coming out of their pockets and giving it to
businesses, so one thing I was proud of in the Labor
Committee bill was that fact that we did a balanced
bill, what I thought, and I was looking for some
adjustments, but obviously it wasn’t meant to be. I
did the best I could.

This bill has none of my fingerprints on it and
that’s why I refuse to bring it out because it was not
my bill and in my heart I couldn’t bring out a bill
that does nothing but cut injured workers or hurt
workers or families or anything like that in any way,
shape or form and I’l1l be damn proud to say that right
now, here and there and in my next run for my
election, I will say that and I will say I stood here
and told these people that and when I go back to the
businesses that met with me after my opposition had
stuck this thing on my forehead that said labor, which
made a dirty word out of it. When I talked to those

coalitions of manufacturers that sat down with me and
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said to me, you know, you’re this anti-business guy.
It didn’'t take me long to explain to them what I just
told you, that if you don’t turn around and get a break
from the insurance companies, that you’re not going to
get a damn thing by cutting workers some more. They
caught on. The ones that wanted to talk to me caught
on. I can go back to them and say you may have
considered me you'’re bitter enemy, but I did more for
you than the CBIA did. I only made sure that the CBIA
had to get the message back that they had to give you
the money and put it in your pocket. I'm proud of
that. 1I'm not ashamed of that and now maybe the
manufacturers will probably consider me their friends.
I met with a group of manfacturers from out of my
district. I went everywhere that they wanted me to go
because I know what the CBIA had spread all over the
place and in Waterbury a gentleman called me up and
said the CBIA was here and I'm only naming them because
they named me and told us what an anti-business guy you
were and when we got through they said "You'’re not so
bad. It makes sense." I said, "Well, that’'s because I
asked you if you knew what was in the bill you wanted
me to vote for." And they said, "No." I said, "well,
let me tell you what it is."

And I also told the lobbyists to keep them coming
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one at a time if you want to, as long as I get to talk
to them. So they can try to take the credit for
helping businesses. They’re not going to. ~*

And the other thing on the labor bill, I guess I
was a bit naive to think that I could come up here and
be fair. 1I've negotiated for almost 30 years for
General Motors. 1I’ve had some of the people that sit
across the table from me run as a delegate in my
delegate primary. I was proud of being a labor guy
there because management and labor worked good
together. I was proud to say the plant manager slipped
me some money under the table and said to me, "Here'’s a
couple of bucks, but please don’t tell my friends that
I've got to give you some money and help you out, but I
know you, Tom, and you’ve been fair all your life, as
far as I know, and you stand by your principles." And
I'm proud of that.

So when I came up here with a label stuck on my
forehead that said I was labor, it should have said
manufacturing because I’'ve got more experience in
manufacturing that anybody in this room and I told
those people that I met with that I’'ve got more
experience in manufacturing than most of you business
owners in this room and they agreed with I told them

since 1956 I worked in nothing but a factory and I'm
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proud of that. I worked in a factory. More of you

ought to try. You’ll really appreciate being lawyers
and doctors and whatnot because it’s not so hot to be
in a factory when everybody thinks you’re making too
much money. How do you think it feels to make $32,000
a year, think you’re doing good, have some guy that
you've got to pay work ten hours to give hime one hour
of his time, telling you you’re making too much money.
Well, how the hell do you I pay you for ten hours of
your pay? Well, that’s what’s happening to the workers
in the State of Connecticut. VYou’re telling them
they’re making too much money, but you want them to
spend their money in the business. Well, how? Why?
Go ask the restaurants in town why the restaurants are
dying. Because you’ve taken the workers’' pockets dry,
bone dry. There’s nothing left. You don’t get it. I
sound like George Bush. You just don’'t get it, you
know.

So I say to you by doing this amendment you would
show a little compassion and give a crumb back to the
workers who are paying your bills for you and paying
your state’s bills and paying your salary and also
showing that we have a little bit of compassion left in
our souls and I would hope this amendment would pass,

just based on the fact that it actually gives
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businesses 16.6 percent. 16.6 percent is more than

this body has ever given businesses in their pockets
since I've been coming up here in 20 years. You ought
to be proud to vote for an amendment like this. Thank
you, Madam President.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you very much, Senator Colapietro. Yes,
Senator.

SENATOR COLAPIETRO:

I would ask for a roll call.
THE CHAIR:

Yes, sir. Senator Upson.
SENATOR UPSON:

I rise in support of this amendment for a variety
of reasons. I think I'm the only Republican to do so.
First of all, no one is against reform of Workers’
Compensation. 1It’s how much and how far, and as
Senator Colapietro just said, it’s a minor change in
the monstrous change that the House has recommended.

Workers’ Compensation in Connecticut I believe
started about 1913. I have compared it with other
states and essentially New Hampshire and New Jersey are
not that far off in many respects. The problem in the
State of Connecticut with Workers Compensation was in

1967 when the back injury was added and that now totals
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40 percent of all Workers’ Compensation costs and
expenses relating thereto and probably the largest
problem, how to pin down, using MRIs, CAT Scans,
x-rays, etc. Here we are facing a problem and I think
with a severe solution and also it’s going to pass
tonight and I’'m going to end up voting for the final
bill, but this amendment I hope has a chance. I don’t
think it does, but at least I want to throw my oar in.

I think that Workers’ Compensation has been
bloated. You ask what is the main cost of Workers’
Compenation. Medical expenses. What does this bill do
to cut down medical expenses? It ends up setting up
managed care. Now that was done two years ago and
still none of the managed care providers have been set
up or approved by any of the commissioners.

Now we do not have to pay workers'’ insurance,
health insurance while they’re hurt. They can be fired
when they come back to work, in fact, if an employer
wants to get rid of them. That’s happening. There’s
no insurance. I understand it’s also true in other
states, so we should be comparable.

Until we do something to bring down the cost of
health care in the State of Connecticut, we are
whistling Dixie. Tonight we are moving tonight to

reduce Workers’ Compensation because industry has asked

0038L6
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us, not the insurance industry, but our own businesses
have asked us and yet are they going to benefit? 1Is
there going to be a roll back from all these excessive
presentments of this bill passed for the House? The
question is are the rollbacks going to be passed on to
business. 1Is this going to help business in
Connecticut? I hope it does. 1Is it going to help the
worker? No. It’s going to cut all the scheduled
benefits by one-third. So if I lost my master hand,
which I believe now is 292 weeks and it’s amputated,
it’s now going to be cut by one-third. It would be 191
weeks. However, with Senator Colapietro’s amendment,
amputation, I understand, comes back in at least a full
amputation.

The real perpetrators are the people in the back.
Remember I told you the back is 40 percent of all the
problems. This is not going to hit those. This is
going to hit those people who lose members and are
dismembered, who lose a member of their body, master
arms or others, and that is what I'm afraid of. I do
think we should have a rollback in some extent, but not
this extreme.

I'm not going to belabor it because I know the
results and I think Senator Colapietro does too, but at

least I wanted to have my oar in to say that this is
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too extreme. The House really did not sit down and

decide and figure out and expect the results they're
going to get from this legislation,

So, again, we ask for a roll call. I will vote for
the bill. I do hope this one amendment goes through.
Any amendment I have, Madam Chairman, I do expect to
withdraw. Thank you.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you very much. Senator Meotti.
SENATOR MEOTTI:

Thank you, Madam President. I rise in opposition
to the amendment before us. If anyone had told me five
hours ago this evening that I would have, as I did a
short while ago, move adoption of this bill or that I
would be standing here now, as the first person to
speak in opposition to this amendment and to later
explain the provisions of this bill, I would have been
completely and totally stunned, but here I am to
explain to my fellow members of the State Senate and to
our guests in the Chamber and its galleries the reasons
why I take this position, a position I take with a
great deal of regret and no pleasure in either having
to vote for this bill or to stand up and serve as its
initial advocate in this debate, but there is a simple

fact that I feel everyone in the State of Connecticut,
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and most importantly, everyone in this Chamber and in
the Chamber of the House of Representatives down below
must accept and come to grips with and that unfortunate
fact is that today, in 1993, and for some time now it
simply costs too much to create or keep a job in
Connecticut when compared with the costs in other
states.

This cost differential imposes a burden not just on
employers who have options to deal with it, but more
importantly, on the people of our state who want a job
to support their families. Ultimately, it is the
unemployed workers and the young people who must leave
Connecticut in search of employment elsewhere who pay
the price for the high cost of doing business. Workers'
Compensation costs stand out as a glaring symbol, by no
means the sole cause, of Connecticut’s competitive jobs
disadvantage.

We are not just a high cost state, but one of the
very highest and this difference cannot be explained
away as a result of being a high wage state in the
expensive northeastern region of the country.

I want to discuss some simple statistics on two
types of professions and jobs in the State of
Connecticut, jobs in areas of labor which I have some

personal connection, one historical and one more
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recent, The first one is hardware manufacturing. I

was born in the City of New Britain as was everyone in
my family. That’s a city in which my parents were born
and grew up. My father was trained to be a machine
Lool operator, his father before him, an immigrant from
Italy, was a machine tool operator and a union member
in one of the largest employers, when he could find
work, in the City of New Britain 60 and 70 years ago.
Many of my aunts and uncles and other members of my
family worked in companies like New Britain Machine,
Fafnir and Stanley Works. A few years ago I had an
opportunity to walk the shop floor of Stanley Works
about the time that they were making decisions to move
manufacturing jobs outside of the State of Connecticut
to try to come to grips with what was going on, not
only in a city that has meant to much to me through my
life and my family’s life, but what was going on
throughout the State of Connecticut to people and
families exactly like the family that I come from and I
saw on that shop floor people doing a good job for good
wages, many from immigrants, immigrants themselves,
immigrant families from Eastern Europe and other parts
of the world, but working at jobs that are leaving the
State of Connecticut in hardware manufacturing and

there are reasons for that.
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If we look at other states around us, if we look
just in Lawrence, Massachusetts, another community much
like the industrial base in the State of Connecticut
historically, when you compare wages, there’s virtually
no difference between the wages in the hardware
manufacturing segment of the manufacturing industry in
Lawrence, Massachusetts, but when you look at the
difference between the cost of Workers’ Compensation
insurance, it’'s 63 percent higher to get that Workers’
Compensation, pay those Workers’ Compensation costs in
the State of Connecticut than it is in Lawrence, Mass.
Compared to Providence, Rhode Island, we’'re a little
over six percent higher in wage costs, but we’re about
20 percent higher in Workers’ Compensation costs. 1In
Newark, New Jersey we'’re again just about even in terms
of wage costs, but we’re 200 percent higher, 200
percent higher in the State of Connecticut than in
Newark, New Jersey. We’re not talking about the
sunbelt. We’re not talking about North Carolina or
South Carolina. We're talking about the State of New
Jersey, just a two hour drive away because we don't
want to talk about North Carolina because when you look
at Greensboro, North Carolina or Columbia, South
Carolina, yes, we're a little bit higher in wage costs,

single digits, eight percent in North Carolina and
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seven percent in Columbia, South Carolina, but for
Workers’ Compensation costs, we’re 409 percent higher
than Greensboro, North Carolina and 288 percent higher
than Columbia, South Carolina in the area of hardware
manufacturing.

It starts to explain to us the reasons why we face
the job problems and the economic problems we do in the
State of Connecticut and when we look at hard cold
facts such as these.

The other job classification I would select is one
which is of more much recent acquaintance for me,
something I’'ve come to know with a little bit more
knowledge and background in my last few years, serving
as Chairman of the Transportation Committee in this
body and that is tractor trailer driver, a good paying,
working job for people in this state and throughout the
country in an industry that forms the base of making
our economies go. The same numbers -- the numbers tell
the same story. Boston, Mass, we’re slightly higher,
2.5 percent in wage rates, 31 percent higher in
Workers’ Compensation costs. Providence, Rhode Island,
we're four percent lower in wage rates, 78 percent
higher in Workers’ Compensation costs. Atlantic City,
New Jersey, a community of some recent discussion in

this building in the last few months, but not for
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reasons of the cost of doing business. We’re almost 14
percent higher in wage rates, but we’re 200 percent
higher in Workers Compensation costs, and of course,
the numbers get even worse when you go to the south.

I wish we could address this issue, the issue of
the competitive disadvantage for job growth in
Connecticut, solely through the economic development
programs carried out by the Department of Economic
Development, the Connecticut Development Authority and
other agencies, but the hard truth is that we cannot.

Connecticut can no more solve its economic and jobs
crisis by ignoring these costs of doing business and
pursuing the easy way out, and there’s some value in
those easy programs. We can no more achieve it that
way than we would have been able to in the past to
address our state’s budget crisis with painless
answers.

During the past four years we have taken many
difficult steps to address our state’s budget crisis.
We have laid off state employees. We’ve cut agency
budgets. We'’ve reduced funding to nonprofit groups
caring for the mentally retarded and others. None of
the things we wanted to do, but things we had to do
because of the situation we face.

Two years ago every member of this General Assembly
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voted to increase taxes in some for or another on our
state citizens in order to balance the budget and in
part lower certain business taxes in order to improve
the business climate in the State of Connecticut. We
have even cut or frozen benefits for the neediest
people in our state, those dependent on General
Assistance to the mothers of young children in the AFDC
program for years in a row because it was part of the
difficult answer and answers we needed to take to solve
the state’s fiscal crisis.

Now regrettably, we must take another difficult and
painful step. That is why I am opposed to this
amendment, why I will oppose all the amendments offered
today, because we are faced with a crisis in
Connecticut and in that crisis we must understand the
facts that shape the challenge before us and we must be
prepared to take tough steps to meet it.

Later during this debate at the appropriate time I
will visit step by step the provisions in this bill and
I will explain how the bill, when compared with other
states, still leaves Connecticut with very substantial
benefits for injured workers. 1I’ll explain how the
bill compels premium rollbacks' so that the benefits of
our actions go to the businesses of Connecticut who

will have an opportunity to keep or create jobs in the
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state, which in my opinion, is what this is all about.

I may be dead wrong in my analysis of this issue
and what we need to do today, but I have spent a great
deal of time trying to come to grips with a fundamental
crisis in my home state in how we can address it for
the long term so that people 10 and 20 years from now
can have the same opportunities that I had as a young
person growing up in Connecticut.

I talked about my family in New Britain, a young
Italian man going to New Britain High School in the
1930s like my father didn’t have a chance, wouldn’t
have even thought about the chance of going to college
or doing anything of that sort, but he was able, in his
family, in the Connecticut of the 1950s, the 1960s and
the 1970s, to offer those opportunities to his
children and in a large part it’s because during those
decades this state grew and offered job opportunities
to the children and grandchildren of immigrants in
order to build a future for their families, their
children and grandchildren and on into the future.
That is the challenge we face today. That is why
regrettably I stand here prepared to take steps like
this bill to lower the cost of doing business in order
to maintain and preserve that kind of prosperity for

Connecticut’s families so that those family histories,
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that path to success can exist in the future and to do
it with some measure of restraint and understanding of
the difficult price paid by the people we affect by
passing this bill.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you very much, Senator Meotti. Senator
Aniskovich,

SENATOR ANISKOVICH:

Thank you, Madam President.
THE CHAIR:

I understand, Senator Colapietro, and I will get to
you, but I’'m going to call on Senator Aniskovich first.
SENATOR ANISKOVICH:

Madam President, I’'d be happy to yield to Senator
Colapietro if he’d like to speak now.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Colapietro, will you accept the yield?

Will you accept the yield?
SENATOR COLAPIETRO:

Thank you. I appreciate that. I just wanted to
respond and agree with Senator Meotti wholehearted what
he said, that we definitely have to do something for
the businesses in the State of:Connecticut. I think we
did that.

On the part of how we did it is where we differ.
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We took 19 percent of cuts and we got commitments on
rollbacks, however, there’s some loopholes in those
rollbacks that don’t guarantee business is going to get
a whole lot after the year after next. Out of the 19
percent of the cuts that we took out of the workers’
benefits, 17 percent came from the workers themselves.
Two percent came from the doctors and lawyers and
that’s a fact and it was taken and handed immediately
to the businesses, which I'm happy for, but the workers
have done their share. I don’t live in California or
South Carolina and I’'ve got a lot of figures and I
should have brought them all down with me because we
can talk until we’re blue in the face because nobody
did more research or work on this bill than I did and
you could call it stealing if you want, but in the file
copy of the Labor Committee bill, the coalition adopted
quite a few of those things that we addressed that
recognized that we had to do something for doing the
cost of business in the State of Connecticut was much
too high, but if you think it’s becoming fun to live in
the State of Connecticut and try to work and earn a
living while everybody is in your pocket, it’s not the
friendliest state in the world-that I’ve ever been in
and it’'s getting more unfriendly every day.

We could have helped. We couldn’t solve all the
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problems in this room, but 16.6 percent rollback that
had never been given to buuinesses before, I was asking
for a lousy three percent so that I could throw a crumb
back to some people that may be disabled for the rest
of their live. That’s what I was asking for. I don't
think that’s asking a lot. I don’t think that’s not
facing the reality of what’s got to be done in the
State of Connecticut, not at all. I did that. I had
to fight with businesses to keep other businesses out
of their own pockets. I had optometrists in my -- a
constituent that called me and said why can’'t I be
included in the Workers’ Compensation thing? I could
save the factory some money. 1I've been in factories
all my life. I know they could. To get a piece of
sliver out of your eye from an optometrist costs you
half as much as going to a doctor. I said, "That makes
sense to me. I’'ll put you in the bill." Shortly after
the vultures came in and out it came, sent out notices
all over the place. Look what they’re doing to you.
They’re trying to help some other business. I circled
it from the CBIA and I sent it out to the optometrist.
It went back in the bill. It was a business that
needed help. I responded to that.

The Connecticut Wheelchair Services Association,

they do transportation, they transport people with
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wheelchairs all over the state. They said, "Tom, I'm a

member of CBIA, but I don’t want to talk about Workers’
Compensation, about the other stuff. I have a problem.
I'm a business owner. One of my problems is that I
have good drivers with good driving records. I have to
do something. When one of these drivers come up and
hit my car or my wagon, my drivers are not at fault,
the other driver is. The insurance companies come in.
They charge the other driver. My premiums go up. The
insurance company goes out and they collect the money,
the full boat, but hold me hostage because it’s my
driver that was there and he got hit, so therefore, my
experience rating is high." And I said, "You know,
that’s one hell of a cost of doing business in
Connecticut. 1I’ll do something about that." I put
that in the bill. That was mine. That was Tom
Colapietro’s. I was helping another business and I had
to fight the other business people to keep them away
from it so that we could help other businesses because
it was save money for some of the smaller businesses
trying to survive in Connecticut.

So I think that we'’ve addressed that problem and I
think we can compare us to any-other states in the
world and until you bring costs down besides your

paycheck, people aren’t going to be around to survive
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anyway. You know, the rent still costs $600 if you
make $6 an hour. 1If you make $3 an hour, your rent
still costs $600 and when you go to buy a loaf of bread
or your groceries, it’s still going to cost you the
same money and when you go to the movie and if you
could afford a couple of bucks to go to the restaurant,
that’s not going to come down, so keep on going and see
where you come up. Sure, business will be thriving
only nobody will have any money in their pocket.

We’ve got to look for a balance, 17 percent come
out of the workers, 2 percent from doctors and lawyers.
That’s not a balance in my book. For crying out loud,
look at it. Have a heart. You'’re not going to solve
all the problems with that little three percent that
we’'re asking to throw for a crumb for somebody who may
not be able to survive or live. I don’t think we
didn’t address this. I think we addressed this in more
ways than any other bill that every came out of the
Labor Committee in the past 20 years that I came up
here. So I take offense to somebody saying, the only
problem we have in the State of Connecticut is Workers’
Compensation costs. 1It’s one of many problems. 1I've
got to pay too much when I go to a lawyer. I can’t do
anything about it. 1I’ve got to pay $2,000 or $1,200 to

my insurance company. I can’'t do a damn thing about



09386 !
THURSDAY 9 '

June 3, 1993 pas

that. 1It’s the only place in the world I know where
you get punished for being a good driver. You went so
many miles last month. Gee, that means you’re due to
get hit. Up with your insurance premium. That'’s okay,
but I can’t do anything about it. I can do something
about this. I can put three percent back into people’s
pockets that are hurting. I think we’ve done that job.
I think we’ve addressed that and I’'m asking this body
to try to help those who are paying for this the most.

Thank you very much. Senator Aniskovich.

SENATOR ANISKOVICH:

Thank you, Madam President. Madam President, I
rise and would just like to point out that W. C. Fields
once said, "Never follow dogs or children." I think
I'm going to have to add Senator Colapietro to that
list.

I rise to associate myself with the remarks of
Senator Meotti, the compelling remarks of Senator
Meotti that focused on the facts that I think are
important and have driven this process over the course
of the last several months, but I do rise not
regretfully or reluctantly, but confidently, confident
that what this bill does is the right thing and what
this bill does is move us in the right direction and I

would like to observe, because I know others will spend
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time detailing the particulars of this legislation, I’d
like to make several observations about the process and
about why I believe we should be confident and happy
with what we are doing here tonight and not leave this
Chamber with any regret or remorse.

The policymaking process always requires us to
balance interests. It is very easy, Madam President,
for those of us in the Circle to take a snapshot, to
take a snapshot in a difficult economic time and not
take a longer view and judge a piece of legislation
with respect to what has been done over the past. It
would be very easy and is very easy for some to treat
the savings, savings that are achieved admittedly by
reducing benefits to treat those things in a snapshot
and to suggest that somehow this is an unfair piece of
legislation, but I think, as Senator Meotti pointed
out very compellingly, on balance, with a long view,
this bill begins to address one of the costs that have
been making it impossible for businesses located here
to compete.

This bill is not intended to solve all of the
problems that affect business and industry in this
state, but it is intended to address one and for that
very important reason it deserves our support.

Senator Meotti spoke of competitiveness and of
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economic opportunities being available to past and
future generations of people who live here and who come
here from other lands and I'd like to thank those
members, especially of my caucus, who have stood strong
from the moment they entered this session, stood strong
and steadfast for a bill that truly reduced the costs
of Workers’ Compensation and who have not allowed
amidst all the pressure, themselves to be bent away
from the path of reducing those costs and I expect that
they share my confidence and that they share my
happiness that the policymaking process has brought us
to this moment in what looks like the passage of this
bill.

It was common for me to give remarks to several
groups as I walked through the different campaign
events and I would always remind people of the words
that were written over 200 years ago, "That all men are
created equal, that they are endowed by their Creator
with certain inalienable rights, that chief among these
rights are life, liberty and the pursuit of property."
And it always got something of a rise out of the crowd
and I reminded them that those who were students of
Jefferson knew that the first draft of the Declaration
of Independence read "property" not "happiness."

Jefferson, always the man of the Renaissance, got a
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little nervous about the very specific reference to
property and switched it in the last draft of the
Declaration to "happiness", but the spirit of the
private pursuit of property, the protection of those
who choose to create economic opportunities through
competitiveness is the engine that has driven business
and industry in this state and in the United States and
has made us the manufacturing giant that we were and
that we can be again and it is the spirit that is born
of those words, it is the courage born of those words
that motivates people to persevere, to hold fast and to
try and do what they believe to be the right thing and
I believe that it is that spirit of freedom, that
spirit of happiness that has driven us to the point in
the process that we are tonight and I would urge my
colleagues to defeat this amendment. I would ask them
to reflect upon those observations that have brought us
to this point in defeating any other amendment offered
by any member to this bill tonight and to pass this
bill as it is and to help businesses create jobs for
people and put to bed the tired old notion that we can
create jobs here in the General Assembly.

I urge defeat of the amendment and passage of the
bill.

THE CHAIR:
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Thank you very much. Senator DeLuca.

SENATOR DELUCA:

Thank you, Madam President. I rise to associate
myself with the remarks of Senator Meotti and Senator
Aniskovich and also in opposition to this amendment.
When this amendment was brought out, there was mention
made of having no input into a bill. As a member of the
Labor Committee, I know that feeling very well because
the bill that came out of the Labor Committee, I had no
input in as a member. In fact, the date that it came
out, I made many amendments that I thought lowered the
cost to business in the State of Connecticut and would
improve the bill. They were all rejected.

The final bill that did come out of that Labor
Committee that has been mentioned here tonight actually
raised costs to the business of the State of
Connecticut, actually raised cost and has been hailed
as something to help business., I disagree with that.

One of the items in this amendment says we should
have study to create a state fund so that we can go in
competition with insurance companies. We don’t have
to create a study to do that. 1In the Labor Committee
we had the results of the various states that already

have state funds and without exception they’re all in
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deficit from small amounts to very huge amounts in the
area of $200 million. We all know -- we all like to
think that government can do it better, but we all know
in actuality in business it creates a problem and that
would be the result. We don’t have to spend any money,
as has been mentioned here. I agree to that. We just
have to look at other states and learn from their
experiences and learn that they are trying to get out
of them. 1In order to start a state fund there is a lot
of cost. That would cost us money.

Mention was made that medical expenses are not
addressed only by managed care that was put in two
years ago. I disagree. The underlying bill has other
guidelines and addresses a schedule in other areas to
reduce costs. It also addresses some of the complaints
of the people that work. As a member of the Labor
Committee, the date of the hearing when we heard the
bills on labor from labor and business on Workers’
Compensation, we had close to 200 people testify on
both sides.

Generally, the people that represent workers or
their attorneys that represented them talked about
Safety Committee, work and management Safety
Committees. They are in the underlying bill and the

results of that, we will be the beneficiaries of in
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years to come because they will strive to reduce the
accidents and reduce the incidence of having to have
people avail themselves of Workers’ Compensation. No
businesses want people, their employees to get hurt.
They don’t want them to have to go out and do that. It
is not good for their production. It is not good for
their company and it costs money besides.

I think the cost comparisons that were made by
Senator Meotti illustrate what is happening in this
world economy. By utilizing and talking about the
hardware business, I remember when they were talking
about building their first plant out of state and they
did and now they compare their costs in that other
facility to their costs in the State of Connecticut and
they don’t complain about wages. They don’t say our
wages are too high and theirs are lower even though
they are. They talk about the additional cost to do
business in the State of Connecticut and high up in
that area is the cost of Workers’ Compensation.

Senator Meotti talked about the comparisons with
truckers and we did have those illustrations at the
hearings with New Jersey as compared to Connecticut,
three times the cost. I have a small company in the
small town that I live in, a man with his two sons that

runs a small company, they have trailer trucks and they
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pick up milk at farmers, a dying business. He has a
few trucks. He has two employees. They have been with
him for years. He's never had a Workers’ Compensation
claim. His costs of Workers’ Compensation are three

times what it costs to the people he’s competing with
over the border in New York and Rhode Island and
Massachusetts and he has told me he doesn’t know -- and
other costs continue to go up, how he can hang on.

This is real.

It’'s been mentioned that we didn’t create any jobs,
maybe not, but maybe we’re going to save some jobs and
give us the ability for people to invest. Beyond the
cost savings in this bill is the reality that we're
telling the business community that Connecticut is
listening and trying to address some of the problems.
Not all, we can’t solve all the problems, but we'’'re
trying to address some of them. We're telling them
that we understand that it’s a new way to do business
and in order for a company to invest in the State of
Connecticut, they want to be able to create those jobs
and put those people to work, but they’ve got to be
able to afford it and if we pass this, we’ll be telling
them that we'’re trying to address that.

As I mentioned, wages are not the issue. We have

been faced with choices and I think Senator Meotti
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illustrated that, faced with choices on can we do
something to stem the flow of businesses leaving the
State of Connecticut.

When we hear of a business leaving the state,
Economic Development and the administration try to go in
and work something out and generally the state spends
some money to keep them here if we can work out some
arrangements. By addressing Workers’ Compensation, we
will not have to be spending that money and taxing our
people more,.

I had a person from Pratt & Whitney tell me that he
was going to lose his job. He said they negotiated and
he gave part back, not very willingly, but in order to
save his job. He says now the State of Connecticut is
going to give them some money also and where are they
going to get that? By taxing me. He said I'm giving
twice.

The answer is not welfare for business. The answer
is to create an economic climate where business can
thrive and prosper and create more jobs and employ our
citizens, our young people that have been mentioned.
It’s been mentioned it’s only three percent, it’s a
lousy three percent. That lousy three percent is
$30 million, $30 million that can be used to help

business to stay here, and in my opinion, help to keep
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and create more jobs.

I hope that others will join me in rejecting this
and all other amendments and send the underlying bill
to the Governor to be signed so that we can give
immediate relief in premium reductions to business and
in reducing the benefits those that are self-financed
that have their own self-finance programs will also be
able to save some money and keep them here. It is
vitally important to the future and I hope everyone
will join in rejecting this and other amendments.
Thank you,

THE CHAIR:

Thank you very much., Senator Maloney.
SENATOR MALONEY:

Thank you, Madam President. I rise in support of
the amendment. We all, I believe, share around this
Circle the intention and desire to do what is best for
a prosperous and growing economy in the State of
Connecticut. Where we disagree tonight is how to
achieve that goal. To that extent, I certainly agree
with Senator Meotti that there are problems to be
addressed and Workers'’ Compensation is one of those
problems and needs to be addressed, but again, the
question is how do we address it. What is the best

way, what is the most effective way? What puts the
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money where it counts? What puts the reduction in
cost into the pockets of the businesses, the employers
of the State of Connecticut rather than into a hope or
a guess or a wish that that might happen?

What the bill does is the latter. The bill says,
well, there’s a 19 percent rollback, but then it says,
well, we know there are a lot of savings elsewhere in
this bill. We know there are major savings in the
medical fee schedule. We know there are major savings
in the worker safety, but number one, we can’t really
rate those because those are things yet to happen, but
even if we could rate them and the estimate, the
estimate is somewhere between five and twenty points,
not three points that Senator Colapietro is concerned
about or that Senator DeLuca commented upon, but an
additional five to twenty points, but what happens
under the file copy of the bill? Nothing. 1If those
savings are achieved, do those go back to business?
Not necessarily. There’s no mechanism to see that that
happens. One of the real advantages of the amendment
is that the amendment assures that those savings go
back to business. The amendment, ladies and gentlemen,
is a better business bill than ‘the underlying document
that we’re debating. The amendment says at a minimum

there is 16.1 percent immediate rate rollback and then



003872

THURSDAY 309
June 3, 1993 pas

as the additional savings are documented, those savings
in part respond to a COLA problem that Senator
Colapietro talked about and the entire balance of them,
somewhere between an additional three to seventeen
points goes back to additional premium reductions,

cost savings to the business community.

If the members of this Circle wish to evaluate the
underlying bill and the amendment on the basis of which
is better for business, there is very little doubt as
to the answer and the answer is the amendment that is
offered.,

The second issue. Senator Upson is right. The
flaw with the underlying bill is that indeed it goes
after the wrong target. It goes after the wrong
target. It doesn’t go after fraud and abuse. What in
the underlying bill goes after fraud and abuse? I
agree with Senator Upson. What in the underlying bill
substantially takes on misuse and abuse of medical
services? The 1991 legislation, which I take some
pride in having co-authored, take some pride in the
fact that every single member of this Circle who was
here in 1991 supported that bill. That bill put in
place managed care. This bill does not address the
issues where the costs are growing, where the problems

exist.
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Senator Upson says, well, this bill goes too far.
Well, it does go too far in some respects. It doesn’'t
go far enough in others. I just pointed out there’s
five to twenty points of additional savings that the
underlying bill ignores, so it certainly doesn’t go to
far in that respect, but it does go too far in other
respects, in terms of the damage it does to the people
who need the benefits and we’re talking about people --
who are we trying to help here? We are trying to help
with Workers' Compensation people who have been hurt on
the job, by law have no right to sue. Their only
recourse is the benefits that are provided.

Does the underlying bill do anything about fraud?
No, we talked about that. Medical, no, we talked about
that. What the underlying bill does is it goes after
the people who need the benefit. That’s what the
underlying bill does. And does it go too far? Well,
let’s ask. What did the Governor’s office seek to
achieve in terms of a rate rollback in Workers’
Compensation? The answer was eight points. That was
the Governor’s proposal. Give us a break in terms of
our economic issues in the State of Connecticut. Let’s
have a rate rollback eight points.

What did the business community seek? I make

reference to the Connecticut Business and Industry
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Association brochure on the issue. What did they seek?
Fifteen points. What did the House of Representatives
believe they had done when they passed the underlying
bill? What did they think they had done? Sixteen
points. What does in fact the underlying bill do?
Nineteen points. The underlying bill hurts workers,
takes more benefits away than the House of
Representatives intended to, more than CBIA asked for
and more than the Governor proposed. It goes too far.
A little bit more on the wrong target.

Argument is made, well, we’re going this bill
because of the need for economic competition. Well,
that was an argument that was heard and addressed in
the 1991 bill in one very important particular. The
1991 bill reduced the base compensation rate from
two-thirds of gross compensation to 80 percent of net.
Now where did the number 80 percent of net come from?
It came from the business community. That was their
recommendation. They said make us competitive on the
base rate. Let’s make it 80 percent. The legislature,
myself, everyone else in this room who was here in 1991
said, yes, that’s right. We will become competitive.
We will go to 80 percent. What does the underlying
bill do? It goes to 75 percent. Why? 1If we’re

already competitive on that issue, why do we go to 75
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percent? I argue it’s a gratuitous, well, let’'s just

take another five points. Let’s just take another five
percent.
The -- another important issue about going too far,

Workers’ Compensation is supposed to provide a benefit
for an injury. What the bill says though is you have
to have the following injuries. You have to have the
following injuries. If you have the following
injuries, okay, we'’re going to give you compensation
for those injuries. 1If you don’t happen to have those
injuries, well, the bill says or the bill doesn’t say
and there is no direction in the bill as to how to
handle that.

Well, you look through that list and at first you
think, boy, that’s a pretty comprehensive list,
everything must be covered. Well, look a little
further. One that was pointed out in the discussions
we had is you could be working at a machine and you
could be eviscerated by the machine. You could have
your guts torn out by the machine. Where is that in
the schedule? Nowhere. There is no injury in the
schedule that deals with that.

Senator Colapietro’s amendment says, well, for
those circumstances where there is not a scheduled

injury, let’s at least have a catchall provision and
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make sure the AMA guidelines in regard to unscheduled
injuries are available to us so that when there are
injuries that aren’t scheduled, there is some minimal
level of compensation. The underlying bill ignores
that. The underlying bill goes too far.

Now I’'m going to close where I started. Each one
of us around this Circle wants to help the economy of
the State of Connecticut. Each one of us wants to help
the businesses of the State of Connecticut. Each one
of us wants to help the workers of the State of
Connecticut, I hope.

The amendment addresses a series of very specific
problems in this legislation and it sets up a mechanism
through an independent actuary and review by the
Insurance Commissioner that as all of the savings that
the bill accomplishes comes on line, that those savings
are pumped back into the business community so that
they’re available to the economy and to the economic
growth of this state.

If that is what we are attempting to do tonight, do
the right thing, do the right thing in terms of what
the bill says, do the right thing in terms of what'’s in
the interest of the business community and the
employee community in the State of Connecticut, vote

for the amendment. Thank you,
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THE CHAIR:

Thank you very much. The Chair would recognize
Senator Eads.

SENATOR EADS:

Thank you, Madam President. I complimented Senator
Colapietro because of his speech. Even though he
didn’'t convince me, I thought he articulated very well.
Certainly Senator Maloney did the same. I don’t know
that I can yell as loud as either one of them because
they’re making their points emphatically. I personally
feel in the years that I’ve been up there that I am
very pleased and I am very relieved to see that once
and for all we are doing something for the business
climate in the State of Connecticut. We have talked
friendly business climate. We have written it. We
have thought about it, but we haven’t done a thing
until tonight and frankly I feel that we should be
following just what the House did and that was to send
the bill as it is to the Governor for his signature.

It is sending an invitation, an attraction to
businesses not only in the state, but those perhaps
contemplating coming into the State of Connecticut to
say, all right, they are not as competitive, but
they’re more competitive than what they were before and

we are not insensitive, Senator Colapietro, and I
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wouldn’'t want to see somebody "gquts", as Senator
Maloney said, ripped out. I am sure those things can
be taken care of. Why is it that I am receiving in my

small Town of Kent from all over the State of

Connecticut phone calls and letters not only -- he’s
going to answer it afterwards, so that’s fine -- not
only from workers, but administrators and CEOs. The

workers are telling me we are about perhaps to lose our
job. Our company is either closing up because of lack
of business or we’re going to the sunbelt, but perhaps
if we reduce some of the expenditures that they have
been enduring all these years with an ever increasing
annual fee, then perhaps then can reduce those
expenditures a little bit and we can keep our jobs and
they can expand and they don’t have to move out of the
state.

I really feel that we are doing something very,
very worthwhile and even though we did pass some
legislation in 1991 and a little bit here and a little
bit there, it was just a bite from the apple, but now
we’'re really taking half the apple and let’s extend our
hand to business.

If we reduce costs, like anything else, we are
going to have more jobs. I cannot guarantee it. We

cannot estimate everything. Senator Maloney said we
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couldn’t estimate this, we couldn’t estimate that. How
many bills have we passed within the past 48 hours that
we couldn’t estimate and were not perfect legislation,
but we did the best we could and reasonable minds can
always disagree, but for once, not only think of
yourselves, but think of the other people, whether they
be at EB or Pratt & Whitney or in the little place that
only hires less than 25 people, but has a tremendous
load on his or her shoulders in their company, having
to pay this, think of them and I am sure we’re going to
see an increase in business and let’s think positively,
but let’s do this for the worker and for the owners of
the company.

I ask you please to vote against this amendment.
Thank you.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Meotti, for the second time.
SENATOR MEOTTI:

Madam President, for the second time I want to rise
briefly on two specific points that I think are
important to clarify in this debate. First, for
purposes of explaining my intent and my sense of what
should be in the legislative history, the issue has
been raised recently in the public debate, not only

here, but previous to tonight’s debate about using
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examples of specific types of injuries that do not
appear to be mentioned in the schedule, evisceration
and you know, intestinal loss or damage or whatever,
and I discussed that specific issues with
representatives of the NCCI who were the people that I
think all parties in this debate have gone to for
costing out and other guidance on the issues and I
would say that it is their opinion that based on
existing practice in Connecticut and throughout the
country that this particular example and other attempts
to try to find particular injuries like this and say
that they are not covered under this language would not
in fact be correct, that the commissioners would have
the discretion to find injuries of that sort to be
subsumed within other descriptions within that schedule
such as stomach.

I offer that not to challenge the assertion, but
more to make the legislative history, that that is my
view of how this is written in order to fully protect
workers and injuries on the job.

More important that that, correcting or stating that
legislative intent, I think it is very important to
clarify something that has been said here that in my
opinion is just incorrect. There have been statements

that this amendment does a better job for returning
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benefit reduction in dollars and cents to businesses in
terms of premium reduction because the amendment calls
for the creation of an independent actuary.

It’s very important to compare the parallel
provisions in the amendment and the file copy. Both
the amendment and the file copy call for an independent
actuary. The only distinction in that is that the
amendment calls for a joint appointment by two
commissioners in the file copy. The independent
actuary is appointed by only the Commissioner of
Insurance and it should also be -- everyone in this
Circle should fully understand that the file copy
empowers the Insurance Commissioner working on the
recommendations and analysis of that independent
actuary to invoke his authority, to regulate rates, to
go for rate rollbacks and refunds and to lower
prospective rates in accordance with not only on the 19
percent benefit reduction and other related issues that
are contained in this file copy, but to go beyond that
based on the actual loss experience that accrues in the
future.

So any attempt to characterize the amendment’s rate
reqgulations provisions as more sympathetic to
businesses is just, in my opinion, categorically

incorrect. They both essentially establish the same
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process. The amendment has a 16.1 percent figure to be

used in benefit reduction, which is what the amendment
would achieve. The file copy has a 19 percent, the
amendment that allows any savings above 16.1 to go into
recreation of a COLA. Aside from that, we’re dealing
with the same process here and I think it does not
serve the debate well to treat the file copy as if the
independent actuary’s role and all the other
authorities that vest the Insurance Commissioner don’t
exist because they clearly obviously do on the face of
the file copy.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you very much, Senator Meotti. Senator
Kissel,

SENATOR KISSEL:

Very briefly, Madam President. I rise to associate
myself with the most articulate remarks of Senator
Meotti and also the opinions voiced by Senator
Aniskovich and Senator Eads and I also would like to
commend Senator DeLuca for working on this within the
committee, the Joint Committee, to try to reach this
compromise.

Fundamentally, we have a free economy. It is
unlike a socialistic or communistic economy where the

ultimate goal is to take care of everyone from cradle
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to grave. Unfortunately, as a price we pay for a free

economy, there are injustices which occur which we
cannot remedy or remedy in whole. Some of these
injustices occur in the form of accidents within the
workplace.

We, as an educated society, through our legislative
bodies, have attempted through our Workers’
Compensation laws and our free and independent
insurance industry to remedy these injuries as best we
can, always mindful that in that balance are profits,
are monies, are jobs.

It is no good having one of the best Workers’
Compensation systems for those who are injured if at
the same time we are driving jobs out of the State of
Connecticut and not protecting the jobs that are here
or might be here. It is an extraordinarily serious
situation, one so much that during the public hearings
I took the time to go down and testify myself.

If you don’'t feel that the issue is real, simply
talk to the young men and women who work in this
building who will, after this session is over, be back
out in the marketplace. Ask them what the job outlook
looks like. Is this the be all and end all, as Senator
Colapietro aptly notes? No, it is not. This whole

issue will have to be revised in the future, but this
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is one extraordinarily important piece of the puzzle.

I know that when I took the time to go with several
of my fellow Senators to Hamilton Standard in Windsor
Locks to meet with the Joint Committee of Labor and
Management, they indicated that within their company
they had driven costs down, but one of the costs that
they, as a team of labor and management could not get a
handle on without our help, was Workers’ Compensation
costs and both labor and management said we need help.

We don’'t want to take it out of the flesh and blood
and pain and suffering of the workers alone. I
understand that. Nonetheless, it is a balancing of
equities and I believe the bill, as adopted in the
House, should be adopted by us without amendment, if at
all possible, and I myself am prepared to offer
amendments if everybody is going to tack on a slew of
amendments, but I would prefer that we keep it without
amendment so that we can send it over to the Governor
and get it signed into law.

I think Senator DeLuca pointed up an
extraordinarily important point about this bill. It
sends a message to the business community that we are
listening., 1It’s imperfect. 1It’'s got warts. 1It’'s got
blemishes, but we are an imperfect body. We do the

best we can to make coalitions and to put things
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through for the benefit of all and what I’'d like to see
in two days is a newspaper article that says,
"Connecticut Legislature Sends Message to Business. We
are Listening." That’s the headline I'd like to see.
We haven’t seen it in a while and therefore I urge my
fellow Senators to reject this amendment. Thank you,
Madam President.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you very much, Senator Kissel. Senator
Looney.

SENATOR LOONEY:

Thank you very much, Madam President. Madam
President, I rise in support of the amendment. I think
that some of the prior speakers, some of the proponents
have set up what I think is an inaccurate alternative
and dichotomy here. The choice, Madam President, is
not between doing the bill as it came from the House
and doing nothing, but between degrees of savings and
degrees of impact on workers, and for that reason, I
support the amendment as something that I think
moderates some of the excess elements of the bill that
came from the House.

I think some of those excesses and some of those
extremes have been ably pointed out by Senators Maloney

and Upson and also Senator Colapietro and I think there
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are some others. One of the things that I think is an
injustice in the bill as it came from the House and is
remedied by the amendment is in the issue of mental or
emotional impairment.

What the bill, as it comes from the House would do,
is disallow as a covered compensable injury for
Workers'’ Compensation mental and emotional injuries
that do not arise out of physical injuries or
occupational diseases. What that would mean, in
practicality, is that someone working in a machine
work, working at a machine next to someone who is
horribly maimed, working at the same kind of machine as
the individual who witnesses that, that individual who
witnesses his fellow and his friend at the very next
machine being crippled or maimed and thereby being
traumatized by that experience, but not physically
injured would not have a compensable injury under the
bill as it came from the House. I think that that is
the real injustice. I think Senator Kissel is correct
when he said that we cannot, in a Democratic society,
remedy every injustice. Perhaps that true, but we
should not create any new injustices either and I think
that’'s part of what we do in the bill as it comes from
the House if we don’t adopt this amendment.

It's not as if we are doing in this amendment
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anything that would be giving a free reign. There is a
significant restraint on the compensability of mental
or emotional impairment under this amendment. 1If you
look at lines 221 and thereafter, "personal injury or
injury shall not be construed to include a mental or
emotional impairment unless a significant contributing
cause of such impairment is an event or a series of
events arising out of and in the course of employment
or a mental or emotional impairment which results from
a personnel action including, but not limited for a
transfer, promotion, demotion or termination.

So under the amendment there is a significant
limitation on mental or emotional impairment, but not
so extreme a one as in the bill as it came from the
House and that is what I think is a problem with the
underlying bill is that in its effort to provide
relief, to provide assistance to business, the pendulum
has swung too far in some cases and that I think is one
of the cases.

I think -- do we all want to do something to cut
the cost of business? Yes. Do we all want to do
things to make businesses more competitive?

Absolutely. Do we want to reduce the cost of Workers’
Compensation? Certainly we do and we want to reduce it

to the extent that business itself said they wanted to



003888

THURSDAY 325
June 3, 1993 pas

have it reduced, which was about 16 percent, as Senator
Maloney pointed out earlier, That’'s what this
amendment would do. That is what we should do in a
reasonable way. We should not, in our zeal to do
something, do something that causes harm and the
amendment that’s offered, I think, should be the
consensus amendment that we should adopt, send back to
the House as something that is reasonable, responsive,
a moderating perspective that does indeed address the
concerns before us on the issues of Workers’
Compensation without causing new harm, new injury and
new suffering at a time when there has been so much
already. Thank you, Madam President.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you very much, Senator Looney. Senator
Maloney for the second time.

SENATOR MALONEY:

Thank you, Madam President. I know that Senator
Meotti did not intend to misstate the situation
relative to the amendment, but both of the comments
that he made in his last remarks are flat wrong and
therefore do need for both the record and for the
consideration of the Circle to be addressed.

The way the law works, as I know the lawyers around

this Circle understand, is that legislative intent is
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only useful when there is an ambiquity. There’s no
ambiguity in the legislation, as drafted. There is

simply a statement that the listed injuries are
compensable. There is no statement that would then
give any comfort to the notion that any injury that’s
not listed is somehow compensable and I would say
further that NCCI may be wonderful people, but I would
stop at the point where I start taking legal advice
from actuaries.

Secondly, and even more glaringly, is the issue of
the independent actuary. The amendment and the bill
are not the same, by any stretch of the imagination, in
their treatment of that issue.

The bill provides for a single, one time, once, and
independent actuary comes in and assesses the immediate
relatively short term effects of the legislation. The
amendment says that we recognize that some of these
things are going to take a long time to implement. The
1991 legislation, as Senator Upson pointed out, on
paper, on paper is only now just implemented. 1It’s
effects are going to continue to be implemented for
years and years. The same is true of what this
legislation. What the amendment says is we need to
recognize that, that we won’t get to the business

community, we will not get to them the savings intended
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in this bill unless that independent actuary on an
ongoing basis produces for the Insurance Commissioner
the information he or she needs to properly set the
rates for Workers’ Compensation in the State of
Connecticut.

What the amendment offers is a process, an ongoing
process of continuing rate examination and continuing
benefit to the business community. What the underlying
bill offers is a one-time quick, little look that will
do a nominal amount and produce no substantial benefit
as a result.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you very much, Senator Maloney. Would
anyone else wish to speak on Senate Amendment "A"? Are
there any further remarks? Senator Larson.

SENATOR LARSON:

Thank you, Madam President. Madam President, I
rise to associate myself with the remarks of Senator
Colapietro, Senator Maloney and Senator Upson. Madam
President, I think it’s very clear that from the outset
of this session and before that in terms of important
legislation to come before this body that the issue of
Workers' Compensation -- Worker Compensation was
clearly one that had been identified by all sides of

this issue as an issue that was paramount that we had
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to address in this session of the General Assembly.

I first and foremost want to commend our Labor
Chairman, Tom Colapietro, who in his own style and
manner has indicated the manner in which he arrived at
the General Assembly as a member of the Senate and
Chairman of the committee and how he has been off-times
stereotyped from whence he came. Senator, let me
assure you, never forget your beginnings and stay the
way you are. It’s important.

Senator Colapietro, and I know this issue has been
visited by members of the body today, this committee
voted out a bill that the Office of Fiscal Analysis
said that would actually rollback rates between two and
three percent. As Senator Maloney pointed out, the
Governor had indicated that they felt that an eight
percent rollback was what business needed and clearly
those businesses that had been to visit leadership had
indicated that neither two nor eight percent would do
it, but that clearly nothing less than 15 percent would
be adequate in order to forthrightly address the issue
of Workers’ Compensation.

The House of Representatives and people that have
worked in this Chamber and theirs on this bill, because
there is a commitment to listen to business, put

together, I'm sure for everybody it was a very
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difficult bill to vote on. And as Senator Maloney has
indicated, the savings initially they thought they were
going to achieve was 16 percent, but as this rating
process, which admittedly is complicated, came through
the mist of the debate, it came through at 19 percent.
As Senator Upson has said, going a little bit too far,
and as Senator Maloney has pointed out, and maybe not
far enough in another direction.

And so as this process unfolds as it has year in
and year out and the members in the balcony listening
today know it better than most of the freshman Senators
that are here today and what they know best as in the
ebb and flow in debate and give and take in this
process that you don’t take everything.

Senator Colapietro not only came halfway across the
street, he came all the way across the street and
extended his hand in compassion for workers, not on
behalf of labor, but on behalf of working people and
submitted a reasonable amendment, an amendment that
goes beyond the expectations of his committee, the
Governor and of what the business community
anticipated.

He also, as Senator Maloney has pointed out, put in
a provision that would provide more dollars in the

future to go back to the trucker that Senator Meotti so
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eloquently addressed and to other businesses. As
Senator Maloney points out, the difference is that it’s
a quarantee,

I rise in support of this amendment because I think
that it’s a common sense, fair amendment that both in
the short term and long term is in the best interests
of business and in the best interest of the citizens of
the State of Connecticut, all working men and women.

The most troubling thing about this debate this
evening and I have great respect for people who differ
on this issue is that the people in these two balconies
need one another. If we’re going to be a state that
turns around its economic fortunes, we cannot continue
down this path of I'm right and you’re wrong. We
gathered the two parties, business and labor, and
leadership offices, to discuss the prospects of a
compromise, if there was any movement. The business
community indicated that they were hard and fast at 19
percent,

The labor community indicated that they thought the

whole bill was an atrocity and they would prefer to

start all over again. Hire and individual who would
come in and arbitrate the process. Senator Colapietro
said, "I want something for business, but I want

something for people I have tireless represented, been
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associated with and affiliated with all my life," and
ask that we go from 75 percent to 80 percent and went
through, went through the entire process, the same
process of actuarially substantiating those savings.

I'm in the insurance business. I understand
Workers'’ Compensation, and Senator Upson, you'’re right.
Where we know the greatest savings can be achieved is
in medical costs. Senator Maloney, you’re right. 1In
1991 we instituted that bill. Unfortunately we’re just
getting around now to instituting the practice of
managed care.

There’s also a provision for worker safety which
savings undoubtedly will be achieved as well and so I
think this amendment clearly, and as is indicated by
NCCI, and you can't blame them for wanting to put on or
certify what this future savings may be inasmuch as
legislation enacted in 1991 didn't go into effect until
1993 and inasmuch as Workers’ Compensation is off-times
retrospectively rated in terms of experience, but this
is a solid proposal.

What saddens me here this evening and members in
this Circle and in both sides of the balcony know how
to count as well, is that this ‘amendment is going to go
down. Amendments go down routinely and people disagree

on issues, but at the core of the process problem here
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that we face as well is the continued split in a state
that desperately needs to heal.

Madam President, I rise to support this amendment.
THE CHAIR:

Thank you very much, Senator Larson. Would
anybody else wish to speak on Senate Amendment "A"?
Would anyone else wish to speak on Senate Amendment
"A"? If not, Mr. Clerk, Senator Colapietro requested a
roll call vote. Would you make the necessary
announcement please.

THE CLERK:

An immediate roll call has been ordered in the
Senate. Will all Senators please return to the
Chamber. An immediate roll call has been ordered in
the Senate. Will all Senators please return to the
Chamber.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you very much, Mr. Clerk. The issue before
the Chamber is an amendment to Senate Calendar 524. It
is LCO6217, designated by the Senate Clerk as Senate
Amendment "A". The machine is on. You may record your

vote.
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Have all Senators voted and are your votes properly
recorded? Have all Senators voted and are your votes
properly recorded? The machine is closed.

The result of the vote:

15 Yea
21 Nay
0 Absent

The amendment fails.
Mr., Clerk.
THE CLERK:

Madam President, I'm in possession of a number of
amendments. I’m not sure in which order they are to. be
called.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Colapietro.
SENATOR COLAPIETRO:

Thank you, Madam President. I gave you a list of
the order, but I'd like to call LC09135 and regquest a
roll call on all the amendments following.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you, Senator.
THE CLERK:

LC09135, which will be designated Senate Amendment
Schedule "B". 1It’s offered by Senator Colapietro of

the 32nd District,



003897

THURSDAY 334
June 3, 1993 pas
THE CHAIR:

Do you move adoption of the amendment, Senator?
SENATOR COLAPIETRO:

Yes, I do, Madam President, thank you. I just want
to thank the members here that stuck by me and thank
the comments of my leader, Senator Larson, and I can
assure you that my heart is in this, not just my
political career or whatever is. I’m going to hear
from this point on on every single amendment I make,
the same argument that I heard through this whole
process and we have to do something for the businesses
in the State of Connecticut.

Again, I'm going to say we are doing something for
the businesses in the State of Connecticut with every
single amendment that I make. We still have 16.6
percent for businesses. I just hope that every time
one of these amendments go down that another worker,
another person doesn’t get hurt, another limb isn’t
lost, another mortgage isn’t paid every time one of
these amendments go down.

This amendment restores the 80 percent the benefit
cut to 75 percent. I don’'t think I have to speak too
long on this amendment and I don’t think I have to beg
any longer because I can count, and like I said, I was

going to give you a lesson on Custer’s Last Stand in
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your own eyes, but I still believe that as long as
you’re talking, there’s always a chance that somebody
will come around and say maybe we ought to help them
just a little bit, and I'm not saying help me, because
I'm retired. I don’t collect Workers’ Compensation. I
never will again, probably, unless I fall in this
Chamber and I promise you I won'’t make the claim, but
80 percent would put back in those people’s pockets
that have to figure a way to survive day by day.

There was a lot of talk about COLAs or this. I
tried to go with a choice of anything anybody else
wanted as long as was with something. I got nothing
for a choice, but when I look at the choice between
COLA or this, I had a choice to figure out what would I
do if I had two kids of three kids and I had to make
the best I could for a short period of time which most
people try to do is get back to work, but nobody that I
know can live on $335 a week. My thought was, well,
forget the COLAs and I guess the widows will have to
suffer and the people that lost their arms and legs
will have to suffer so that somebody could survive on a
week to week basis and try to feed their families and
pay their mortgages and keep businesses going by
spending the money that they do have. That’s all this

bill does is give them a chance to have a few more
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dollars for groceries or whatnot. It is not going to
break businesses. It is not going to break the
insurance companies. The insurance companies are still

reaping some of the costs as they gained from the 1991
agreement. We'’re not asking for that back either.

I know there’s some provisions in the original bill
to do some adjustments on that, but they’re only
adjustments because they’re nothing that businesses can
count on after the year after next, so what I'm asking
in this amendment is to restore somebody’s ability to
pay for another meal or two and that’s about all it’'s
going to buy.

And I just want to respond to some of these --1I
keep getting these states thrown at me. My
constituents write me to, and to answer Adela Eads
answer why are you getting these phone calls? Because
the CBIA has been telling them personally to call you,
like they did me and I’'m happy for the calls, but they
also, when I talk to those people and asked them what
was in the bill and they said no they didn’t know.
They just told them to call and thank you for calling,
but I was glad to talk to them and there were four
states involved from a constituent of mine, a business
person that owns a business in Connecticut, one in

South Carolina, one in Tennessee and one in New Jersey
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and wanted to know why his premiums were different in
all four states. The cost of doing business is
outrageous and I said, "I don’'t know. Why don’t you
ask the insurance company why your premiums are
higher?" Let me look at what we did here. 1In
Tennessee, they use a formula, and I'm just using an
example of $600 a week, in Tennessee, they receive
66 and 2/3rds percent of their gross pay which comes
out to be $400 a week in Tennessee. That’'s using $600.
They probably don’t make anywhere near that, but I had
to use a figure.

In South Carolina, 66 and 2/3rds of the pay, $400.
In New Jersey they go by 70 percent of their gross pay,
$420. And in Connecticut, which is always the most
complicated thing to figure out, assuming 25 percent
reduction out of paycheck of $600, it comes out to be
$360 a week because it’s 80 percent of your take home
pay. So that $360 a week will now be reduced. So, you
know, the cost of doing business in the State of
Connecticut are worse than all the other states. Well,
that’'s probably true, but it’s not these things that
are costing that. 1It’s not these things that are
costing that. Nobody talks about why it costs so much
to go to the doctor or to your lawyer or why you even

have to a lawyer under Workers'’ Compensation. The
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reason is because somebody bogs your system down
somewhere and you can’t eat until you get a dollar or
two or your check that you deserve. So you have to go
to a lawyer and when you go to a lawyer, you have to
give him some of it. So again you get reduced there
again, but it’s not these figures here that are causing
all those costs. I mean I'm not a rocket scientist and
I don’t claim to be an attorney that can speak so well
about these numbers and figures, but it doesn’t take
one of those to look at a figure like this and use a
little common sense and ask for a little compassion and
say let me try helping the other side. I did cross

the other side of the street, but nobody can say in
this room or out there that Tom Colapietro did not take
into consideration that the cost of doing business in
the State of Connecticut is outrageous. You’'re going
to hear that over and over again. We have to do
something for businesses. Well, I challenge you to say
that when we ever did better and maybe it’s not good
enough, but this is as good as I think we could go and
I'm just asking for a little bit of help on the other
side and I would move and ask for a roll call, Madam
President, and move the amendment.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you very much, Senator Colapietro. Would
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anybody else wish to speak on Amendment "B"? Are there
any further remarks? 1If not, Mr. Clerk, would you
please make the necessary announcement for a roll call
vote.,

THE CLERK:

An immediate roll call has been ordered in the

~Senate. Will all Senators please return to the

Chamber. An immediate roll call has been ordered in
the Senate. Will all Senators please return to the
Chamber.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you very much, Mr. Clerk. The issue before
the Chamber is an amendment to Senate Calendar 524. It
is LCO No. 9135, designated by the Senate Clerk as
Senate Amendment "B"., The machine is on. You may
record your vote.

Is Senator Penn here? Here he comes. Have all
Senators voted and are your votes properly recorded?
Have all Senators voted and are your votes properly
recorded? The machine is closed.

The result of the vote:

15 Yea
21 Nay
0 Absent

The amendment fails.
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THE CLERK:

LCO8221, which will be designated Senate Amendment
Schedule "C". 1It’s offered by Senator Colapietro.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Colapietro.

SENATOR COLAPIETRO:

Thank you, Madam President. I move the amendment

and wish to summarize.
THE CHAIR:

Please proceed, Senator.
SENATOR COLAPIETRO:

Thank you, Madam President. This bill is
relatively simple. The original bills calls for
standards for video display terminals for municipal
employees only. I don’t see any difference from
municipal employees and regular secretaries that work
in your offices every day of the week, so I'm just
saying that this amendment should say that it
establishes standards for video display terminals to
prevent carpal tunnel syndrome for all employees alike.
The House Bill only covers state employees. This body
represents state employees, municipal employees and
just plain old employees and I :'don’t know if any of you
know what carpal tunnel syndrome is, but it’s not the

nicest disease for anybody to have. I know a lot of
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people that worked in the stop, women especially, that
had to push buttons with their hands every day of the
week until their hands went numb on them and they could
no longer have control and it’s probably one of the
most painful operations to ask for and it takes a long
time to heal.

Madam President, I would call for a roll call.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you very much, Senator Colapietro. Would
anybody else wish to remark on Senate Amendment "C"?
Are there any further remarks? If not, Mr. Clerk,
would you please make the necessary announcement for a
roll call vote.

THE CLERK:

An immediate roll call has been ordered in the
Senate. Will all Senators please return to the
Chamber. An immediate roll call has been ordered in

the Senate. Will all Senators please return to the

Chamber.
THE CHAIR:

Thank you very much, Mr. Clerk. The issue before
the Chamber is an amendment to Senate Calendar 524. It

is LCO No. 8221, designated by the Clerk as Senate
Amendment "C". The machine is on. You may record your

vote.
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Senator Colapietro. Have all Senators voted and

are your votes properly recorded? Have all Senators
voted and are your votes properly recorded? The
machine is closed.

The result of the vote:

12 Yea
24 Nay
0 Absent

The amendment fails.
THE CLERK:

LC06592, which will be designated Senate Amendment
Schedule "D". 1It’'s offered by Senator Colapietro.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Colapietro.

SENATOR COLAPIETRO:

Thank you, Madam President. I move the amendment

and ask to summarize.
THE CHAIR:

Please proceed, Senator.
SENATOR COLAPIETRO:

Thank you, Madam President. This is probably one
of the most important amendments of all to some people
in this Chamber and it’s one of: the most important of
all because it deals with people that are stuck with

whatever we can give them under Workers'’ Compensation,
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are totally disabled or widows that lost their husbands
and how soon we forget about L’Ambiance Plaza.

This would restore the COLA after a two year delay.
That means you don’t get anything until you get two
years disabled and the cost is very minimal. For the
two year delay it’s only minus 0.2 percent. So I don’t
think that that is a very significant cost for such an
important amendment and I would ask for a little more
compassion than we had in the last vote and ask for a
roll call.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you very much. Would anybody else wish to
remark on Senate Amendment "D"? Are there any further
remarks on Senate Amendment "D"? Mr. Clerk, would you
please make the necessary announcement for a roll call
vote,

THE CLERK:

An immediate roll call has been ordered in the
_Senate. .Will all Senators please return to the
Chamber. An immediate roll call has been ordered in
the Senate. Will all Senators please return to the
Chamber.

THE CHAIR:
Thank you very much, Mr. Clerk. The issue before

the Chamber is an amendment to Senate Calendar No. 524.
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It is LCO No. 6592, designated by the Clerk as Senate

Amendment "D". The machine is on. You may record your

vote.

Have all Senators voted and are your votes properly
recorded? Have all Senators voted and are your votes
properly recorded? The machine is closed.

The result of the vote:

12 Yea
24 Nay
0 Absent

_The amendment fails,
Mr. Clerk.
THE CLERK:
LC07637, which will be designated Senate Amendment

Schedule "E". 1It’'s offered by Senator Colapietro of

the 31st District.
THE CHAIR:

Thank you very much. The Chair would recognize
Senator Colapietro.
SENATOR COLAPIETRO:

Madam President, I move the amendment and ask to
summarize.
THE CHAIR:

Please proceed, Senator.

SENATOR COLAPIETRO:

A
S0
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Thank you, Madam President. What this amendment
does is exempt the amputations from the one-third
rollback in permanent partial awards. How anybody can
vote against this one, I don’t know, but I gquess I'll
find out.

What it means simply is that it doesn’t exempt --
you are not included in the one-third cutback and it
leaves it as such for somebody that losses an arm or a
leg and it’'s pretty important to keep all your body
parts intact and I would ask for some support on this
particular bill mainly because I don’'t see -- according
to NCCI's own numbers, there would be -- and I don’'t
even like to use the word that they use, but it would
be insignificant I believe was the word.

Anyway, it wouldn’t cost any dollars. So I would
ask that this body support an amendment that would at
least tell somebody that lost an arm or a leg that you
don’t have to worry about the one-third cut besides the
full cut of your arm being taken off in this amendment
and I ask for a roll call.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you very much. Would anybody else wish to
remark on Senate Amendment "E", LCO7637? Are there any
further remarks? If not, Mr. Clerk, would you please

make the necessary announcement for a roll call vote.
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THE CLERK:

An immediate roll call has been ordered in the

Senate. Will all Senators please return to the
Chamber. An immediate roll call has been ordered in
the Senate. Will all Senators please return to the
Chamber.
THE CHAIR:

Thank you very much, Mr. Clerk. The issue before
the Chamber is an amendment to Senate Calendar 524. It

is LCO No. 7637, designated by the Senate Clerk as
Senate Amendment "E". The machine is on. You may
record your vote.

Have all Senators voted and are your votes properly
recorded? Have all Senators voted and are your votes
properly recorded? The machine is closed.

The result of the vote:

15 Yea
21 Nay
0 Absent

The amendment fails.

Mr. Clerk.
THE CLERK:

" LCO6586, which will be desiqgnated Senate Amendment
~Schedule "F". 1It's offered by Senator Colapietro of

the 31st District.
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THE CHAIR:

The Chair would recognize Senator Colapietro.
SENATOR COLAPIETRO:

Thank you, Madam President. I move the amendment
and ask to summarize.
THE CHAIR:

Please proceed, Senator.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you, Madam President. This amendment calls
for a consumer advocate. A Consumer Advocate Office is
placed within the Insurance Department. The consumer

advocate is appointed by the Governor with the consent
of both Houses in the General Assembly. I’ve just go

to say that I’'ve heard the insurance companies telling
me over and over again we don’t need anybody watching

us. We already know what we’re doing. We don’t need

anyone to check on us to make sure that we’re spending
our money correctly or your money correctly, whatever

you want to call it.

I don’t think that we should not have somebody
monitoring them. In 1991 we’ve got a Fraud Unit
chasing down people to make sure that they’re
legitimately hurt or injured. We’ve got our
constituents watching us, making sure we do the right

things or trying to make sure we do the right things.
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We've got watchdogs all over the place, but the
insurance companies don’t need one, they say. Well, I
think they do and I think they should be players in
this part here. We'’re asking all bodies to share the
pain equally. We know that’s not happening, but it
would be nice to know how much pain that they would
really be asking -- sharing, and it’s not much. It
doesn’t cost anything. There’s no fiscal impact,
according to NCCI again, and I have to use their
numbers because they’re the only ones that are
available to us.

I can’'t for the life of me understand why every
time it’s been brought up, if it hadn’t be squashed in
the committee, it’s been somehow along the way made go
away and I guess it’s the power of the lobby.

Unfortunately, I don’t have the strength or the
votes enough to turn around say to the insurance
industry that I think somebody ought to watch you too.
I mean everyone else in here is being watched and I
don’t think they should be any different than anyone
else. And who are they to say they don’t need somebody
watching them? I say this state ought to get off its
duff and if you're going to ask people to have pain in
here to start everyone to share the pain. We'’re not

doing it again.
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We're saying the only thing that’s going to save
businesses are these workers cuts, amendment after
amendment after amendment, even the ones that don't
cost anything are still going down the tubes because
we're not sharing the pain like we should.

I would ask this body to stand up to the insurance
lobby and stand up and go to them like I had to go back
to my constituents and say, look, I’'m going to get the
best deal I can for every working person in the State
of Connecticut before I leave tonight. The best deal I
can is probably nothing for me, but I still keep in
mind and I still keep trying and I go back to my labor
friends, non-union and union alike and I say to thenm,
look, you’re going to have to accept the fact that
sooner or later we’ve got to do some different things
and I'm going to go with the other way and ask anybody
that knows Tom Colapietro if I’ll sit and crumble when
my own friends come to me and say something other than
what I believe.

Well, stand up and tell the insurance companies
that you’ve got to start coming and playing ball with
us up here. I dare you to vote for this one. I
challenge you to vote for this.one. It will be sending
a message to the business community that we’re serious

about doing something for the businesses by keeping an
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eye on where the money goes that comes out of the
Workers’ Compensation and making sure those savings go
to the businesses where they belonged in the first
place.

So I challenge this body to stand up and do
something for businesses and vote for a consumer
advocate so we can make sure that happens. Thank you,
Madam President.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you very much, Senator Colapietro. Would
anybody else wish to remark on Senate Amendment "F"?
Are there any further remarks? 1If not, Mr. Clerk,
would you please make the necessary announcement for a
roll call vote.

THE CLERK:

An immediate roll call has been ordered in the

~Senate. Will all Senators please return to the
Chamber. An immediate roll call has been ordered in
the Senate. Will all Senators please return to the
Chamber.
THE CHAIR:
Thank you very much, Mr. Clerk. The issue before

the Chamber is an amendment to:Senate Calendar 524. It
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is LCO No., 6586, designated by the Clerk as Senate
Amendment "F". The machine is on. You may record your
vote.

Have all Senators voted and are your votes properly
recorded? Have all Senators voted and are your votes
properly recorded? The machine is closed.

The result of the vote:

11 Yea
25 Nay
0 Absent

The amendment fails,
Mr. Clerk.
THE CLERK:

LCOB8339, which will be designated Senate Amendment
Schedule "G". 1It’'s offered by Senator Colapietro of
the 31st District.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Colapietro.
SENATOR COLAPIETRO:

Thank you, Madam President. I move the amendment
and ask to summarize.

THE CHAIR:

Please proceed, Senator,

SENATOR COLAPIETRO:

Madam President, here again, and ladies and



003915

THURSDAY 352
June 3, 1993 pas

gentlemen of the Assembly, this we’re talking about is
a state fund. We have been challenged over and over
and over again to cut the cost in Workers’
Compensation. The only response that’s come out of
this body is cut the workers’ benefits. We think
there’s a better way and I keep hearing these stories
about all the states that are going down the tubes, but
I also know some states that are doing fairly well with
a state fund and I know the insurance companies are
going to say we don’t need any competition. We don't
want anybody watching us. We don’t need any
competition. I mean that’s not fair. You might put
somebody up there and figure out a cheaper way of
doing business in the State of Connecticut if you do
that and that’s what we’re here for, aren’'t we?
Figuring out how to do a better of way, a cheaper way
of doing business in the State of Connecticut. Wwell, I
think this is one way to find out and all it is a
study. Are we that afraid of a study that we’re just
going to say, oh, we don’t need that either. We don’t
need anything that really does something or might do
something that really cuts costs without cutting
people’s benefits.

You know, I have to wonder and I look at these

faces around me and people saying, oh, you’re one of
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these bleeding heart liberals that go out there and
bleed hearts all over the place, but I have to wonder
if we're really here to do what we say we’re doing.
Stand up and help businesses the best way you can and
we’'re saying here if you say no on this amendment,
we're saying, no, we don’t want to know if there’s a
cheaper way of doing business in the State of
Connecticut because the insurance companies are saying
we don’t need to know because you might have to put
somebody up against us that might help you out.

Well, ladies and gentlemen, if you’re serious about
doing something about businesses and helping businesses
without hurting people, then vote for an amendment like
this and let’s find out if there’s better ways. I mean
why does this have to be a party line or a non-party
line or a one-way street here where it doesn’t matter
what you say and no one cares what you say, but they
sit there and they say we have to do something about
doing something about the cost of doing business in
Connecticut. We keep saying it over and over and
voting against them and voting against those things,
unless it comes to worker benefits. Look at the record
and tell me I’'m wrong. Tell me I’'m wrong. We do it
over and over and over again.

We vote against those things that we could find out
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if we can cut the costs of doing business in the State
of Connecticut and we run all over this place saying,
look, we have a problem here. Workers’ Compensation is
a terrible thing. 1It’s costing jobs. 1It’'s doing
things wrong and yet we don’t want to know if there’s a
cheaper way of doing it. Ladies and gentlemen, this
isn’'t a compassion thing. This is common sense.

This just says let’s see if we can do something
better than what we’re doing now without making people
bleed. That’'s reasonable. Can we do something

reasonable? 1If we can, then let’s vote for this

amendment. Thank you, Madam President.
THE CHAIR:
Thank you very much, Senator Colapietro. Do you

wish a roll call on this amendment as well, sir?
SENATOR COLAPIETRO:

I believe, madam, that I asked for a roll call on
all the amendments.
THE CHAIR:

Would anybody else wish to remark on Senate
Amendment "G"? Are there any further remarks on Senate
Amendment "G"? If not, Mr. Clerk, would you please
make the necessary announcement for a roll call vote.
THE CLERK:

An immediate roll call has been ordered in the
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_Senate. Will all Senators please return to the
Chamber. An immediate roll call has been ordered in
the Senate. Will all Senators please return to the
Chamber.
THE CHAIR:

Thank you very much, Mr. Clerk. The issue before
the Chamber is an amendment to Senate Calendar 524. It

is LCO No. 8339, designated by the Senate Clerk as
Senate Amendment "G". The machine is on. You may
record your vote.

Have all Senators voted and are your votes properly
recorded? Have all Senators voted and are your votes
properly recorded? The machine is closed.

The result of the vote:

7 Yea
29 Nay
0 Absent

The amendment fails.
THE CLERK:

LC06585, which will be designated Senate Amendment
Schedule "H". 1It’'s offered by Senator Colapietro of
the 31st District.

THE CHAIR:
The Chair would recognize Senator Colapietro.

SENATOR COLAPIETRO:
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Thank you, Madam President. I move the amendment

ask to summarigze.
THE CHAIR:

Please proceed, Senator.
SENATOR COLAPIETRO:

Thank you, Madam President. I guess we’re not as
serious about cutting costs for businesses in the State
of Connecticut after all, but on this amendment, all it
does is delete the requirement that Workers’
Compensation Commissioners be attorneys. I know of
several people that are not attorneys. The world does
revolve around them, I realize, but there are some
jobs we can do without them. It’s my turn to pick on
other people. 1I’ve had it for two weeks. Everybody
gets a turn in the barrel up here. That’s the good
part about the Circle, but we don’t need attorneys to
be people to do Workers’ Compensation.

I have some very good friends of mine that are
experts on Workers’ Compensation. I don’'t of anybody
-- well, I've got Senator DeLuca next door to me that’'s
an expert on Workers’ Compensation. I'm sure he would
do a fine job if he had the job and he doesn’t have to
be an attorney. I’'m trying to-get you to see -- you
were telling me all night you were going to keep

speaking back and forth here, but ladies and gentlemen,
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I don’t think that there’s a need that it has to be a
Workers’ Compensation, has to be a lawyer, has to be a
lawyer or an attorney to be a Workers’ Compensation
Commissioner. We have some very good people out there
doing some very good jobs, going to hearings, doing
what they have to do and you guys get the money anyway
when you get in trouble, so I would assume you'’re going
to vote this down, but I'm not. I think that the
requirement that the Workers'’ Compensation Commissioner
be an attorney should be turned down and I ask for a
roll call,
THE CHAIR:

Thank you very much. Senator Aniskovich.
SENATOR ANISKOVICH:

Thank you, Madam President. Madam President, a
question to the proponent of the amendment, through
you.

THE CHAIR:

Yes, sir. Senator Colapietro.
SENATOR ANISKOVICH:

Senator Colapietro, is it correct that the
amendment before us is LCO No. 65852
SENATOR COLAPIETRO:

LCO6585, well, on paper it says -- it'’s 7266 I

believe,
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SENATOR ANISKOVICH:

Okay, thank you.
SENATOR COLAPIETRO:

Wait a minute. Something happened here. Well,
that’s the right number on that. 1It’s just on the
wrong paper here.

SENATOR ANISKOVICH:

Thank you, Madam President.
THE CHAIR:

Anybody else wish to remark on that esoteric
discussion? Any further remarks? If not, Mr. Clerk,
would you please make the necessary announcement for a
roll call vote.

THE CLERK:

An immediate roll call has been ordered in thg

Senate. Will all Senators please return to the
Chamber. An immediate roll call has been ordered in
the Senate. Will all Senators please return to the
Chamber.
THE CHAIR:

Thank you very much, Mr. Clerk. The issue before
the Chamber is an amendment to Senate Calendar 524. It

is LCO No. 6585, designated by 'the Senate Clerk as
Senate Amendment "H". The machine is on. You may

record your vote.
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Have all Senators voted and have your votes been
properly recorded? Have all Senators voted and have
your votes been properly recorded? The machine is
closed.

The result of the vote:

10 Yea
26 Nay
0 Absent

The amendment fails,
THE CLERK:

LCO6591, which will be designated Senate Amendment
Schedule "I", 1It’s offered by Senator Colapietro of
the 31st District.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Colapietro.
SENATOR COLAPIETRO:

Thank you, Madam President. Before I go on to the
next amendment, I would like to ask the Chair if it is
ethical for an attorney to vote on that last amendment.
THE CHAIR:

The Chair refuses to answer the question.

SENATOR COLAPIETRO:

Well, I mean I was unethical for being on the Labor

Committee, I’'m just wondering --.

THE CHAIR:
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It would be unethical for me to answer it because
I'm an attorney, so
LAUGHTER
THE CHAIR:

Can I get an attorney to respond to that? Thank
you, Madam President. The next bill, I won't waste
your time. I think Senator Looney explained this one
very well on the stress language, it returns it to the
original file copy and I would ask for a roll call.
THE CHAIR:

Thank you very much. Would anybody else wish to
remark on Senate Amendment "I"? Are there any further
remarks on Senate Amendment "I"? If not, Mr. Clerk,
please make the necessary announcement for a roll call
vote.

THE CLERK:

An immediate roll call has been ordered in the
Senate. Will all Senators please return to the
Chamber. An immediate roll call has been ordered in

the Senate. Will all Senators please return to the

Chamber.
THE CHAIR:

Thank you very much, Mr. Clerk. The issue before
the Chamber is an amendment to Senate Calendar 524. It

is LCO No. 6591, designated as Senate Amendment "I".
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The machine is on. You may record your vote.

Have all Senators voted and have your votes been
properly recorded? Have all Senators voted and have
your votes been properly recorded? The machine is
closed.

The result of the vote:

13 Yea
23 Nay
0 Absent

The amendment fails.
THE CLERK:

LCO7188, designated Senate Amendment Schedule "J".
It’'s offered by Senator Colapietro of the 31lst
District.

THE CHAIR:

The Chair would recognize Senator Colapietro.
SENATOR COLAPIETRO:

Thank you, Madam President, I move the amendment
and ask to summarize.

THE CHAIR:

Please proceed, Senator.
SENATOR COLAPIETRO:

Thank you, Madam President. 1913 the Workers'’
Compensation agreement or law was changed so that if a

worker got injured he would give up his right to sue
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for the compensation that he gets. We’ve slowly eroded
the workers right and yet no one dares to address the
fact that the worker still has no right to sue for any
injuries lost.

All this amendment does is say that injured workers
still receive compensation for their injuries, but also
have the right to sue on top of what they’re
compensated for. 1In other words, as their benefits
have been eroded, they still have no right to sue and
they should have an option to try to pick up the tab on
how they could survive with the right to sue in this
amendment. Madam President, I move --.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you very much, Senator Colapietro. Would
anybody else wish to remark on Senate Amendment "J"?
Are there any further remarks on Senate Amendment "J"?
If not, Mr. Clerk, please make the necessary
announcement for a roll call vote.

THE CLERK:

An immediate roll call has been ordered in the
Senate. Will all Senators please return to the
Chamber. An immediate roll call has been ordered in
the Senate. Will all Senators ' return to the Chamber.
THE CHAIR:

Thank you very much, Mr. Clerk. The issue before
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the Chamber is an amendment to Senate Calendar 524. It

is LCO No. 7188, designated by the Clerk as Senate
Amendment "J". The machine is on. You may record your
vote.

Have all Senators voted and are your votes properly
recorded? Have all Senators voted and are your votes
properly recorded? The machine is closed.

The result of the vote:

3 Yea
33 Nay
0 Absent

The amendment fails.
THE CLERK:

LC06593, which will be designated Senate Amendment
Schedule "K". 1It’s offered by Senator Colapietro of
the 31st bistrict.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you very much. The Chair would recognize
Senator Colapietro.

SENATOR COLAPIETRO:

Thank you, Madam President. I move the amendment
and ask to summarize.

THE CHAIR:
Please proceed, Senator.

SENATOR COLAPIETRO:
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Thank you, Madam President. Madam President,
ladies and gentlemen of the Assembly, this amendment
mandates a 21 percent reduction in insurance premiums
for Workers’ Compensation. We have stood here all
night and debated and dickered with numbers and now is
your real chance. We said that we have to do something
to help the businesses out in the State of Connecticut.

You can now go from 19 percent to 21 percent and
honestly go back to your people and say we did better
than 19 percent. We gave you 21 percent. And why I
say there’s 21 percent floating around out there is you
still have the harvest coming in from 1991, The Fraud
Unit is putting money back into the premiums. They're
not delivering those immediately to the businesses.

You are going to include Health and Safety
Committees and the factories that I can’t get any
actuaries to put their numbers on, on paper, but I have
estimates from 10 percent to 31 percent savings because
the Health and Safety Committees are in place. Those
are viable and there’s a big savings there. Asking for
three percent for businesses in the State of
Connecticut is not being outrageous if we can take
that three percent from those potential savings of
anywhere from 10 to 31 percent and give it to the

businesses and let them really do well with it and come
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back to us next year and show us the jobs and the
reinvestments that they’ve taken with this money.

If you're really sincere, you’ll vote for this one
and Tom Colapietro can say that he voted for the
highest premium giveback to the businesses in this
Chamber tonight and I hope that I have the rest of you
with me on this one.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you very much, Senator Colapietro. Would
anybody else wish to remark on Senate Amendment "K"?
Are there any further remarks on Senate Amendment "K"?
If not, Mr. Clerk, would you please make the necessary
announcement for a roll call vote,.

THE CLERK:

An immediate roll caLl has been ordered in the

Senate. Will all Senators please return to the
Chamber. An immediate roll call has been ordered in

the Senate. Will all Senators return to the Chamber.

THE CHAIR:
Thank you very much, Mr. Clerk. The issue before
the Chamber is an amendment to Senate Calendar 524. It

is LCO No. 6593, designated by the Clerk as Senate
Amendment "K". The machine is on. You may record your

vote,
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Thank you very much. Have all Senators voted and

are your votes properly recorded? Have all Senators
voted and are your votes properly recorded? The
machine is closed.

The result of the vote:

10 Yea
26 Nay
0 Absent

The amendment fails.

THE CLERK:

LC09015, which will be designated Senate Amendment

Schedule "L", offered by Senator Colapietro of the 3lst

District.
THE CHAIR:

Thank you very much. The Chair would recognize
Senator Colapietro.
SENATOR COLAPIETRO:

Thank you, Madam President. I move the amendment
and ask to summarize.
THE CHAIR:

Please proceed, Senator.
SENATOR COLAPIETRO:

Before I go into this amendment, I want it on
record that I'm going to leave here tonight saying I

did the best I could. I didn’t do a lot for the
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working people as far as I'm concerned, but I did the
best I could. I won’t sleep well even though I'm going
home thinking that.

I think we’ve flushed out a lot of things that we
can look at and see after we leave this Chamber on
whether we’re really serious about doing what you say
you want to do. We can look at those votes. We can
look at the record and see who is really serious about
doing things for business.

What this amendment does is requires the
Commissioner of Labor to report to the General Assembly
on how many jobs were created as a result of
legislation. Ladies and gentlemen, I don’t think
that’s asking a lot is to find out if what we'’re doing
does anything. I mean 1991 they hammered us over the
head with jobs, jobs, jobs and here it is 1993 and I
asked for somebody to show me one job and nobody
showed me one job.

This is the biggest chunk that we’re taking out of
workers and I ask you again, am I going to come back
here in 1994 and 1995 and start looking for jobs and
find out that there’s no more jobs and we don’t have
any way of keeping track of it.. All this does is to
ask accountability, to see if what you’re doing up here

is working or are we just going to come back again
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next year and say let’s drop the 75 percent to 50
percent. You know, maybe that’ll work. Or maybe we'll
just do away with them and put people in boxes out in
the streets and maybe that’ll work. We have no way of
finding out what we’re doing is working. All this does
is ask for a report back. I don’t think I'm asking for
a lot here.

I would ask that this body consider doing this
amendment to at least see that you’re telling the truth
and saying that we’re going to create a lot of jobs in
1994. Thank you, Madam President.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you very much, Senator Colapietro. Would
anybody else wish to remark on Senate Amendment "L"?
Are there any further remarks on Senate Amendment "L"?
If not, Mr. Clerk, would you please make the necessary
announcement for a roll call vote.

THE CLERK:

- An immediate roll call has been ordered in the
Senate. Will all Senators please return to the
Chamber. An immediate roll call has been ordered in
the Senate. Will all Senators please return to the
Chamber.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you very much, Mr. Clerk. The issue before
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the Chamber is an amendment to Senate Calendar 524.
Its LCO No. 9015, designated by the Senate Clerk as
Senate Amendment "L". The machine is on. You may
record your vote.

Have all Senators voted and are your votes properly
recorded? Have all Senators voted and are your votes
properly recorded? The machine is closed.

The result of the vote:

13 Yea
23 Nay
0 Absent

The amendment fails.,
Mr, Clerk.
THE CLERK:

Madam President, Senator Colapietro has five
additional amendments. I’'m not certain that they need
to be called.

SENATOR COLAPIETRO:

What do you think? Do you want me to go on with
them or --?
LAUGHTER

Madam President, I would ask to withdraw the rest
in my name.
THE CHAIR:

Thank you very much, Senator. The Chair would then
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recognize Senator Meotti.
SENATOR MEOTTI:

Madam President, very briefly just to explain the
key provisions of the bill. First, I would point out
that the provisions of the bill which I’'m about to
explain did not apply to any current recipients of
Workers’ Compensation benefits and in fact would not
apply to any recipient of the Workers’ Compensation
benefit unless and until the injury occurs on July 1lst
of 1993 or thereafter.

The file copy will reduce the weekly compensation
rate from 80 percent of net pay to 75 percent and
exclude state income tax and when taken into account
with the change in the maximum benefit to 100 percent
of the state average weekly wage would give Connecticut
a maximum benefit weekly wage of $609.

For comparison, Massachusetts is currently at $543,
New Jersey is a $431 maximum and New York is at $400.
The file copy in front of us does repeal the automatic
annual COLA. For comparison, Massachusetts, New Jersey
and New York do not have an automatic COLA in their
statute. Maine recently repealed theirs and only about
16 states in the country have it all with a two to
three year delay.

The bill also reduces maximum awards for the
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scheduled injuries. It requires that total disability
benefits be reduced by any Social Security retirement
benefits received. This also is very common throughout
the nation and it’s present in the New Jersey, New York
and Massachusetts systems currently.

The bill narrows compensability standards for
mental and emotional injuries, recreational injuries,
scarring and for non-residents. It denies
compensability for most injuries caused by use of
alcohol or drugs. It requires claimants who are
covered by an employer’s managed care plan to use the
plan’s doctors and for those not so included, there
would be an establishment of medical fee schedule to be
applied.

Perhaps most importantly of all, the bill requires
insurers to give employers who existing policies expire
after July 1, 1993 a rebate on their premiums for the
terms remaining after that date and it also requires
that new rates filed after July 1, 1993 reflect the
reduction in Workers’ Compensation benefits of 19
percent as spelled out in this bill and that they be
verified by an independent actuary and it also does
require the establishment of labor/management Safety
Committee and establish video display terminal safety

standards for state workers.
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THE CHAIR:

Thank you very much, Senator Meotti. Would anybody
else wish to remark? Yes, Senator Crisco.
SENATOR CRISCO:

Thank you, Madam President. Madam President, as
Chairman of the Commerce Committee, I was recently
reminded that I have an obligation not to vote for any
amendment and that I really should, you know, do what'’s
right for business. Madam Chairman, to some of those
people who said that to me, because of my work with
them over the years, I respect that and appreciate it.
However, I will not stand in this Circle and be
intimidated by any group to say that I have to vote for
this bill or against the bill because I’'m Chairman of
the Commerce Committee. I will not accept any threats
and I say to you, be my gquest.

In addition, Madam Chairman, I’ve walked these
halls for 17 years. 1I’ve worked as hard as anybody
else in regards to the support of business and a better
business climate. I’'m proud of my record in saving
jobs. My committee, along with my colleagues, have
done some very positive work this year and we will
continue to do it.

That people wish to judge my performance on one

vote or one issue, again, be my guest.
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In addition, Madam Chairman, we have a long way to
go. It’s against my beliefs that one just votes just
because they’re in a particular position. 1I’'ve
expressed my votes on some of the amendments tonight
because of my concern for some of the benefits that
have been taken away for workers. It was mentioned
earlier that this is a positive thing for business and
I agree and I compliment those people, the proponents
who have worked so hard and some of the people in
coalitions who have worked so hard to achieve this
tonight, but let me also review that what has been done
the past several years for a property tax exemption for
new machinery and equipment, new redefinition of
manufacturing on the sales tax, the Manufacturing
Assistance Act, various funding for CDA and CII, R & D
credits, a corporate tax increase this year that we
adopted, advanced technology centers, deployment
centers, plant and sub base, you know, closing
legislation, all very positive legislation.

And I agree, Madam President, that we still have a
long way to go because we have to scrap and claw and
scrap for every job and I thank my colleagues for their
efforts, enjoying all of this,-and as Senator Larson
mentioned earlier, it does take a team effort and

hopefully from this moment on we could work together to
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address the issues of this economy.

Tomorrow we're faced perhaps with an unemployment
compensation tax bill that perhaps will wipe out some
of the savings that are achieved tonight.
Unfortunately, perhaps there is no other solution, but
again, there is still a big challenge out there and I'm
just proud to be a member, you know, of the Circle, and
pledge my continued support in regards for a better
business climate.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you very much, Senator Crisco. The Chair
would recognize Senator Sullivan.
SENATOR SULLIVAN:

Thank you, Madam President. Just briefly, I rise
first to commend Senator Colapietro for his passion,
his persistence and his principle in this matter.
Unlike Senator Aniskovich, I would also agree with the
observation generally of Senator Colapietro that this
is indeed bitter medicine, but like Senator Aniskovich
and Senator Meotti and the majority of this Circle,
it is unfortunately bitter medicine that comes at a
time when the economy of this state is as sick as it's
been since the Great Depression and it is only in that
context that this Circle considers this kind of

legislation. There is pain. No one should celebrate
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this vote, but it is one of the steps that is necessary
as we try to rebuild the real purpose that we all came
here to serve and that is the creation of jobs, the
expansion of opportunity in this economy and the
recovery of the State of Connecticut. That is, I
think, what we are doing at least in some small way
this evening,

THE CHAIR:

Thank you very much, Senator Sullivan. Yes,
Senator Milner.

SENATOR MILNER:

Thank you, Madam President. I rise also to commend
my colleague, Senator Colapietro, because I believe he
was quite sincere in his entire effort to assist the
workers of this entire state. None of us will be 100
percent satisfied with the final bill, I'm quite sure.
I'm a former union delegate, a strong union support,
long been supported by the unions and never received
support from CBIA, but I have a stronger obligation
that stretches beyond just the workers. 1In my district
there are many unemployed who haven’t had the
opportunity to get into the unions, haven’t had the
opportunity to have a job or draw a paycheck.

We talk about jobs, jobs, jobs. Unfortunately,

without business there would be no jobs. We have to do
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something to begin to turn around the economy in this
state. Yes, it’'s going to hurt. I don’t think this
approach was the right approach to talk about cost
containment. We didn’t talk about the skyrocketing
lawyers and doctors’ fees, the runaway claims, the
non-job-related heart and hypertension escalating
costs. Those are some things that we did not talk
about, but we did make a step I think, if only a small
step, in the right direction.

As Senator Crisco said, there are some other bills,
a lot of things that have been done by everyone in this
Chamber that will help the economy of this state. I
would like in the future to see some stronger efforts
made to do something with cost containment in the area
of Workers’ Compensation. I think it has to be done if
we'’re going to turn around this entire state.

I would like to see the unions open its doors to
many of those who have been blocked out and locked out
so we can make a very strong union, but we can’t have
any strong unions if we don’t have jobs. So I think
that what we end up with tonight is what I call a weak
compromise, but it is, as I said before, I think we are
trying to do something, that we all at least can say we
had a part in. I’'m not going home sleeping comfortably

tonight either, Senator Colapietro.
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I don’t think any of us can go home saying we’re
proud of what we did tonight. I think we can say that
we worked hard to do the best we could under the
circumstances.

Workers’ Comp, Unemployment Compensation, these are
tough things because all of us have our individual
concerns and individual ideas and individual
recommendations. We all know, we saw it in caucuses.

I was not in the Republican Caucus, but I’'m quite sure
they had the same problems we had in the Democratic
Caucus. I'm quite sure they had the same thing in the
House, but at least we’re going away from here tonight
with something, with some cuts, with some cost
containment and I hope next year and the years after we
can go back with much, much more and really do

something to stimulate jobs in the State of

Connecticut. Thank you.
THE CHAIR:
Thank you very much, Senator Milner. Senator Upson

and then Senator Colapietro.
SENATOR UPSON:

Yes, very quickly. I am going to support this
bill, as I said earlier. I was not against the
concept, but I was against how far we were going to go

and tonight I think we’re shifting now probably from
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business to another entity, Unemployment Compensation,
which they end up paying for too or the Social Security
-—- S8SI or some other form of handout. We’ve cut down
substantially scarring awards. Now scarring will be
neck, head and face, no longer hands or any other parts
of the body.

We’ve cut back on substantially one-third of
specific award benefits. We’ve also cut back if
someone has a carpal tunnel injury and it affects their
arm or elbow. That will no longer be. Whatever the
original injury is is what you get. These I think will
be severe. I think it’s going to hurt a lot of people.
However, business is important to the State of
Connecticut, I agree, but I do think we’ve taken out
more on the worker than we should have. I think the
real culprit is the cost of the delivery of the health
system to the State of Connecticut and in the State of
Connecticut and that’s why we’re highest in the country
in a lot of respects and I don’t see that being done
and I don’t see the insurance companies actually trying
to control the prices charged in the health delivery
system.

So I think we are in a way tonight, we are doing
something temporarily for business and if that helps us

in the State of Connecticut, I hope it does and I
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congratulate CBIA, etc. if that happens, but we're
merely shifting the cost from one entity to another
because who is going to pick up that fall through the
cracks and a lot of people fall through the cracks and
you’'re going to see that, all of you in all your areas
when people are out of work and have nowhere to go.
There will be no light duty. There will be no job. No
insurance. There will be a lot of desperate people who
honestly are in the system. Most people do not want to
be injured. Most people do not want to in the Workers’
Compensation system. Fraud is not a major problem so
what we’ve done is for 95 percent of those people who
are hurt by accident through no fault of their own, we
have severely have penalized them tonight. Thank you.
THE CHAIR:

Thank you, Senator Upson. Senator Colapietro.
SENATOR COLAPIETRO:

Thank you, Madam President. I think I've talked
enough tonight. I just want to take a minute to thank
those of you who stuck with me and thank those of you
who didn’t for your patience and thank you, Madam
President, for your patience with me. I'm still a
freshman up here and I beg your forgiveness that if I'm
not as couth or as cool as I'm supposed to be, but --

and I also want to thank Joe Crisco for standing up for
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what you believe in and the rest of you who do that and
I think if from this day forward a lot of good things
are going to come out of this. I think those votes up
there are going to make a lot of people go home and
think. My whole intent was to make you think, if it’s
possible, to make you think about what we can really do
about bringing those votes all in the same line and try
to go together on the next round that we go on the
Workers’ Compensation or any other bill that comes
before it, but I also want to take a minute to take a
little pride in the bill that it’s going to be coming
out of. A lot of those things were my ideas that had
come forth that were never thrown in the file copy —-- I
mean that were in the file copy were mine and I did
them for business constituents of mine and I just hope
that the business community realizes that I am not the
enemy that they thought I was when I came here. I am
not this pro-labor guy who thinks nothing of labor. I
think I’'ve proven that.

And the only thing I want to say is that I know
where the votes are and I would vote my conscience on
this and I just cannot vote for a bill that inflicts
this much pain on my closest and dearest friends, the
workers of the State of Connecticut, and I mean that

sincerely and I’'m not voting against business. I've
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voting with my conscience and I'm voting no. Thank
you.
THE CHAIR:

Thank you very much, Senator. Senator Maloney.
SENATOR MALONEY:

Thank you, Madam President. I too will be very
brief. The prior debate, both on the bill and the
amendments that Senator Colapietro offered, I hope make
clear that this is a very badly flawed bill. I think
it’s ill-conceived in many, many respects. It does not
take advantage of some of the savings that clearly are
available that could be applied to assist the business
community.

It is therefore not second best. Maybe it’s third
best. More likely it’s fourth best. My person opinion
is it’s maybe fifth best, and frankly, I cannot settle
for that. I cannot settle for that. This is not the

time to adopt this kind of flawed, and in some respects

counterproductive legislation. Thank you.
THE CHAIR:
Thank you very much. Senator DeLuca.

SENATOR DELUCA:
Thank you, Madam President. I’'d like to thank
Senator Meotti for bringing this bill out yesterday.

LAUGHTER
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You know, I can feel for those of us that are
making hard decisions and have made hard decisions to
bring us to this point. Whether we support this bill
or not, I think everybody feels that they are doing
what they think is best for the State of Connecticut.

I don’t think that anybody that can’t support this bill
is wrong. I just feel as though -- feel that we want
to arrive at a solution that we all agree there is a
problem in different ways.

However, this is the one we have before us tonight
and we come here to make difficult decisions. That is
our job. They don’t all go on the Consent Calendar and
many of these items that are in here, possibly not one
person could embrace them all, but we are used to
making decisions based on give and take and that’s what
this is.

This is a bill or a proposal to help business as
all of us -- I’'ve often said that last fall you
couldn’t tell what party anybody was running from
because everybody talked about helping to create a
better climate for business in the State of Connecticut
so that we can hopefully keep jobs, maybe create some,
but hopefully keep our people working.

This bill may not solve all of that, but at least

it makes a step. We always hear we hope, we try, a lot
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of the bills in the past few days this week we’ve heard
we hope this will do something. We hope this will do
something.

We have NCCI has given us a 19 percent reduction.
We know that will do that. It has been verified by
another source, so we know it will reduce costs and a
hope to keep those people here.

One thing that sometimes in our debates we lose
sight of, whatever side we’re on, we can’t have
employees without employers. We will never be able to
do that if we don’t have the employers here. The
government can’t be the employer of last resort. We
can’'t do that. We can’t afford it.

So hopefully those of us who are making hard
decisions tonight and can support this bill will have
made a step towards keeping some employers in the state
and hopefully creating a few more and doing what all of

us want to do, whatever our decision is, to keep our

citizens working in Connecticut. Thank you.
THE CHAIR:
Thank you very much, Senator DeLuca. Senator

Genuario.
SENATOR GENUARIO:
Thank you, Madam President. I’11 be very briefly.

I did not want to let this opportunity pass without
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adding my support for this bill and I understand that
this is a, in many ways, a painful bill, but I also
think that this bill is one of the most significant
pieces of legislation that we will pass this year for
many of the reasons stated because of the direction it
points us in because of the message it sends to
businesses in this state and in other states because it
is a recognition that real changes have to be made in
order for this state to become competitive, not easy
changes, but real changes and this bill, and indeed the
amendment, that Senator Colapietro had carefully
drafted and Senator Maloney had supported would have
been a real change also, but I think I would offer the
observation that many of us are gquick to talk about
savings and reductions and talk about how we’re going
to get those savings and reductions through
efficiencies and reshuffling this and reshuffling that,
but the fact of the matter is that the real money and
the real savings and the real changes comes from making
difficult decisions with regard to benefits, with
regard to services, with regard to priorities as to
what is important in the state.

Clearly, in 1993 the priorities in this state are
jobs and business development and that'’s clearly why

the vote turned out the way it did tonight because
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that’s the balance that I believe this Senate has
decided to strike,.

I would make one more observation about this bill
and one that I'm very proud of and very proud of this
General Assembly for and that is that both in the House
and in the Senate this bill is passing because of
bipartisan support and that if this state and if this
General Assembly is going to move in a direction of
becoming more competitive and making the state more
competitive, that it will have to be done on the basis
of bipartisan support and with bipartisan effort.

I think this bill signals a significant step in
that direction as well and I appreciate the efforts of
all of my colleagues around this Circle to put their
beliefs, regardless of what their positions were, ahead
of party loyalty because I think that we have come to a
good bill as a result. Thank you.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you very much. Senator Somma.
SENATOR SOMMA:

Thank you, Madam President. I know the hour is
late, but I wanted to get up to speak in support of the
bill, but I have some comments and some questions that
I'd like to direct to Senator Meotti as well.

One of the conditions that I put on supporting
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additional Workers’ Comp reform measures after
supporting the measures of 1991 was that we have a
guaranteed rate reduction. In 1991 I supported the
reforms that we made in terms of medical costs, benefit
reductions, and of course, we were told that we had to
trust the insurance companies and promises were made
and unfortunately they were not delivered, so a
guaranteed rate reduction which seemingly is in the bill
is a critical component for me and I just had a number
of questions that 1'd like to direct to Senator Meotti,
through you, with regard to the apparent 19 percent
reduction in insurance premiums to employers, if I
might.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Meotti,
SENATOR SOMMA:

Senator Meotti, I just wanted to know what the
assurances were that any savings that are achieved
through benefit reductions, what have you, in the
legislation, will indeed be passed on to employers.

THE CHAIR:
Senator Meotti.
SENATOR MEOTTI:
Through you, Madam President, I really should turn

the questions over to the authors of these provisions,
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but looking downstairs, they all went home a while ago,
so I will respond to that on the basis of the language
that is in the file copy in Sections 32, Subsections A,
B and C, as has been discussed previously tonight, that
this bill requires, even as quickly as prior to July 1,
1993 that the rating organization for Workers’
Compensation insurance licenses in the state will file
new volunteer peer premium and assigned risk rates
effective July 1, 1993, containing a 19 percent benefit
level reduction and allowing due consideration for
changes in lost costs based on experience updated
through the end of 1992.

These filings will then be used by the Insurance
Commissioner working through an independent actuary
engaged for the purpose of certifying the accuracy of
the benefit level reduction in order to effect both a
premium refund for policies in effect on July 1, 1993
and premium -- prospective premium reductions for
policies written on and after July 1, 1993.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Somma.
SENATOR SOMMA:

Okay, thank you, Madam President. Just further,
there’s a reference to the benefit level reduction of

19 percent, I guess, in line 2810. Can you just
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elaborate as to what exactly that means, for
legislative intent?
SENATOR MEOTTI:

The 19 percent figure is a figure that was
developed by the rating agency known as NCCI which
costed out the various provisions of this bill and
includes issues such as benefit reductions, but also
includes a cost factor, is my understanding, for the
medical fee schedule and that number is used as the
basis for the determination of the experience filings,
projected experience filings and premium refunds and
premium rollbacks.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Somma.
SENATOR SOMMA:

Thank you, Senator Meotti. Just in conclusion, as
I mentioned, I do plan to support the bill. I think a
number of speakers have said that this is indeed
painful and there’s sacrifice involved certainly by the
workers. At the same time, I believe that we extract
some not only promises, as in the past, but indeed in
legislation, a guaranteed reduction on the part of the
insurance companies which is clearly what employers
want to see, some meaningful reductions in their

premiums and I believe this guaranteed rollback is
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meaningful and I think will be imperative in terms of
retaining and creating additional jobs. Thank you.
THE CHAIR:

Thank you very much, Senator Somma. Would anybody
else wish to remark on Senate Calendar 524? Yes,
Senator Larson.

SENATOR LARSON:

Thank you very much, Madam President. Madam
President, I, like my many members of the Circle, as
has been indicated, traveled around the state most
recently with Senator Harper conducting public hearings
at which point several people have come forward, both
in labor and the business community and indicating a
need for Worker Compensation reform.

Clearly, Connecticut’s business community has made
it clear that Workers’ Compensation reform is 1its
number one priority for 1993. All of us have heard and
have been told that this reform is essential to our
state’s economic recovery.

It has also been strongly implied that Workers’
Compensation is a system out of c<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>