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CONTINUATION of FISCAL NOTE ANALYSIS

For Bill/Resolution \n. _ N

In order to administer the provisions of this bill the Department of

Labor would require approximately 250 additional positions. These
positions would adjust  workers” compensation clainms, classify
occupations and industries and underwrite insurance. Funding for the

positions would come from the newly -established State Workers®
Compensation Insurance Fund.

Our estimated costs are based on a review of a similar program in the
State of Nevada. Their administrative costs were 15.251 of the paid
premiums of S138,0007000 1in 1985. Alaska estimates $130,000,000 paid
premiums for 1985. Because of the similarity in size of premiums, we
used the 1S.2% figure in estimating our expenses.

Non-personal services costs would include the following:

Travel S 450.0
Contract” al
Space Rent 880.0
Data Processing 1,000.0
Indirect 830.0
Misc. 2,795.0
Subtotal 5,505.0
Commodities
Forms 150.0
Library Materials 150.0
Mi seellaneous 230.0
Sub total 530.0
Equipment (One time)
Furniture 625.0
Misc. Bldg. Furnishings 400.0
Mainframe computer 1,500.0
Sub total 2,525.0
Total NPS $9,010.0

Not 1included in the fiscal note are the costs associated with the
in-house administration of vocational rehabilitation of injured workers.
If included this would add approximately $4,400,000 to the costs of the
bill.

Assumptions:

1. Alaska®s cost experience would be similar to the State of
Nevada“®s.
2. Inflation of 451 on NPS items.



Bill N

Title

o .

hb No. 657 D ate April It 1985

A
"An Act relating to workers® compensation; COHtaCt tJacque KcClintock
and providing for au effective date." //  465-2790

The Department is not opposed to the concept of a state workers®™ compensation
insurance fund; however, we have serious philosphical and practical concerns
that we feel should be addressed.

Assuming the primary purpose behind this legislation is to reduce the high
cost of workers®™ compensation insurance coverage, there has been no showing
that substantial savings would, in fact, result from the establishment of a
state fund. In the Summary and Conclusions section of the February 1977
Workers®" Compensation Study, The Feasibility of Establishing a State Fund
(State of Alaska, Legislative Affairs Agency), it states at page 87:

Under a competitive state fund system, employers would
retain the option of insuring with a private company, but
substantial savings for the system as a whole would not
be realized, especially in the first few years of opera—
tion. If an exclusive fund were established, greater
economies could be achieved at the expense of flexibility
and the benefits of competition; companies now operating
would be disfranchised and the burden of providing all
coverage would immediately fall on the state with the
attendant risks of failure. It is not clear whether the
savings provided would be "substantial®™ 1in the minds of
65 percent of the employer survey respondents who 1in—
dicated they would favor a state fund if it would "result
in substantial savings.” It is clear that an exclusive
state fund would remove the advantage of the present,
system wn"ch survey respondents felt was second in
importance: minimal governmental involvement.

Prior to considering legislation establishinga state fund, we recommend that
anin-depth study be made to determine if substantial cost savingswould
result for Alaska employers. This wcs also the consensus of the La—
bor/Management Workers® Compensation Ad Hoc Committee during discussions on
this topic last year.

Concerning the practical aspects, we oppose placing the administration of a
state workers®" compensation insurance fund under the Department of Labor.
Under current law, the Commissioner of Labor acts as chairman and executive

officer of the Alaska Workers*® Compensation Board. The board, a
quasi-judicial body, hears and decides disputed claims between injured
workers and employers/insurers. Under tnis legislation, the board would

decide disputes between the injured worker and a Department of Labor rep—
resentative acting on behalf of an employer. Not only is there the appear—
ance of conflict in a program being administered by the same department that
ultimately adjudicates disputes between the parties, we question that an

P O S IT IO N PAPERI/Department of Labor



employer would place much trust in representation of their interests by the
Department of Labor, given the other enforcement functions of the department.

Of further concern is the broadening of the board"s duties and powers over

areas in which they have no experience or expertise and, again, charging the

sane entity responsible for the adjudication of claims with the adminis—
tration of workers®™ compensation claims, underwriting and classification. An

entirely separate Board of Directors would need to be established, with a
general manager appointed by the board members, and the program administered

by an entity other than the Department of Labor.

Without further study, it is impossible to project operating costs of a state
workers® compensation insurance fund with any degree of accuracy. We have
based our estimates on a review of the February 1977 Feasibility Study and of
ether state"s insurance funds, in particular the State of Nevada. Because of
the variation in services rendered by different state funds and in overhead
costs, fund expenses appear to range from a low of 10 percent of premium to
17 percent. As far as initial capital, recommended estimates in the 1977
Feasibility Study range from 10 percent to 25 percent of premium which, for
Alaska, would equal S13,000,000 to 532,500,000.

Finally, an effective date of January 1, 1987 to establish a state workers”
compensation insurance fund would not be possible. At best, we estimate that
it would take one year from enactment of the bill to establish a workable
fund.

APPROVED: "

Jim -Robison
Commi ssioner
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LEAS ATVE AHFAIRS ACENCY
MEMORANDUM April 2, 1986
SUBJECT: Workers® Compensation Fund

(HB 657)
TO: Representative Niilo Koponen
FROM: Michael F. Ford/"*

Legislative Counsel

The following is a sectional analysis of HB 657:

Section 1 - Requires the Department of Labor to administer
the fund and to represent employers before the Workers®™ Com—
pensation Board.

Section 2 - Allows the Department of Labor to adopt regu-
lations to implement the insurance fund.

Section 3 - Establishes the state -workers® compensation
insurance fund. Requires that each employer be classified
for payment of premiums. Requires employers to pay premiums
into the fund.

Section k - Allows employers to self-insure if approved by
the board.

Section 5 - Requires the board to establish a rating system
for employers, establishes a penalty for failure to pay a
premium.

Section 6 - Establishes certain required benefits for
employees.

Section 7 - Requires employers to participate in the state
insurance fund or qualify for self-insurance.

Section 8 - Provides that a contract may not be awarded by
the state or a political subdivision of the state unless the
contractor has state workers®™ compensation insurance or is
self-insured.



Representative Niilo Koponen
Page 2
April 2, 1986

Section 9 - Establishes that a self-insured employer 1is
presumed to have elected to pay compensation directly to the
employee.

Section 10 - Requires that notice of participation in the
state insurance fund be posted at the work place.

Section 11 - Requires participation in the state workers-
compensation insurance fund or qualification as a
self-insurer, for each employer. Establishes a penalty for
failure to participate or to self-insure.

Section 12 - Provides enforcement powers to the board for
failure to insure.

Section 13 - Allows workers® compensation benefits for cer—
tain volunteer workers.

Section 14 - Requires that certain medical benefits be
provided by either a self-insured employer, or the state
workers® compensation insurance fund.

Section 15 - Establishes a claims procedure.

Section 16 - Establishes a procedure for controverting a
claim for compensation.

Section 17 - Establishes when compensation first becomes due
the employee.

Section 18 - Requires notification be given the board of a
change in the payment of compensation benefits.Establishes
a penalty for failure to provide notification.

Section 19 - Establishes a procedure to provide notice of
controversion of a claim to compensation benefits.

Section 20 - Provides a penalty for failure to pay compen—
sation within seven days after it becomes due.

Section 21 - Allows the board to investigate a change 1in
compensation benefits.

Section 22 - Allows the board to require a self-insured
employer to provide security for payment of compensation
benefits.
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Section 23 - Establishes a procedure for handling overpay-
ment of compensation benefits.

Section 24 - Requires self-insured employers to file a
report concerning compensation benefits paid.

Section 25 - Establishes a default procedure for self-
insured employers who fail to pay compensation.

Section 26 - Applicability section.
Section 27 - Repealer.
Section 28 - Effective date.

MFF:mkr
m4/061
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H B 657 is an e ffort to bring increased e fficienocy to the W orkers'
Compensation Act. By providing a m echanism th at allo w s a sin g le
p ool state fund or em ployer self-inswurance option, cost savings
and greatertr control o f risk management would b e achieved

By harnessing the collective buying power o f A laskan em ployer-rs or
allow ing b usinesses w ith demonstrated reserves to self-insure one
aspect o f the current insurance issue w ould b e b rought under
rational form ulation

Further advantages:

Income generated by th e fund could b e invested to produce

dividends.

Private sector is not excluded

A dm inistrative costs w ith in W orkers' Comp, would decline

W orker security would b e enhanced.

S tates w h ich allo w group s e lf-insuramnwce: Alabama, A rkansas,
Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Il'1lin o is , low a, Kentucky, Louisiana,
M aine, M aryland, M ichigan, M innesota, M issowuri, N ew Hampshire,
New Y ork, N orth Carolina, O klahoma, Oregon, South Carolina, South
D akota, Tennessee, Virg inia, & Rhode Ilsland

O hio operates an exclusive state fund for W orkers Comp.
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FOREWORD

The purpose of this report is to investigate the feasibility of
establishing a state fund to provide workers' compensation coverage in
Alaska. The Alaska Legislative Council, pursuant to House Concurrent
Resolution Ho. 92 (1976), directed the Research Division of the Legis-
lative Affairs Agency to conduct this study.

The project was begun in June, 1976, by J. K Humphreys. The
literature was reviewed and interviews were conducted with represen-
tatives of state funds, private carriers, and federal agencies.
Questionnaires were prepared and. distributed to private carriers and

employers in Alaska.

The first chapter consists of background information. The follow-
ing chapters comp,ire the operations of state funds, private carriers
nationwide and private carriers in Alaska, estimate the costs of es-
tablishing a state fund in Alaska, and explore tther pertinent con-
siderations.

The federal Interdepartmental Task Force on Workers’ Compensation
has generously provided preliminary results of a massive study in
advance of their final report. Woodward and. Fondiller, nationally known
actuarial consultants, under contract to the Legislative Council, have
prepared Chapter 1V of this report dealing with costs of a state fund.

We hope this report will prove useful to the Legislative Council
and the Legislature in addressing the question of whether to establish a
state fund in Alaska.

Gregg K. Erickson
Director of Research
Legislative Affairs Agency

Juneau, Alaska
February, 1977
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I. HISTORY AND BACKGROUND

Workmen®s compensation is a system for providing benefits in the
form of wage replacement and medical care to victims of work related
injury. The system is supported by employers®™ payments in the form of
insurance premiums which are included in the price of the product and
passed on to the consumer. It was designed to replace employers”
liability statutes and common law remedies and represents the first
application in the United States of the economic and legal principle of
liability without fault.

In the late nineteenth century, the high industrial death rate
coupled with the difficulty of recovery under the existing common law
system brought public sentiment for some form of statutory relief to a
head. The first efforts came in the form of employers® liability
statutes which removed or weakened the three defenses which were avail—
able to employers under the conmon law: (1) contributory negligence- an
employee cculd not recover if his own negligence had been even partly
responsible for the injury; (2) the fellow-servant doctrine- there could
be no recovery if a fellow worker®"s negligence was a contributing cause
of injury; and (3) assumption of risk- no award was allowed if the
injury resulted from an inherent hazard of that employment which the

worker was, or should have been, awarelJ

1 Herman Somers and Anne Somers, Workmen®"s Compensation (New York, N.Y.:
John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1954), pp. 17-37.



Awaras increased unaer the influence of employers” liability statutes,
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case of the railroad workers. Public opinion and the almost unanimous
recoirroendations of some A0 federal and state investigatory commissions
called for systems of workmen®s compensation to replace the employers”®
liability laws. A worker would give up his prerogative to sue his
employer in return for certain benefits. The objectives of the new
compensation laws, generally reversals of tne perceived shortcomings of
the existing system, were:

(1) to eliminate wasteful litigation and legal fees by removing
the fault principle of liability and reducing the range of court dis—
cretion:

(2) to provide preaetermined, adequate and prompt benefits through
the use of fixed scales which, when applied to objective features of the
case would yield income replacement instead of lump-sum damages;

(€) to increase the certainty of payment byguarding against such
contingencies as bankrupt employers;

@) to promote safety and health activitiesthrough the use of
merit rating plans and other built-in incentives;

®) to lower overhead costs by broadening the base of coverage and
passing on savings associated with a reduction in litigation; and

(0) to increase the availability and use of medical and rehabilita—

tion serv.ices.”

A 1bid.



Maryland enacted the first legislation to significantly embody the
compensation principle in this country in 1902 (Germany had pioneered
the first modern compensation system in 1884). The Maryland act, like
many other early state efforts, was declared unconstitutional. In 1908
Congress passed a compensation act to cover federal employees. Three
years later New York®"s compensation law (the first state act of general
application) was held unconstitutional in the Ives3 decision on the
grounds of deprivation of property without due process of law. The Ilves
decision attracted fierce criticism from all quarters, and subsequent
court decisions tended toward a more liberal view of compensation;
however, the fear of unconstitutionality had been planted with the
result that most state legislatures avoided the ideal, comprehensive,
compulsory coverage in favor of fragmentary, elective plans which have
fallen short of realizing the stated objectives.4

Some 40 states had been covered by workmen®s compensation by 1920
but it was not until 1948 that the last state (Mississippi) followed the
trend. Generally, the actions of courts and legislatures have extended
coverage to include a greater percentage of workers, included provisions
for occupational disease and vocational rehabilitation, increased the

level of benefits, instituted second-injury funds, strengthened indus—

trial safety laws and, on the whole, liberalized workmen®s compensation

3 Ives v. South Buffalo Railway Company, 201 N.Y. 271, 94 N.E. 431 (1911).
4
Marcus Rosenblum, ed., Compendium on Workmen®"s Compensation (Washington,
D.C.: National Commission on State Workmen"s Compensation Laws, 1973),
pp. 17-18.
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provide coverage through state funds which are organizations owned and
operated by the state (see Table 1-1). Twelve of the state funds compete
(in some cases inactively) for business with private carriers; self-
insurance is allowed under certain conditions. Three states have state
funds and allow self-insurance. The five remaining state funds are
"exclusive". All of the Canadian provinces have systems similar to
exclusive state funds.

The first state fund was established in Washington in 1911, the
last in Oklahoma in 1933. The reasons for establishing the funds have
been tne subject of some debate. Availability of coverage was one
s lurce of concern. Workmen"s compensation was a new line of insurance
with which private carriers had little or no experience. There were
often o provisions for an assigned risk pool which would assure coverage
for hazardous lines of employment such as coal mining. There was little
experience on which to rely in the coverage of disease. Individual
private carriers could, and still can, refuse to provide coverage for
risks which in their opinion were "bad"; most state funds accept all
risks. The poor performance of pnvate carriers under the employers”®
liability statutes increased the dissatisfaction with the old laws. A
New York commission discovered that only $37 of every S100 paid in by

employers.was paid to workmen; in lowa benefits amounted to $28 for every

3 Abner Brodie, "The Adequacy of Workmen®"s Compensation as Social Insurance:
A Review of Developments and Proposals,” 1963 Wisconsin Law Review, 57,
January 1963, pp. 62-80.



TABLE 1-1

TYPES OF WORKERS®™ COMPENSATION SYSTEMS IN THE
UNITED STATES AND ITS TERRITORIES

Exclusively by Private Insurance:

GUAM TEXAS

B. By Private Insurance or by Authorized Self-Insurance:
ALABAMA MASSACHUSETTS
ALASKA MINNESOTA
ARKANSAS MISSISSIPPI
CONNECTICUT MISSOURI
DELAWARE NEBRASKA
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA NEW HAMPSHIRE
FLORIDA NEW JERSEY
GEORGIA NEW MEXICO
HAWATL I :;JRTH CAROLINA
ILLINOIS RHODE ISLAND
INDIANA SOUTH CAROLINA
10WA SOUTH DAKOTA
KANSAS TENNESSEE
KENTUCKY VERMONT
LOUISTANA VIRGINIA
MAINE WISCONSIN

C. Exclusively by State Fund:

NEVADA VIRGIN [ISLANDS
NORTH DAKOTA WYOMING
PUERTO RICO
D. By either State Fund or Authorized Self-Insurance:
OHIO WEST VIRGINIA
WASHINGTON
E. By any one of three means: Private Insurance, State Fund, or

Authorized Self-Insurance:

ARTZONA MONTANA
CALIFORNIA NEW YORK
COLORADO OKLAHOMA
I1DAHO OREGON
MARYLAND PENNSYLVANIA
MICHIGAN UTAH

Source: The American Association of State Compensation Insur—
ance Funds, State Funds, Their Purpose and Impact (Phoenix: AASCIF
Reports, 19/5), p. 4.
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NO new StSte fund? "for workmenle rronnoncjar-irin -incMranrei have neon
created since 1933 and the status of the existing funds has remained
constant with the exception of a change from an exclusive to a competi—
tive fund in Oregon in 1965. The development of modern workers®" compensa—
tion laws has proceeded along similar lines in almost all states.

State legislation in recent years has been strongly influenced by
the work of the 1971-72 National Commission on State Workmen®s Compensation
Laws. The commission, as dictated by Congress in the Occupational
Safety and Health Act of 1970, undertook "a comprehensive study and
evaluation of State Workmen®"s Compensation Laws in order to determine if
such laws provide an adequate, prompt, and equitable system of compensa—
tion." The conmission found that "The inescapable conclusion is that
State workmen®s compensation laws in general are inadequate and inequit—
able.” Neither Federal administration nor control of the programs was
reconmended (except by a.minority) but more than 80 recommendations were
made with some 19 of them considered "essential" for every state act and
"particularly suitable for Federal support.” The 19 essential recommenda—
tions called for complete, compulsory coverage of all workers, full
coverage of work-related diseases, unlimited medical care and physical
rehabilitation services, employee selection of the state in which he
would file a claim under certain conditions, and the establishment (in
cases of .death or total disability) of benefits not less than 66 2/3

percent of the wage of the injured worker, subject to a maximum no less

6 Somers and Somers, p. 24.



than 100 percent of the state"s average weekly wage, with no time
rnitcs /

Payrolls covered by workers®" compensation insurance hit an all-time
high of 86 percent in 1974, up from 84 to 85 percent for all years back
to 1959- The upgrading of state programs in recent years and the
persistent growth in medical and hospitalization costs have resulted in
increased costs to employers. Table 1-2 gives these costs in dollar
terms and as a percent of payroll in covered employment. Benefit pay-
ments have exhibited a similar rate of growth.

On May 13, 1974, an interdepartmental group which had been working
in the area of workers® compensation made its report to the President. 10
The White Paper on Workers®™ Compensation generally supported the recom—
mendations of the National Commission, and recognized that these
recommendations had already had considerable impact. It outlined a
program of immediate reforms with a series of minimum objectives to be

accomplished by the states by the end of 1975. The objectives generally

The Report of the National Commission on State Workmen®s Compensation
Laws, Washington, D.C., July 1972. (See Appendix 1 for a list of the
19 essential recommendations and a table showing state compliance.)

8 1bid.

9 Daniel N. Price, "Workmen®"s Compensation Payments and Costs," Social
Security Bulletin (January 1975, January 1976).

10 Department of Labor, Department of Commerce, Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare and Department of Housing and Urban Develop—
ment, White Paper on Workers® Compensation--A Report on the Need for
Reform~0? State Workers®™ Compensation, May 13, 1974.



followed the National Comnission®s recommendations in the areas of
rm/orano anH henovit lovolc hijt fpHoral torhniral accictanro uiae-
suggested in the development of guidelines for occupational disease
coverage, benefit policy research, and the development and implemen—
tation of a model data system which would aid researchers in their
efforts to assess the strengths and weaknesses of the various systems.
Finally, they proposed "a major program of research to analyze the
fundamental issues and to develop options for further improvements."

The President established an Interdepartmental Workers®" Compen—
sation Task Force in 1974 to accomplish the broad research and assistance
objectives set out in the White Paper and to document the states®
progress 1in achieving the recoimended improvements. The work of the
task force represents a primary source of comprehensive, current in—
formation on the subject of workers®" compensation.

The question of federal legislation in the field of workers®
compensation remains open and will undoubtedly depend on reactions to
the report of the task force which cannot be anticipated at this time.
"Substantial progress” by the states along lines that have been in—
dicated by various reports will be a considerable factor. At the
present time it is clear that virtually no one has ruled out the possi—
bility of some form of federal control. The National Conference of
State Legislatures is conducting a study to determine what progress
the states have made toward conformance with the reconmendations of the
National Commission and the possible future role of the federal govern—

ment in workers®™ compensation; their report should be available early in

1977.



The-Policy Group of the Interdepartmental Workers® Compensation
Task Force resorted officially to the Prp«;inenr nn io> 1977. o
the subject of federal control they concluded that:

Secondly, a program so affected by local employment
conditions and local services, ana requiring so much in—
teraction with claimants probably is more effectively managed
at the State level. On balance, the Group reconmends giving
the States a while longer to strengthen their workers®
compensation systems. Legislation to Federalize the system
is not warranted at this time.

However, tne Policy Group feels that State.progress
must be both assisted and monitored by the Federal Govern—
ment. In making its recoimiendations, the Group has tried
to give special attention to the problems which have slowed
the pace of reform so far. Our attention is directed as
much to effective implementation of reforms as to the
principles which should guide them.11

Development In Alaska

The develooment of workmen®s compensation in Alaska has generally
conformed to the trend which has prevailed in other states. The first
act in Alaska was passed in 1915, covered the mining industry only,
and was "permissive" in that it allowed both an employer and an employee
to decide whether they wished to be covered. This original act was
replaced in 1923 by another which was considerably broader in scope,
and, from there, Alaska has moved into substantial compliance with all

but three of the essential recommendations of the National Commission.

Workers® Compensation: Is There a Better Way, A Report on the Need
for Reform of State Workers®™ Compensation by the Policy Group of
the Interdepartmental Workers® Compensation Task Force, Washington,
D. C., January 1977.



The costs and benefits associated with workmen®s compensation in
Alar 1/a hawo hoon a rnKiorf nnAonnial nanrnwn +> Tresnsp Ag
the direction of the Territorial Legislature, Twenty-third Session, the
Legislative Council conducted a study to assess the potential impact of
a bill which would have ’ncreased benefits but was vetoed by the governor.
The council also concerned itself with a general review of rates and
benefits, including a comparison with those in other jurisdictions, and
discussed the theory and the pros and cons of a state industrial fund..
The National Council on Compensation Insurance, a "...seasoned,

nationally-known rate making organization..." supported by insurance
companies, has operated in Alaska since 1947. Advisory rates were

filed by the National Council on behalf of almost all carriers and
approved or disapproved by the commissioner (now director) of insurance.
(In February, 1976, the National Council was declared by the director to

be a licensed rating bureau.) There had, however, been no "...effective
insurance regulatory agency prior to 1956..." and this had contributed
to excessive rates being charged.12

The 1958 report contained testimony from the National Council on
Compensation Insurance, the American Association of Compensation In—
surance Funds and representatives of labor and the insurance industry.

The Legislative Council concluded that rates had been higher than necessary

and that improved benefits were in order. In view of recently instituted

12 alaska Legislative Council, A FINAL Report on the Workmen®"s Compensa—
tion Study, Publication No. 23-4 (Final).

-11-



regulatory apparatus for the insurance industry and impending reorganiza—
tion o* top executive b*Mc.h associated with tha achievement if statehood,
it was recommended that the establishment of a state fund be deferred

and a reappraisal conducted following reorganization in the light of new
experience.”

In 1961, at the direction of the Second Legislature, the Legislative
Council, 1in cooperation in the Departments of Labor and Conmerce, held
public hearings on the subject of a non-profit exclusive state fund and
The workmen®s compensation insurance rates which were then in effect.
Again, testimony was taken from representatives of all concerned factions. 14
At the time of the hearings, the overall rate level had risen by only
4 1/2 percent since the 1958 final report. A liberalization in benefits
which tended to increase rates by 24.1 percent had become effective in
the interim, but the effects were almost totally offset by favorable
"experience" (see Table 1-4).

The legislature again failed to enact legislation which would have
established a state fund. A bill to establish an exclusive state fund
was introduced in 1965 and, until the present concern, represented the
last official interest in the area.

Workmen®s compensation coverage in Alaska is furnished almost
exclusively by private insurance companies. Currently, 33 employers

are self-insured in accordance with AS 23.30.090. The vast majority

13 Ibid.

4 i i, B, i, ,
Transcript of Proceedings, Public Hearings on Workmen®"s Compensation,
Hearings conducted by the Alaska Legislative Council, Department of
Commerce and Department of Labor, Juneau, Alaska, Auaust 24, 25, and
28, 1961.
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of workers®™ compensation in Alaska (78 percent of earned premiums in
) SO Wwwiltwwe 29 wo "B uBURE 3@ i PR pu i TV s
companies which are organized as profit, ~aking ventures in the field of
insurance and return almost no premiums the insured in the form of
dividends. Almost all the the remaining 22 percent of the market is
divided between participating stock companies which are organized for
profit but do pay dividends and mutual companies which are organized as
non-profit corporations owned by policyholders. Reciprocals (similar to
mutua”) and miscellaneous companies account for an insignificant share.
Table 1-3 gives 1975 shares of the Alaskan market by type of company.

Prior to statehood, most of the workmen®s compensation insurance
was written by Lloyd"s of London. Even though some American companies
began tonv.ke inroads into themarket, particularly in special program
areas, there were no domestic carriers organized under Alaskan law until
1967 when a charter was granted to Alaska Pacific Assurance Company.
Since that time three other carriers have been chartered in Alaska-
Industrial Indemnity of Alaska, Providence-Washington of Alaska, and the
Alaska Insurance Company. Alaska Pacific dominates the market, writing
40 percent of the 1975 premiums; the other three domestics together
accounted for 24 percent of the total.

The present concern with the workmen®"s compensation system in
Alaska stems primarily from spectacular increases in premium costs borne
by employers. Rates remained below their 1957 level until June of 1972;
they did not rise more than 4 1/2 percent above that level until June of

1974. Liberalized benefit provisions enacted during that period which



TABLE 1-3

1975 SHARES OF THE ALASKAN MARKET
BY TYPE OF COMPANY
(Direct Business)

Earned Premiums Percent

Type of Company in 1975 of Total
Non-participatingstock 27,478,699 78.22
Participating stock 5,144,487 14.64
Mutual 2,476,479 7.05
Reciprocals 2,665 " 0.01
Miscellaneous 28,233 0.08
All companies 35,130,563 100.00

Source: National Council on Compensation Insurance, Insurance
Expense Exhibit (countrywide) compiled in 1976.

-14-



would have increased rates in the absence of other influences were
almost exactly orTset Dy improving experience (losses were consistently
less than had been projected). Rates have more than doubled since 1973
as a result of two factors: changes in the law which would have in—
creased rates by 67 percent compounded with pooi experience which would
have produced a 23 percent increase.

Table 1-4 gives rate level history for Alaska. These changes in
rate level are agg egate or average changes in manual rates; ome of the
more than 500 classifications into which insureds are divided for rating
purposes have experienced larger increases and some smaller increases
than the average. This report will not go into detail concerning the
rates and rating practices in Alaska which are being treated in a
separate report to the council by the actuarial consulting firm of
Woodward and Fondiller.

The rates which went into effect on June 1, 1975, were considerably
higher than had been predicted or anticipated. Adverse experience
and a delayed increase related to legislation from May 1974 (SB 400)
brought the average increase to about 50 percent. Complaints to the
Division of Insurance coupled ith other concerns on the part of the
director resulted in the first rate hearings to be held by a director
of the Division of Insurance in Alaska. The hearings were held in

November of 1975 in Ketchikan, Fairbanks and Anchorage.”

15 Lo . .
For a more complete description of the circumstances surrounding

the hearings of November, 1975, and the director's finds, see
Division of Insurance Order 76-1. Two volumes of testimony were
taken at the hearings and have been transcribed by the division.
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ALASKA WORKMEN'S

local Cnange Cumulative 5 Portion Cumulative 5 cortion Cumulative *

Date of in w | nf ~fint 1057 Hmo rn Can* 10C7 IN.c _inti

Rate Chanoe Rate Level Level Exoeriencs Level Law Chanoe Level

10- 1-57 -11.55 .865 -11.55 .885 05 1.000

10- 1-5E - 8.85 .807 - 8.85 807 05 1.000

8- 1-59 ¢ 6.05 .855 -14.65 689 +24.15 1.241

12- 1-60 - 1.35 .844 - 1.45 .679 + 0.15 1.242

lr-.11-61 + 6.25 .897 + 6.25 721 05 1.246

12-31-63 - 0.45 .893 - 0.75 .716 ¢ 0.35 1.246

12-31-63 - 5.45 .845 - 5.45 .677 05 1.246

10- 1-64 15.15* .972 + 9.65 742 + 5.05 1.308

9- 1-55 - 0.35 .969 - 0.35 .740 05 1.308

10- 1-66 -11.85 .855 -13.05 .644 + 1.45 1.327

11- 1-67 - 3.17 .829 - 3.15 .624 05 1.327

1- 1-69 * 7.25 .388 * 4.95 .655 + 2.25 1.256

11- 1-69 - 1.65** .902 + 6.15 .695 05" 1.356

10- 1-70 + 5.45 .951 - 1.25 .686 + 6.75 1.447

4- 1-72 - 5.25 .902 - 5.25 .650 05 1.447

6-15-72 *15.85 1.044 05 650 +15.85 1.675

3- 1-73 - 3.15 l.o:? - 2.15 .630 05 1.675

6- 1-74 +34.25 1.357 +20.75 761 +11.25 1.862

6- 1-75 +49.95 2.035 +11.35 .847 +35.25"** 2.518

11- 1-76 + 3.75 2.110 - 8.25 777 +11.05**** 2.796
Source: Division of Insurance; NCCI Rate Filings.

* Difference due to compounding.

** Difference is accounted for by change of premium basisfroma S300 per week payroll
limitation to a S400 per week payroll limitation.This ilso causes a 5-65 disagree-
ment in the cumulative columns from that point on.

*** 26.45 from SB 146 (Ch. 83, SLA 1975) and 75, applicable only for policies 1n force
from June 1, 1975, throunh December 31, 1976, as a result of the retroactive benefit
provisions of SB 400 (Ch. 51, SLA 1974).

**** The 105 decj-ei.se which would have resulted from SB 569 (Ch. 252, SLA 1976) was more
than offset by two 'I" increases: one from a reevaluation of SB 146 and the other
from the automatic increase in the Ilimit on benefits from 805 to 1005 of the increased

weekly wage.

TAE 14
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The Alaska Legislative Council Subcommittee on Workmen®s Compensa—
tion also held hearings in Anchorage and Fairbanks in December of 1975.
Public testimony reflected concern with rates, and the bill which the
committee had drafted with a view to providing relief became Chapter 252,
S.L.A. 1976. It restricted benefits to be provided to beneficiaries who
moved out of Alaska into areas with a lower cost of living and, bhad
other things been equal, would have reduced rates by 10 percent.

The rates which went into effect on June 1, 1975 were approved by
the director in Order 76-1. In addition, the National Council was
designated as a licensed rating bureau, and piactices not in accord with
their rules were invalidated. The National Council was also ordered to
refile new rates to more accurately reflect Alaskan conditions. This
latest filing resulted in the rate increase of 3.7 percent which became
effective November 1, 1976. The downward influence of Chapter 252 and
good experience would have produced a decrease of 17.4 percent. Those
tendencies were more than offset by a reevaluation of the May 22, 1975,
legislation and an automatic change in benefit limit to 100 percent of
the state average weekly wage which had gone up to $358.

It is too early to assess the effects of some of the recent pro—
cedural changes on the market. The effects of pipeline construction
have moderated. Large increases in benefit levels in the near future

seem unlikely. In general, the market is beginning to stabilize.



Il. COSTS

This chapter will compare the costr of delivering benefits through
private insurance carriers as opposed to state funds. Direct compari—
sons are impossible because of differences among states in areas such as
wage rates, benefit levels, agency administration, court interpretation
and economic character. It is possible to use some accepted standards
of comparison and draw valid conclusions but they must be interpreted
with care. Services rendered to employers as well as benefits paid must
be taken into account. Effective loss control may appear as an expense
and, at the same time, be reducing total cost. The extent to which
injured workers are receiving the medical care, rehabilitation and
compensation to which they are entitled under the law in a timely manner
is a paramount consideration when one is weighing cost factors. Account
must be taken of subsidies which some state funds receive in the form of
tax exemptions or services provided without charge. Consideration of
the factors bearing on the overhead of benefit administration will

occupy much of the remainder of this report.

Apparent Overhead

Loss ratios are a widely available and generally accepted source »f
information on the proportion of the premium dollar which reaches the
injured worker. A ratio that will be used extensively is that of in—

curred losses to net earned premiums.



"Incurred losses" for a given oerioa refers to the losses that are
paid during that period plus the outstanding reserves at the end of the
period minus the reserves at the beginning of the period. Reserves are
the amounts set aside to make continuing payments in future years.
Typically, allowai.ces for losses that have been incurred but not yet
reported, cases which will be reopened and specific contingencies are
also included. This measure of losses is widely and increasingly favored
over the simpler "paid losses”. Incurred losses will tend to exceed
paid losses in a period in which losses and the volume of outstanding
reserves are increasing.l6’17

"Earned premiums" refers to that portion of premiums which should
be allocated to the year in question on a pro rata basis according to the
portion of the policy period that falls in that year. For example, S50
in earned premium would be generated in calendar year 1975 by a policy
selling for SI100 and running from July 1, 1975, through June 30, 1976.

In a period of expanding business activity, earned premiums tend to be
smaller than written premiums (the amount actually paid in without
regard to policy period).l8 Net earned premium is earned premium minus
returns to policyholders in the form of premium discounts and through
experience arid retrospective rating plans.

These loss ratios will be more meaningful if they are viewed in
conjunction with dividends paid to policyholders to arrive at a figure
for tlie amount which is retained by the carriers to cover expenses

and profit. A high loss ratio might be a reflection of relatively

Somers and Somers, pp. 119-120
< Final Report 1958, p. 25.
Ibid., Somers and Somers, and Final Report 1958.
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adequate reserving, poor risks insured, a low rate level or inefficient
management. Retention figures for a period of years should give a

good indication of relative overhead costs, at least from an employer®s
point of view, which may then be adjusted to account for existing
subsidies and, finally, weighted in the light of differences in the
quantity and quality of services delivered.

Table I11-1 gives totals for earned premiums, incurred losses and
loss ratios, dividends and retention for private carriers and state
funds in the most recent five year period for which figures are availa—
ble. Private companies retained 21.8 percent of earned premiums; state
funas 0.0 percent. The substantially larger portion of earned premium
retained by the private carriers (15 percent more for the entire period)
varied from 25.4 percent more in 1971 to 5.1 percent more in 1972. It
should be pointed out that the amounts retained represent overhead
only from the point of view of the employer; these sums are used not
only for expenses but also for taxes, additions to reserves and surplus
and profits.

Before making adjustments in the retention figures or attempting an
evaluation of services, some further discussion and comparisons are in
order.

The higher retention ratio of the exclusive funds is surprising in
view of their historically lower expense ratios. '"Over the years
competitive funds have devoted, on the average, about 14 percent of

premiums to expenses, exclusives about 6 percent."lg In 1975, competitive

10
=Somers and Somers, p. 125.



TABLE I1-]

LOSSES AND RETENTION AS A
PERCENTAGE OF NET EARNED PRcMIUfo:

FIVE YEAR COMPARISON 1971 - 1975
(in millions of oollars)
PRIVATE CARRIERS
Net Dividenas Divi-
Premiums Losses Losses to Policy dends
Type of Carrier Earned Incurred 2 Holders K
Non-participating Stock 11,785.9 8,497.5 72.1 376.0 3.2
Participating ',tock 4,615.3 3,309.4 71.7 457.8 9.9
Mutual Companies 5.355.7 3,986.4 68.0 777.3 13.3
All ‘rivate (including
reciprocals and mis-
cellaneous companies) 22,850.0 16,206 .0 70.9 1,653.2 7.2
STATE FUNDS
Tvoe of Fund
Exclusive* 2,251.1 2,057.1 91.4 2.0 0.1
Competltive 2,722.5 2.257 .4 82.9 330.1 12.1
All State Funds 4,973.6 4,314.5 86.7 332.1 6.7

" Refers to states not allowing private carriers to compete

self-insurance.

Source: Data on private carriers and the state funds of Arizona.
New York and Pennsylvania are from the National Council on Compensation
Countrywide Expense Exhibits 1971-1975. Data on the other state funds

American

Association of State Compensation Insurance Funds, 1976 Statistics

Report (does not include 1971 and 1972 data for West Virginia

data for

Utah and Wyoming).
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fund expenses averaged more than 20 percent of premium, exclusives
around 8 percent. This difference in retention is accounted for, in
part, by an apparent, move to increase reserves by some of the exclusive
funds. The large Ohio fund, for example, had sub* ntial negative
retention in J70 and 1971; their retention ratio for 1970 through 1975
ws 4 percent.

4 study by Stefan A. Riesenfeld” compared the retention ratios of
the State Compensation Fund and the private carriers in California for
the years 1957-1961. The retention ratios (called "Apparent Expense
Ratios" in the study) for that five year period were 29.28 percent for
the private carriers and 6.96 percent for the state fund; a difference
of 22.32 percent of earned premium. The state fund enjoyed few com—
petitive advantages over the private carriers, and this comparison does
not suffer the difficulties of comparisons which cross state lines.
Riesenfeld also concluded that in the period between 1948 and 1961 good
agreement between premiums written and losses incurred indicated no
substantial bia< in risk selection.

Another similar but more recent study by the state fund in Oregon
gave retention figures for the ten year period 1966-1975.~ The private
carriers retained 22.2 percent of earned premiums, 16.93 percent more

than the 5.27 percent retained by the State Accident Insurance Fund.

20 Stefan A. Riesenfeld, "Efficacy and Costs of Workmen®s Compensa—
tion, "Occupational Disability and Public Policy, eds. Earl F. Cheit
and Margaret S. Gordon, (New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1963).
"Options for Lowering Workmen®s Compensation Costs in Oregon,"”
prepared by the State Accident Insurance Fund of Oregon at the request
of the Interim Committee on Trade and Economic Development and in—
cluded in the staff report to the committee, November 1976.

-23-



The Oregon experience will rece-ve more attention later in this report;
at this point it is sufficient to observe that after careful considera—
tion the state fund personnel nad no effective subsidies to report
except exemption from federal income tax.

Table 11-2 shows Alaskan experience for 1S71-1975. The 23.7 percent
of earned premiums which Alaskan carriers retained is somewhat higher
than the 21.8 percent average for private carriers but is lower than the
24.7 percent for non-participating stock carriers which, as a group,
dominate the Alaskan market. Information on the experience in most
states, including Alaska, is displayed in Aopendix 1.

Retention figures presented, as the foregoing have been, as a
percentage of premiums earned are affected by the extent to which the
rate level allows for the payment of dividends. For example, if we
hypothesize incurred losses amounting to SI1,000, retention of S200 and
dividends of S30C which imply an earned premium of SI,500, retention is
13.3 percent of earned premium. If the earned premium is reduced to
S1,200 by premium discounts or a lower rate level and no dividends are
paid, retention amounts to 16.7 percent of earned premium even though
the same lenses are incurred and the same amount retained. This effect
is particularly significant in the case of exclusive funds which operate
on a low initial rate level and pay practically no dividends. Since the
market is captive, they experience little difficulty in recapturing
losses from previous years. To remove the influence of prsnium level,
retention may be expressed as a percentage of losses rather than premiums.

Table 11-3 displays the loss and retention figures from Tables 11-1

and 11-2 and gives retention as a percent of losses instead of premiums.
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TABLE 11-3

FIVE YEAR COMPARISON 1971 - 1975
RETENTION AS A PERCENT OF LOSSES
(in millions of dollars)

Retention
Losses as a5 of
Private Carriers* Incurred Retention Losses Incurred
Non-participating stock 8,497.5 2,912.4 34.2
Participating stock 3,309.4 848.1 25.6
Mutual ComDanies 3,985.4 1,102.0 27.6
All Private (including reciprocals
and miscellaneous companies 16,206.0 4,990.8 30,8
Alaskan Carriers 70.3 22.5 32.0
State Funds*
Exclusive 2,057.1 192.0 9.3
Competitive 2,257.4 135.0 6.0
All State Funds 4,314.5 327.0 7.6

* Refers to states not allowing private carriers to compete, incluaes those that
allow self-insurance.

Source: See Tabies Il1-1 and 11-2.



Compared 1in this way, private carriers" retention is about four
times as great as that of state funds instead of the approximate factor
of three which results from the percentage of earned premium comparison.
Again, we find Alaskan carriers retaining more than private carriers as
a whole but less than the non-participating stock carriers.

On the basis of these "raw" figures it seems reasonable to conclude
that, on the average, even though there is considerable variation from
state to state, state funds retain about 15 or 16 percent less of net
earned premiums than private carriers do for providing their services.
State funds retain 15.2 percent less if the percentages of net ear*
premiums are accepted at face value. |If we assume that state funds
retain 28 perce® as much as private carriers (as indicated by considering
retention in terms of losses) and translate this into a percentage of
premiums L(1-.28) X 21.8~ = 16.0£], it indicates that they retain 16.0
percent less of earned premiums than private carriers. This last
operation is equivalent to building up the premiums of state funds until
losses plus dividends equal the ratio for private carriers, increasing
dividends by the same amount, and then comparing retention ratios.
Before analyzing the differences which exist |n expenses and services,

it is of interest to note a difference in income which exists.

Investment Earnings

In addition to premiums which are collected by insurers, they
receive income in the form of investment earnings. Tables 11-4 and 11-5
summarize the financial experience of private carriers and state funds

respectively for the years 1972-1974. The recent "Draft Report to

27-



TABLE 114

SUMMARY TABLE OF FINANCIAL EXPERIENCE,
STATE FUNDS, 197*-1974
(ratic to earned premium)

Underwriting Net Invest- Dividend

State Fund Profit Rate ment Rate Rate
North Dakota -.60 .20
Nevada .08 .04 .02
Washington -.10 17
Ohio
Maryland .16 .18
Idaho .06 .20 17
Oklahoma -.01 .09 .09
Utah -.38 12
Montana .22 .16 .14
Michigan -.07 27 .09
Pennsylvania -.30 .24
Colorado .06 .05
Arizona -.07 .30 .13
Oregon .07 .13 .18
New York -.16 .19 .05
California .07 .10 .16

Source: Workers® ComDensatior wusurers: An Operational Analysis,
A Draft Report to the Interdepartmental Task Force by Teknekron, Inc.,
October 25, 1976, Washington, D. C.



TABLE 11-5

SUMMARY TABLE OF FINANCIAL EXPERIENCE,
PRIVATE CARRitKb, 1y<: - 1974
(ratio to earned premium)

Carrier Underwriting Net Investment
Cateqory** Profit Rate Rate Dividend Rate
Group
1 32 .04 .08
(.63)* .0 (.05)
2 -01 .04 .06
(.14) 0D (.06)
3 01 .05 .06
(.09) .02y (.05)
4 -.02 .06 .06
(.05 .02y (.04)
Total .03 .05 .06
(-25) .02) (.05)
Individual
1 .06 11 .15
(-24) (-28) (-17)
2 01 .06 10
(.27) (-05) (-08)
3 .05 .05 .08
.12) .02y (.05)
4 11 .06 .15
1 .02) (.08)
Total .04 .05 .09
(.22) (.02) (.08)

* The numbers in parentheses are standard deviations.

** The eight categories are based on earned premium in 1975. They were:
Group (1)  $5 million, (2) $5 million to $24.99 million, (3) $25 million to
199799 million, (4) $100 million +; Individual (1) $1 million, (2) $1 million
to $4.99 million, (3) $5 million to $24.99 million, (4) $25 million +.

Source: Workers®" Compensation Insurers: An Operational Analysis, A Draft
Report to the Interdepartmental Task Force by Teknekron, Inc., October 25, 1976,
Washington, D. C.



the Interdepartmental Workers®™ Compensation Tesk Force,” by Teknekron,

Inc. contained tr.e mfollowing preliminary analysis.

We have portrayed the financial exoerience of private
carriers and state funds over the three year period from
1972 through 1974. In general, the picture is one of an
industry with large variability in the exoerience of
carriers grouped by size, by the extent dividends are

paid to policy holders, and whether public or private.
However, there is also great variation within these
categories. The private carriers in the aggregate paid

out about 70S of earned premium over the three year

period as incurred losses. State funds had much higher
loss ratios. However, while the private carrier received
net investment income which came to about 0* of earned
premium on the average, the state funds received much
larger amounts of funds from that source. When losses
incurred were related to earned premium plus net invest—
ment, the ratios for 5 state funds were .65 or less, and
the ratios for California, New York, and Washington were .71,
.74, and .76, respectively. Thus, the ability of the

state funds to pay out such large amounts in loss payments,
and in dividends, is supported to a great extent by that
source of income. The basis of the nigh rate of investment
income is their highly capitalized financial structure.
Seven of the 16 state funds had ratios of earned assets to
earned premium greater than 3 to 1, and two funds, Arizona
and Ohio, had more than 4 times their earned premium in
earning assets. That compared, for example, to aggregate
earning assets to earned premium rates of 1.33, 1.85, 1.95,
and 2.35 for Aetna Life and Casualty, Liberty Mutual,
Employers Mutual Liability, and Argonaut Insurance, respec—
tively.2§

These higher investment earnings, none of which is retained in the

form of profits, coupled, as we shall see later, with lower expenses in

some areas account for the ability of state funds to retain relatively

"Workers®" Compensation Insurers: An Operational Analysis, A Draft
Report to the Interdepartmental Task Force," Teknekron, Inc.,
Washington, D. C., October 25, 1976.



small percentages of premiums for the services they provide. Total
expenses tor the 15 state funds whose net investment rate is given in
Table 11-4 averaged 15.5 p”~cent of earned premium— about the same as

the 16.3 percent average net investment rate.

Subsidies

The question of subsidies, hidden and otherwise, invariably plays a
part in any discussion of the costs of state fund operation. While it
is impossible to exactly quantify these influences, some estimate of
their impact is in order.

Four of the state funds contacted enjoy very little . the way of
subsidies and have made estimates of the magnitude of those which exist.
Both Oregon and California claim to operate on an approximately equal
footing with private carriers; they enjoy a monopoly on governmental
business, but accept all risks. The Oregon fund is exempt from premium
taxes but board assessments are allowed as an offset, and, in effect,
the private carriers are also exempt. California pays higher fees to
support state administration. We have made no adjustments in these two
cases. The Arizona fund is exempt from real property taxes and probably
benefits from state purchasing; they felt that if one percent of premium
were allowed for all such subsidies, it would be in excess of the
actual. The Pennsylvania fund has indicated that one percent of premium
would cover any hidden subsidies. They are exempt from certain taxes

and fees but point out that they would not necessarily have incurred any



expenses in those areas because they ao not own any real estate or
automobiles. 23

Adjusted total expenses for these funds for 1972-1974 as a per—
centage of earned premium are as follows: Arizona - 26%, California -
16%, Oregon - 13%, and Pennsylvania - 28%. The figures for Arizona and
Pennsylvania have been increased by one percent in accordance with their
estimates. Average expenses for these four funds is 20.75 percent of
earned premium— about four percent higher than the average for all
funds.24

A four percent allowance for subsidies seems more than adeouate.
A typical allowance for taxes, licenses and fees in a rate structure is
between three and four percent and only about half of the funds are
exempt from these. Also, many expenses incurred by a competitive fund
(such as the four mentioned above) are not required of an exclusive
fund. Little or no advertising and some economies in the collection of
data and supervision of the industry serve to offset to some degree
the subsidies which are more comnon to exclusive funds. This estimate
is designed to serve only in the comparison of costs without regard to
differences which exist in services. As the State Accicent Insurance
Fund of Oregon said of their cost comparison, "It does not speculate as

to the improvements in service which competition may have brought, or to

22 From correspondence and conversations with officials of these fojr
funds.

24 Workers® Compensation Insurers: An Operational Analysis, A Draft
Report to the Interdepartmental Task Force by Teknekron, Inc.,
preliminary results.
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A typical allowance for taxes, licenses and fees in a rate structure is
between three and four percent and only about half of the funds are
exempt from "“hese. Also, many expenses incurred by a competitive fund
(such as the four mentioned above) are not required of an exclusive
fund. Little or no advertising and some economies in the collection of
data and supervision of the industry serve to offset to some degree

the subsidies which are more common to exclusive funds. This estimate
is designed to serve only in the comparison of costs without regard to
differences which exist in services. As the State Accicent Insurance
Fund of Oregon said of their cost comparison, "It does not speculate as

to the improvements in service which competition may have brought, or to

23 From correspondence aid conversations with officials of these four
funds.
Workers®™ Compensate , Insurers: An Operational Analysis, A Draft
Report to the Inter apartmental Task Force by Tt. -ikron, Inc.,
preliminary result.



Woodward and Fondiller contemolated: An exemption from the premium tax
of 1.5 oercsnt or. domestic carriers i"even orivate earner? enjoy a five
year exemption aftu, being chartered in Alaska). Making allowance for
the premium V.ax exemption still leaves the retention o" the hyoothetical
fund 14.1 percent below that of private carriers.

Two other points should be considered. First, the 30.2 percent
retention estimated in this way from National Council allowances is
nigher than the observed 23.7 percent retention for the Alaskan carriers
for 1971-1975. Those five years were very poor years for the insurance
industry and we may expect that retention will move in the direction
suggested by the National Council allowances; still, actual retention
was 6.5 percent less than hypothetical. Tne other point to be considered
tends to affect the estimate in the opposite direction. Investment
income is not considered in the estimate for the first few years of
state fund operation. Income from this source should amount to a consid—
erable percentage of earned premium after a few years and, if the fund
experienced "average" results, would amount to much more than 6.5 percent.
The Idaho fund which is used as a model in Chapter V deviates 20 percent
initially and, in addition, has been able to pay dividends of about 17

percent.

Expenses

Before comparing services delivered by private carriers with those
provided" by state funds, w» will examine some differences in expense
profiles. Besides greater investment earnings, state funds have lower
expenses in some areas which helps to explain their lower retention

ratios.
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Table 11-6 gives expense percentages for stock companies generally,
for Alaskan carriers, and as they appeared in the July, 1975, Alaskan
rate filing. The figures are in close agreement with the exception of
the profit and contingencies component. Carriers lost five percent on
their Alaskan writings over the five year period 1971-1975 compared to
the standard 2.5 percent allowed for profit in the filing and experienced
by carriers countrywide in 1974. Over a long period of time, these
figures should come close to agreement in every respect; the rate making
mechanisms used by the National Council tend to assure that result.

The survey results for 1972-1974 reported to the Interdepartmental
Task Force tend to confirm these percentages. Average total expenses
were 30.8 percent of earned premium; acquisition costs were higher at 12
percent._”

It is difficult to compare expense percentages because state funds
reporting and accounting practices are not standardized to the degree
that they are with private carriers. Total expenses for the 15 state
funds in Table 11-4 averaged 15.5 percent of earned premium for 1972-
1974. Loss adjustment expense for the 14 who reported in that category
averaged 8.3 percent of premium- about t.he same as for private carriers.
Striking differences exist in acquisition expenses. Only seven of the
15 funds allocated any premium to acquisition expense and only the
Michigan fund reported more than three percent of premium devoted to
acquisition (the Michigan fund is the only one that pays commissions).

Most of the 17 percent difference in expense ratios is accounted for by

Draft Report, Teknekron, Inc.
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the approximately 10 percent difference in acquisition costs and the 3.5
percent profit reported by private curriers (see Table 11-5). If we
include the four percent allowance for subsidies, a fairly clear picture
emerges. The analysis in Chapter 1ll tends to confirm the hypothesis
that the major differences in expenses do lie in these areas.

Other authors have arrived at subst ntially the same conclusion in

the past. Ashley St. Clair concluded that:

The savings from state ins ance are more apparent than
real. The fact that competing state compensation fonds,
except for acquisition costs (emphasis added), have 1i"pproxi-
mately the same expense ratios as private insurers itdicates
that, for the same protection and the seme services, state
insurance costs as much or almost as much as private insur—
ance. 27

C. Arthur Williams, in his landmark study, found that:

The Achilles® heel of private workmen®s compensation
insurers 1is their expense ratio relative to that charged
by tht best State funds. Although this expense ratio

is lower than that incurred in any other line of in—
surance except group disability income insurance, it

is still higher than most observers, including many
private insurance representatives, believe is desirable.
Private insurers should, with a sense of urgency, in—
vestigate more efficient ways of marketing their product,
particularly to smaller employers.28

The following chapter will consider services which are delivered by the

two types of insurers.

27 Ashley St. Clair, "Occupational Disability--Privately Insured,"”
Occupational Disability and Public Policy, edited by Earl F. Crt.it
2g and Margaret S. Gordon, John Wiley & Sons, New York, 1963.
C. Arthur Williams, Jr., Insurance Arrangements Under Workmen®s
Compensation, U. S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Standards,
Bulletin No. 317, 1969, p. 207.
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[11. SERVICE

In the preceding chapters we have reviewed the history of workers®
compensation and cc”oared the overhead costs of operation of state funds
with those of priv :te carrie s. In this chapter we will evaluate the
services rendered by the two types of carriers. The services provided
by workers®" compensation insurers may be divided into three categories
which overlap to some degree loss control activities, claims manage—
ment, and other activities including agency or brokerage services not

provided directly by the carrier.

Loss Control Activities

Loss control refers to efforts to reduce the likelihood, severity
and any unwarranted cost of on-the-job injury. These activities range
from safety inspections or consultations by the insurer or other agency
to incentives to the employer in the form of experience or merit rating
systems which provide premium reductions for safe operations. Some form
of merit rating is practiced by all state funds and by private carriers
and, whichever system prevails, the state may dictate the terms under
which it is practiced. Merit rating does not depend on the type of
carrier but rather the rating system and is dealt with in the report of
Woodward and Fondiller. This analysis will be confined to other aspects
of loss control.

The degree to which safety services are provided by insurers var as
from none at all to comprehensive treatment by a large and specialized

staff. In general, insurers provide fewer services in areas where the
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volume of business is low, the premium size is predominantly small or
workers® compensation is not a primary line ot insurance solo Dy tne
carrier.

Table I11-1 gives an indication of the types of safety activities
which are provided by private carriers nationwide, by state funds and by
carriers in the Alaskan market. High percentages of all three groups
indicate that they provide mo. t types of safety services. The greatest
differences appear to be the greater emphasis that state funds place on
direct training and the relative importance of program development in
the eyes of Alaskan carriers.

Total expenditures on safety by either private carriers or state
funds are not very large. C. Arthur Williams estimated that insurers
collect about 1.3 percent of standard earned premium for their safety
work.29 In 1971, the last year that the figure was "eported by the
National Council, reported expenditures on inspections amounted to 1.1
percent of net earned® premium for private carriers and 1.3 percent for
five state funds.30 Ten state funds averaged 1.0 percent of earned
premium for direct expenditures on safety personnel in 1974.7

Expenditures for safety and loss control are difficult to isolate.

Many carriers do not allocate expenses on that basis. About 40 percent

29 C."Arthur Williams, Jr., Insurance Arrangements Under Workmen®"s Compen—
sation, U. S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Standards, Bulletin
No. 317, 1969, p. 121.

30 National Council t.. Compensation Insurance, Insurance Expense Exhibit
(Countrywide), for the year ending December 31, 1971. “lInspection” is
not subject to the instructions for Uniform Classifications of Expenses
and reflect only data of those carriers allocating these items.

J American Association of State Compensation Insurance Funds (AASCIF)
Statistics Report for 1974.
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TABLE 1111

RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF SAFETY ACTIVITIES
AS INDICATED BY INSURERS

Percent of Insurers

Percent of Insurers Indicating that
Indicating They Activity is One of
Provide the Service Three Most Important
All State All State
Type of Activity Private  Fund Alaska Private Fund Alaska
1.  Survey zf Hazards 8%; B 8%5; 63% 69% 75%
2. Distribution of Brochures 81 75 88 22 0 13
3. Inspections Regarding:
a. Lighting and Machine
Guarding = 84 81 75 3l 6 50
b. Electrical Equipment 81 81 63 n 6 25
c. Noise Pollution 62 81 63 0 0 0
d. Air Pollution 54 75 63 0 0 0
e. Radiation 35 50 50 0 0 0
f. Safety Equipment 81 88 75 21 6 0
4. Instruction in Safe
Work Procedures 78 81 88 29 19 38
5. Direct Training in
Safe Work Procedures 38 63 25 2 25 0
6. Program Development 81 81 88 33 38 75
7. First Aid Training 59 81 88 1 0 0
8. Alcoholism & Drug Abuse 17 13 50 0 0 0
0. None 9 0 0 0 0 0

Source: For ail private carriers and state funds: Draft Report to the
Federal Interdepartmental Task Force by Teknekron, Inc.; Alaska data are from
Carriers Survey.



of the private respondents to the national survey of carriers conducted

for the Interaepa™Tnenta"i Task Force indicated that claims and under—
writing personnel assisted in loss control activities; tore than one-
fourth received services from sales personnel, management, and independent
agents. Most use independent loss control consultants to some extent.
About 88 percent of the respondents to the Alaskan carrier survey indicated
that they utili?ed either claims or underwriting personnel in providing
loss control services to employers; 63 percent reported receiving assist—
ance from other staff or independent agents.

Some measurement of the activity of carriers in conducting safety
inspections or consultations is provided in Table 111-2. These figures
must be interpreted with care to allow for differences in policy size:
S2,208 for the private carriers (nationwide) in 1974; SI1,571 for all
state funds in 1974; and $6,179 for the four Alaskan carriers in 1975.
Adjusting for these differences still leaves private carriers, as a
whole, ahead cf both" the state funds and the Alaskan carriers. Alaskan
carriers appear to lag behind the rest of the private sector in providing
these services. After allowance for premium size, Alaskan carriers
appear to provide fewer inspections per policy but have less earned
premium per inspection that the sample of state funds.

The draft report to the Interdepartmental Workers®" Compensation
Task Force in the (preliminary) outcome evaluation found:

By any statistics, job related injury can be considered

a frequent occurrence. While almost all private insurance

carriers and state funds offer safety services, the survey

of employers and the survey of self-insurers both suggest

that these services are not perceived to be total services

end are either supplemented by or (in the "~se of self-
insurers) replaced by the employer
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IMULt in -*

PERSPECTIVE ON SAFETY INSPECTIONS*

Inspections Earned Premium

Type of Carrier Per Policy** Per Inspection***
Pri.?i te Carriers

(nationwide) 1974 1.91 $ 3,700
State Funds

1974 0.34 $ 7,373
Alaskan Carriers

1975 0.46 $ 22,645

* Data for private carriers (nationwide) and state funds are from

the Teknekron Draft Report to the Interdepartmental Task Force;
Data for Alaskan carriers are from survey results. Average pre—
mium geherated per policy: private carriers (nationwide) - $2,20
all state funds - $1,571, and Alaska carriers - $6,179.

**  Private Carriers - average of 83 responses
State Funds - average of 10 funds
Alaskan Carriers - average of four responses representing more
than 60% of 1975 earned premium.

*** Private Carriers - average of 73 responses
State Funds - average of nine funds
Alaskan Carriers - average for same four carriers representing
more than 60% of 1975 earned premium.



Table 111-3 provides some insight into the services employers indicated
timt tigr received in Lileir- survey responses.

The draft report concluded that:

Employers and self-insurers apparently perceive that

private carriers and state funds generally provide

minimal or no safety services, particularly for smaller

establishment. There is no present evidence to in—

dicate that one type of carrier is perceived as more

effective than agy other type in the provision of
safety services.”

Claims Management

Claims management concerns all of the activities of the insurer
in claims from the time of injury until a case is closed. These
activities include medical management, medical-legal responsibilities,
both physical and vocational rehabilitation, activities to.insure
fiscal stability, and performance evaluatie

One index of the amount of resources devoted to the claims adjust—
ment effort is the amount allocated to loss adjustment expense. Private
workers® compensation carriers allocate about nine percent of earned
premium in this way and state funds average a little over eight percent.
This index is not totally reliable because of differences in accounting
practices, but it gives an indication. The approximate markec range for
contract claims adjusters is from 6 to 12 percent of premium which
suggests that the nine percent above is a reasonable approximation of

the costs.33

op .
Draft Report to the Interdepartmental Workmen®"s Compensation Task
Force by Teknekron, Inc., October 1976, preliminary results.

33 Ibid.
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TABLE 111-3

OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH SERVICES

Employer Survey
Provides OSH Services Percent of All Firms

Nationally Alaska

Own Staff 38.8 28
Both Own Staff and Other 28.0 10
None 25.1 54

Carrier Provides OSH Services

Yes 58.9 7
No, all Firms 41.1 88
No, 100 employees 81.7 *

* Only five of the Alaskat! employers had 100 or more employees.

Source: National data is from the Teknekron Draft Report to the
Interdepartmental Task Force: Aioskan data is from the Alaska employer
survey.



Unless contract adjusters are employed, the nature of the claims
adjustment service is affected by the number and location of offices.

It is possible to adjust workers® comoensation claims from a great
distance with primary contact made by the physician and the employer but
communication is obviously more difficult. Property and casualty in—
surers maintain approximately one office which adjusts workers® compensa—
tion claims for r"ery SI1.5 million in premiums. State funds maintain 65
claims offices throughout the country- approximately one for every S17
million in premiums in 1974.7~ Alaskan carriers surveyed maintain eight
offices in the state- a conservatively estimated one for every S1.7
million in earned premium in 197%1. Approximately nine percent of claims
are handled by independent adjusters in Alaska as opposed to about five
percent for the nation as a whole.

Medical management may include an evaluatii . of treatment with
respect to adequacy, appropriateness, fees charged, and the prospects
for rehabilitation. <Adjusters tend to judge medical care in terms of
its effectiveness in getting injured workers back on the job. Table 111-4
sets out some types of activities to monitor medical care which are
undertaken by private carriers as a whole, state funds, and Alaskan
carriers. The three activities most often pursued and considered most
important by all three types of carriers were to get. frequent evaluation
of progress f?om the treating physician, get consultation by independent
physicians to avaluate the adequacy of medical care and, in serious

cases, to get consultatis.. to evaluate the need for transfer of the

34 1hid.



TABLE [11-4
ACTIVITIES OF CARRIERS IN MONITORING MEDICAL CARE

Percentage of Respondents

Percentage of Respondents Indicating that the
that Indicate Undertaking Activity is One of the
the Activity Three Most Important
Private Private
Carriers State Alaskan Carriers SMte Alas!lcan
Type of Activity (nationally) Fund Carriers (nationally) Fund Carriers
(1) We do not monitor medical care. . 8 0 13 -

(@ Get frequent evaluation of progress
from treating physicain ........ R 100 88 84 88 75

(3; Have physicians and/or nurses in-
house on retainer to review claims 21 63 38 8 3 25

(@) Get consultation by independent
physicians to evaluate adequacy
of medical care provided . ... 75 88 63 57 69 50

() Interviews conducted with claimants
to determine their satisfaction
with medical care ............. 66 50 50 28 19 0

(6) Maintain data.on outcome of specific
medical procedures............. 10 25 13 0 0 0

(7)) Medical reports are reviewed for
completeness . ........ ... 83 8L 75 16 K1k 25

(® Maintain data on health care out—
come by type of injury......... 2 25 13 1 0 0

(@ In serious cases, get consultation
to evaluate need for transfer of
patient to a specialized treatment
center.........ooiiiiiiiiaan, 85 M 88 62 44 63

Source of data for private carriers nationally and state fund is the Draft Report to the_
Interdepartmental Task Force by Teknekron, Inc. (preliminary); data on Alaskan carries
are from the carrier survey.
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patient to a specialized treatment center. Practically none of the
insurers attacnec much importance to the maintenance of data on health
care outcome by type of injury.

In discharging his medical-legal responsibilities, an adjuster must
assure that the injured worker receives the benefits to which he is
entitled and no more. There is considerable evidence to suggest that
adjusters, whichever type of carrier they represent, are tending away
from the adversary posture that was common in the past. This trend is
partially explained by changes in judicial interpretation which favor
the injured worker and research which documents the higher average cost
of contpsted claims. Table Il1-5 gives controverted cases for a sample
of states. In every case but one where both a state fund and private
carriers are represented, the state fund has the lower number of contro—
verted cases. Jurisdictional differences seem to be at least as important
as the type of carrier but, whether or not it is in the best interests
of the system, private carriers as a whole appear to be more prone to
controversy. The six year average for Alaskan carriers compares very
favorably with the national figures for stock and non-stock insurers and
is only slightly higher than the national average for state funds.

Promptness of first disability - tent is a measure of claims
management performance that suffers from many defects but is perhaps the
most frequently used. About three-fourths of the private carriers
nationally, the Alaskan carriers and state funds » like indicated in
carrier surveys that *t was a criterion of performance that was

formally measured; more than half of all types of respondents felt



Insurer National California
STOCK 2 41d
NON STOCK 19 32d
STATE FUNC1 10 25d
SELF-INS. 28 29c
(37.9U0)
1970

CONTROVERTED CASES BY

All Alaskan Carriers
(all time loss injuries) 1.8

a - 50 observations
b  -50-99 observations

- 100-249 observations
c - 250-499 observations
d - 500+ observations
Source:

.mental Task Force by Teknekron,
. Compensation.

TABLE 111-5

(Percentages)
State
Colorado Maryland
7 26¢
15a 30b
10d 6
21b
1972 1973
S.5 271.7
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INSURER FOR A SAMPLE OF STATES

Michigan

29d

1l4c

59d

1974

20.0

New York

8d

8d

4d

7C

1975

1.8

6-Year
Averaae

11.3

Cooper & Co., Closed Case Survey 1n the Draft Report to the Interdepart-
Alaska figures are from the Division of Workmen®s



that it was one of the three most important cr-iteria. Table I111-6
displays data o~ the promptness of first payment from a sample of states
for different classes of injury and type of insurer. T Alaskan
figures are for all cases and, therefore, are not co..i?arable. There
does not appear to be any significant difference in p>yment lag by type
of carrier; once again, jurisdictional differences seem more important.

Success of rehabilitation is formally measured by about half of the
private carriers nationwide, state funds and Alaskan carriers. It is
considered to be one of the three most important criteria for measuring
claims management performance by only five percent of the private carrie{s,
38 percent of the state funds and 13 percent of the Alaskan carriers
(see Table 111-9). Table I11-7 presents the lirited data available on
the delivery of physical rehabilitation services for a sample of states;
Table 111-8 gives an indication of the range of vocational rehabilita—
tion activities carried out by the three classes of carriers as reported
in the surveys. The three activities most frequently reported were
consultation with the physician, consultationwith the employer and
referral to the state rehabilitation office. Again, there appears to be
general agreement in the frequency with which the different classes of
carriers conduct the various activities.

In assessing the vocational rehabilitation efforts of the different
types of insurers the draft report concluded:

=As with the frequency of controversion, the frequency of

job displacement following injury appears to be largely

a phenomenon of jurisdiction with strong differences noted

among those states analyzed. Among types of insurers,

only analysis within selected jurisdictions could
provide any indication of differences. All types
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TABLE I11-6

TIME BETWEEN NOTICE AND FIRST CHECK
BY MAXIMUM DISABILITY AND TYPE OF INSURER

(Days)
(a) Temporary Total
Stock and State

Stale Non-Stock Carriers Funds
ARIZONA 54 27
CALIFORNIA 18d * 16d
MICHIGAN 33d
NEW JERSEY G %nd
NEW YORK 75d 83c
COLORADO 18 41c
MARYLAND 36
GEORGIA 39c
ILLINOIS 24d
FLORIDA «d
OKLAHOMA 2
() Permanent Partial
CALIFORNIA 107c 134c
NEW JERSEY 212d
NEW YORK 167d 149d
MARYLAND 9
ILLINOIS 1id
FLORIDA 61
OKLAHOMA 66

1973 1974 1975  3-Year Average

ALASKA (all time loss injuries) 16 18 25 20

a - < 50 observations

b - 50-99 observations

- 100-249 observations
C - 250-499 observations
d - 500+ observations

Source: Alaskan figures are approximate averages based on figures from the
Division of Workmen®s compensation; other states are from the Draft
Report to the Interdepartmental Task Force by Teknekron, Inc.
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TABLE HI-7

PHYSICAL REHABILITATION SERVICES BY INSURER
FOR A SAMPLE OF STATES
(Percentages)

Type of Insurer
state PrivateState Fund Self-Insured

(@) Temporary Total

AR1ZONA 8 29¢
CALIFORNIA 7d 1 70c
MICHIGAN 4d 5
NEW YORK 5d 7C 19
COLORADO

(b) Permanent Partial

CALIFORNIA 10d -6C 21
NEW YORK < 8d 28d 16
ILLINOIS lod 4
a - <.50 observations
b - 50-99 observations

- 100-249 observations

c - 250-499 observations
d - 500+ observations
Source: Coope™ & Co., Closed Case Survey in the Draft Report to

the Interdepartmental Task Force.
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TABLE 111-8

ACTIVITIES CARRIED OUT BY STAFF* TO ASSIST CLAIMANTS WITH
VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION AND REEMPLOYMENT
PRIVATE CARRIERS AND STATE FUNDS

(Percentages)
Private Carriers Alaskan
Activity (nationwide) State Fund Carriers
1 95 94 88
2 41 69 50
3 90 88 88
4 13 13 25
5 57 50 63
6 76 100 88
7 82 56 88
8 74 56 88
9 50 50 50

KEY TO ACTIVITY NUMBERS:

1. Consultation with Physician
2. Refer to State Employment Service
3. Consult with Employer
4. Maintain resource file of private employment agencies
5. Assist employee in selecting appropriate agency
6. Refer to State rehabilitation office
7. Assist employe™ in obtaining appropriate training
8. Monitor employee"s progress in retraining program
9. Assist in placement in new job
* Includes consulting staff.
" .ource: Data for Private Carriers (nationwide) and State Funds from

the Draft Report to the Interdepartmental Task Force by Teknekron,
Inc.; data for Alaskan Carriers are from the carrier survey.
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of insurers appeared to provide low levels of voca—

tional rehabilitation. If higher levels could be

discerned, they tended to be present among private

carriers and seif-insurers ratner than state funds.

The major responsibilities of the adjuster to insure fiscal stability
are to avoid excess costs brought on by litigation or other factors and
to accurately estimate the future costs of the claim. There is little
training available in the art of claims adjustment except on the job
(some of the larger carriers and independent adjusting firms have train—
ing programs). The task of estimating future costs is more difficult in
times of rapid change. Large changes in the benefit structure, inflation
such as has been experienced in recent years, and changing economic con—
ditions all contribute to instability. All of these factors have been
present in Alaska. More carriers measure the accuracy of reserve practices
than any other criterion of claims management performance.

Table 111-9 indicates which criteria are used by the different
types of insurers in measuring their claims management performance.
Once again, there is general agreement among the carriers on which
criteria they measure and which are most important. Reserve accuracy
was followed by promptness of first disability payment and loss ratio in
frequency of measurement. Promptness of first payment was rated impor—
tant by the most carriers in every class. Private carriers rated prompt—
ness of first contact and adequacy of follow-up much higher than state
funds did; the reverse was true with regard to number of medical bills
paid, percent of claims receiving permanent disability awards and percent

of claims in litigation.

B Ihid,
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TABLE 111-9

CRITERIA l.HD IN MEASURING CLAIMS MANAGEMENT PERFORMANCE
. (Percentage)

Indicate Criterion Is Indicate Criterion Is
ifically ad One of the
_ Formally Measured Three Most Impnrtart
Private State Alasken  TrTvate State "Til:an
Carriers FundsCarriers Carrlers Funds Carriers

1/ Nore 1n 13 13 0 -
2 Praptness of coitact with_ injured person 25 nr '<17 ) 13 m3
| e e e I T I
1sabili - N
? Caseload per OIJ o?) 66 Jis} T 0 13"
Average aost of closad claims L 50 4] n -9"  ~ir
7 Ratio of field_ Investigations to claims 9 10 * 0" 0 30
% Peroent o(l;rc%rﬁmts reruéqm?d %orkmatmlely besis ] B "5 2 " "0 0
Adequacy with Inju r, doctor,
and otrers Inol\%bp the cas J PEIS, ETPTO 5 19 <) 3B 6 5
b S A s B P3O s ol
n u - L] 1]
2 Loss hry ! 75 63 7 - & 0
1B Successful gplication of _rehabilitation, If needed 5% 50 <0l 'S "l6- 13
M Accuracy of resenve practices & 69 0 £J) 5 M "
IS Percent” of claims receiving permanent disability anards 7 5 % 0
16 Percent of clains settled On a release besis 9 13 2 0 “9
i Peroent of with permanent total dlS:’:bIlltIeS who achieve

in controlllrg of bodily functions 12 6 13 1 0 )

()] Percent of clais In litigation K9 50 13 -3 _ n 77

Source of data on Private Carriers(natlonwlde) and State Funds Is the Draft Report to the Interdepartmental Worker®s
Compensation Task Force by Teknekron, Inc.; data on Alaskan Carriers are from the carriers survey.



Tnere is no clear trestf to indicate which tvoe carrier system
provides the best claims manaaantct services. Private carriers are per—
ceived to have some advantage in vocational rehabilitation, but they
also seem more prone to controversy. T,ie draft report concluded that,
"Present data cannot support any opinion that one type of insurer is
more effective than any other in the management of the injured.” Until
accounting and reporting standards become more uniform, it is unlikely
that convincing evidence will be presented on be"alf of either system.

In the delivery of other types of services, private carriers enjoy
a clear but very difficult to quantify advantage. These other services
include the services provided, not by the carriers themselves, but
rather, by agents and broke-s (only the Michigan fund uses the agency
system and pays for these services in the form of commissions). Private
carriers (either directly or through agents) are usually in a positisf-
to provide a wider variety of coverage; they can provide a small employer
with "package" coverage and have greater flexibility in tailoring cover—
age to fit any given business. Almost all state funds provide employers”

liability coverage but none offers a complete mje of lines.
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IV._ PROJECTED COSTS CF ESTABLISHING A STATE FUND IN ALASKA

Cost of establishing a competitive State Fund in Alaska

There are two categories of costs in establishing a State Fund
operating expenses and capital fund expenses. We will first consider
the amount of money necessary for the capital fund, hereinafter sometimes
referred to synonymously as "net worth™ or "capital.”

Part A; Capital Fund

The capital fund is money set aside to pay for unexpected events.
The most common possible events are unusually large losses, inadequate
estimation of liability for unpaid losses, inadequate rates and
unexpectedly poor investment results.

The premium and investment income collected by the Fund in the long
run should pay for expected losses and expenses. In any year, however,
it is possible that losses will be greater than expected. A capital fund
is needed to pay for the short term deficit.

In addition to the possibility that losses may be higher than
expected, there is the possibility that the Fund will inadequately
estimate the amounts owed on old losses. This can occur because,
particularly in workers®™ compensation insurance, losses are not paid
immediately, but are paid ovrer long periods of time. When a loss
occurs, the State Fund must set aside money to pay the amount that
will ultimately be owed to that worker. This ultimate amount is

not known at the time of loss, and so it must be estimated.



The monry set aside by the company to make these future payments
itjttct workers — ct--cu fhi ..css reserve* The toos reserve

represents the company®s ertimates of how much it will owe to injured
workers. Because this reserve is only an estimate, it is possible
that too little money will be set aside. When enough additional
information becomes available to determine that there is a deficiency
in the loss reserve, the capital must provide the money to up the
deficit. The danger of inadequate rates is heightened by requirement
that a State Fund accept every risk submitted for insurance, thus in
effect becoming an Assigned Risk Fool through adverse selection. Rates
are promulgated for the average risk. Risks poorer than average have to
be subsidized and this constitutes an additional burden . capital funds.

Finally, capital is needed if investments made by the Fund
deteriorate. Generally, sn insurance company will set aside a capital
fund equal to one fourth or more of the premium it expects to write..
The Alaska statute requires a minimim capital fund of $1,000,000 for
any insurance company planning to write one line of casualty insurance
(for example workers®™ compensation insurance) in Alaska. Of this
amount, $300,000 must be deposited in trust through tS.e insurance
director.

Workmen®s Compensation insurance losses are paid at a slow rate,
which means that initially the Fund will be collecting more in premiums
than it will be paying out in losses. The Fund could finance its

capital and the expense costs (discussed in the nex’c section) from



money it does not yet need to pay losses. Under these conditions-
however, the Fund would be legally insolvent (its current assets would
not be sufficient to pay for all of its anticipated liabilities). Such
minimum financing would impair the Fund®"s ability to compete with other,
more financially secure companies and would provide dubious security
for the ultimate payment of just claims.

In 1975 the capital fund sizes of various State Funds ranged from
a low in Pennsylvania, whose Fund was reported to be insjlvent as of
December 31, 1975, to highs in several states where net worth was
larger than one year®s premium.

Let us briefly consider the possibility of having to go to the
Legislature for further financing under three different assumptions
concerning an initial capital funding.

The first approach - conservative, is to set up an initial capital
equal to 507. of the first year®s anticipated written premium.* The
likelihood of a need to go oack to Legislature is very remote.

The second approach - moderately conservative, is to establish
an initial capital equal to 257 of the first year"s anticipated written
premium. In this case the likelihood of need for additional capital is
still small.

The third approach - least conservative, initial capital equals
107. of the first year®s anticipated written premium. On this basis,
insolvency during the first few years should occasion no great surprise,
but the Fund might be able to recoup its losses before actually running

out of cash.

*Written premium is the price paid by insureds for the coverage provided.
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"We recommend that the Alaska competitive Compensation Insurance
Fund aim for an initial capital fund equal to about 257. of the first year"s
anticipated written premium, which we shall assume for the moment is
52,000,000. This would require an initial capital fund of 5500,000 and
assumes that the $1,000,000 minimum requirement for private insurers
would be waived in the case of a State Fund having at least the moral
backing of the Legislature. Later contributions to capital would be
obtained from the net operating results of the Fund.

Part B: Operating Costs

For an insurance company operating on a fixed volume of business,
premiums collected will pay for its operating expenses. An insurance
operation which is growing rapidly or just starting requires an additional
amount of money to finance initial growth if a satisfactory capital/
premium ratio is to. be maintained.

In Exhibit 1, we project that the 1978 Alaska workers®™ compensation
premiums will be $80,000,000. A five percent share ok that market ($4,000,000)
is not unreasonable for a two year old workers® compensation Fund not too
severely inhibited in seeking business. With operation on a smaller scale,
it would be difficult to provide adequate service. Exhibit 2 shows the
market shares of most non-exciusive state funds. These range from a low
of less than 5/. in Michigan to a high of over 607. in Oregon. An
ultimate market share of over 257. should be obtainable. On 1978 premium
volume this would be $20,000,000.

It is assumed that the State Fund will provide a level of service
which is typical of that provided by existing state funds in the United
States. The Alaska underwriting and claims expenses shown in Exhibit
3 have been estimated by a comparison with operating state funds.

Exhibit A shows the ratios of expenses to premiums for ten non-exclusive
state funds.
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Exhibit 3 projects the Alaska Fund expenses of $632,000, close
to our nominal standard for state funds of 157..* Obviously, actual
ccsl can vary somewhat. uowviwa™u auu “uite a Oiw upward Gepeucmg upon
management.

Exhibit 5 shows the ratios of expenses to premium for all mutual
companies in the United States. In 1975 the ratio of operating expenses
to premium was 22.17..

Any projection of capital needs obviously depends upon assumptions
as to the rate of growth. What marketing approach will be permitted we
shall not try to guess here, but it is reasonable to assume that the
Fund will write at a dcrmward deviation from National Council rates.

This is because savings due to the Fund®"s ."over expenses (at least in the
area of commissions) should be passed on to employers and because, unless

it either pays commissions or advertises heavily, it will need a price
advantage in order to win any desirable part of the market. We have

assumed for purposes of illustration that the Fund will write at a nominal
207. deviation. By "nominal 207." we mean at 207 off manual rates. Further
assuming a safety factor of 57 of premium (as against the National Council®s
2.57 for "profit and contingencies™), this allows 75.8757 of premium for
losses and 19.1257 for expenses.

We believe a 57 provision for profit and contingencies, be-.ter
characterized as a "safety factor" in the case of a state fund, is necessary
because of the greater risk associated with operating in a single state
=with only one line of business.

* As an Appendix we include our report "A Review of Budgetary Requirements

for the Colorado State Compensation Insurance Fund"™ as of December 23,
1976.
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(1) National Council allowance for losses and
loss adjustment 67.93*
(2) Ratio of loss adjustment expenses to losses
and loss adjustment .106
(3) Estimated allowance for losses alone
(1) x f1.0 - (217 60. 72
(4 Allowance for losses assuming 202 deviation
@3 /7 .8 75.8752

(5) Allowance for expenses 1002 - (4) - 52 19.1252

A larger provision for expenses is needed than the 152 assumed to
he actually necessary because rapidly growing insurance company will incur
xpenses faster than it earns the premium it collects.

Exhibit 6 shows stimated Fund expenses compared to assumed expenses
for two models of growth. The high growth model assumes that premiums
will increase at first by $2,000,000 a year and then by $3,000,000 a
Tear. The earned premiums in column 2 represent the portion of the
premiums paid by employers for coverage already provided. The difference
between premium earned and written premium for a given policy is called
unearned premium. The unearned premium would be returnable to employers
if a policy were cancelled. Total earned premiums on all policies issued
by the F'und are estimated here as the average of written premium for a
current year and written premium for the prior year. Thus, $3,000,000 is
the average of $4,000,000 and $2,000,000 for Model 1. The expense

income earned in column 3 is 19.1252 of earned premium.

* Including 1.87. loading for "serious loss contingency factor”. (National
Council filing effective November 1, 1977)
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Actual expenses of the Fund are calculated as explained in the
footnote of Exhibit 6. The higher percentage for the first year
represents startup expenses. We have estimated expenses in each year
by applying the assumed expense ratio to the mean of written premiums
for the given year and written premiums for tae following year.

This assumption is conservative in providing for six months" anticipation
of needs for staff and facilities. With tight management a three month
lead might suffice.

The additional 507. (207. instead of 15%) assumed expenses of the
first year is necessarily a judgmental figure. A recent example of the
cost of setting up a state fund is provided by the Puerto Rico Automobile
Accident Compensation Administration, Which began operations January 1, 1970:

Item Period
1/1/70 6/30/70 6/30/71-6/30/71 6/30/7176/30/72

(1) Administrative Expenses 1,192,289 2,085,847 3,431,690
(2) Premium Collected 8,837,667 18,431,788 20,075,661
G O+ © 13.49% 11.32% 17.097.

Expenses during thefirst year were higher by only 2.177. than during
the second year, as a ratio to premium. On this experience, the additional
5% we have assumed for the first year may well be conservative. The
increase in the third year of 5.777. over the second year is not typical of
most growing organizations.

The difference between expense income earned and actual expenses
=produces a turplus or deficit. Rapid growth of vhe Fund causes a larger
deficit. Fidel 1 anticipates an annual volume of $15,000,000 in the sixth

year. The estimated cumulative expense deficit at the end of the fifth
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year is $997,000. Model 2 assumes $7,000,000 premium in the sixth

yeui®. producing an estimated cumulative exocuse deficit after
five years of $249,000. In Model 1, a small deficit is still produced
in the fifth year. The sixth year, not calculated in the exhibit,
would show a slight surplus. Model 2 shows a surplus beginning
with the fourth year. Without the excess allowance for expenses provided
by the 19.1247. discussed above, as compared with the 157 assumed
necessary with stable volume, the deficits would continue indefinitely
with increasing volume.

The calculations of Exhibit 6 make no provision for taxes. |If
the Fund is taxed, as some if not all competitive state funds are,
the cost would have to be met in one of three ways:

1. Reduced safety factor.

2. Longer period of deficit operation.

3. Higher rates.

In both models it-is assumed that the Fund would start with $2,000,000
premium in the first year. The actual figure might well be lower but
e nucleus of business could be provided by requiring all governmental
and quasi-govemmental agencies to insure with the Fund.

Exhibit 7 develops estimates for the number of employees that
would be required by the Fund. The numbers in Exhibit 8 were obtained
from various state funds®™ ratios of the number of employees per thousand

dollars of premium.



Based cm the median and the average ratios of employees per
thousand uuli&tb of premium, vc estimate that for & state fund with
$4,000,000 annual premium, about 20 employees would be needed. For
a $20,000,000 Fund the number of employees would be approximately
100.

Exhibit 9 shows a distribution of the number of employees by
function for the various state funds. The breakdown of twenty
employees by category is displayed in Exhibit 10. The largest single

category of employees is in nlaims.
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Cost of establishing an exclusive State Fund ip Alaska
We do not favor e lower standard for operating m exclusive State

Func than for a competitive one. Our assumption is that operating

costs would be the same except for possible economies of scale in the

range of at most a few percent of premium.
There is, however, a lower risk environment for an exclusive

Fund. An exclusive Fund has more control over its rate level. A

competitive Fund can go bankrupt if rates are not adequate, whereas

an exclusive fund can set rates at whatever level is needed. Th-ic

ability is not, however, without the constraints of economic and political

reality and, where permitted, the competition afforded by the option

of self-insurance. It is possible to cut costs in areas like accident

prevention, auditing, maintenance of statistics, rate making and even
financial management including actuarial valuation of liabilities, if

a sub-standard mode of operation is desired. Actually, initial capital

funding can be arbitrarily low if premiums are collected in advance.

Let us consider possible approaches regarding the sine of the
initial capital.

First - conservative, is to establish an initial capital equal to 257.
of the first year"s written premium. This is half of the
percentage specified above for a competetive fund. For the
State of Alaska in 1978 this is estimated in the area of
$70,000,000. The 257. amounts to $17,500,000

Second - moderately conservative, 17.57. of $70,000,000 which is

$12,250,000.



Third - the least conservative, 10?; of $70,000,000 which equals $7,000,000
While least conservative of the options dated above, 10?;
capitalization is clearly more conservative for an exclusive

fund than for a competitive one.

We would not recommend the third approach. There is always a risk
of unforseen adverse development of experience, therefore to protect a
financial stability we suggest an initial capital of $12,250,000
a future target of 257. ratio of net worth to annual written premium.

It is necessary to rely on judgment in analyzing estimates in the
area of operating cost because of the variation in service rendered by
different state funds and in overhead costs. State funds usually
occupy State-owned office buildings, which makes interpretation of
their rental costs uncertain. A practical minimum expense ratio
would be provided by the example of West Virginia, for which the
ratio of operating expenses including loss adjustment expenses to
premium was reported at 4.07. for fiscal year 1974-75.

We would consider expenses in the range of 6 to 7 percent of
premium as a minimum target that probably could not be obtained
without at least partial omission of some functions.

In time, operating expenses may be covered by investment
income. As in the case of a competitive fund, start-up expenses
should run somewhat higher than normal operating expenses and we

,would allow 37. to 5/, additional for the first year of operation.



Conclusions
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premiums are collected in advance. Moderately conservative
financing, however, would indicate capitalisation at 25* of first
year’s anticipated written premium for a competitive fund and 17.5%
for an exclusive fund. Maintenance of such a ratio for a growing
fund will require some over-provision for expenses and a safety
factor of at least 5* in premium rates.

For an assumed first year premium of $2,000,000, a competitive

fund would thus need $500,000 capitalization. On the basis of

$70,000,000 assumed premium volume, an exclusive fund would need
a capitalization of $12,250,000.
In either case, necessary capital could be supplied by a special
issue or State bonds which would be turned over to the Fund. If, and
as the Fund prospered, 1?. conceivably could return the bonds to the State
and replace them with other securities purchased out of operating
income. In event the Fund were forced to sell the bonds, however,
the State would obviously suffer accordingly, which points up the

need for conservative management and adequate rates.



Part I. Data
Policy Year
Net Earned
Policy Year Premium
1967 8,501
1968 9,061
1969 11,209
1970 12,315
1973 12,744
1972 14,177
1973 15,863
1974 25,732
1975
1976
1977
1978
Part 1l1. Calculation

1978 Premium

* Estimated by projecting s linear growth rate

PROJECTED 1978 ALASKA PREMIUM

(Amounts in 000"s)

Exhibit 1

(1978 exposure index) ic ($19,458) x

(1976 rate change) x (projected rate

changes for 1977)

(4.0) ($19,458) x (1.037) x (1.0)

$80,712

for 1973-1975.

+ Fiscal

year 7/1/75 - 6/30/76.
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Policy Yea:
Net Earned
Premium at Exposure
6/75 Rates Index
19,458 1.000
21,050 1.082
24,268 1.247
24,334 1.251
24,431 1.256
25,362 1.303
28,570 1.468
37,145 1.909
45,536 2.340
57,046+ 2.932
3.5%
4.0*

lower than gpserved



Workers*

Comoensation

Scare Fund Market Penetration

Fund
State Fund Premium
(000's)
Arizona 37,913
California 200,649
Colorado 26,492 (°74)
5,630 ("74)
Maryland 5,504 (°74)
Michigan 15,752
Montana 9,504
New York KJ/ZA
North Dakota 7,070
Oklahoma 6,494
Oregon 111,778 (°74)
Pennsylvania 15,256 (°74)
Utah 9,434 (°74)

N/A mNot available
(’74) =1974 premium

Private

Carrier

Premium ("73)
(0001s)

63,150
701,579
28,001
20,644
91,289
323,828
11,236
398,407
152
54,774
55,991
227 .600
5,731

* 23.07. is the A.A. S.C. 1.F. Fact Book estimation

Exhibit
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Calculation of Possible
Alaska Competitive Fund Expenses

Assumed Market Share (% of 1978 Market)

JExhibit 3

By End of
Year 2

57+

1978 Alaska Earned Premium $80,000,000+4-
Fund Earned Premium (1) x (l1a) $ 4,000,000
Underwriting Expenses

Median** Value Df 8,87.* x 4,000,000 352000
Claims Expenses (Loss Adjustment Expenses)

Median Value of 7*0% x 4,000,000 280.000
Total Expenses

@k + @ 632,000

Median of column (7) Exhibit 4; 14.27. x 4,000,000 568,000

From Exhibit 4, columns (4), (6), and (7).

For a set of measurements arranged inorder of magnitude, ti"emedian is

defined as the middle measu. jment, if there is one,

interpolated middle value,

otherwise as the

Assumes aggressive marketing and continued growth of Alaska economy.

From Exhibit 1
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r.xhnil 6
S"I"ATE WORKERS" COMPENSATION
OPERATINC EXPENSES
CALENDAR YEAR 1975

(Amounts in 0007Qg)

<) @) ®) (6) ©) ) ™
1 Other Ratio Ratio
Underwi ting to to Total
Earned Expenses Premium Loss Adjustment Premium Ratio
State Fund Premium Incurred <3) & (2xI007. Expense Inc"d G) 4 (@xl007.

Ariz. 39,560 6,855 17.37. 2,910 7.67. 26.17.
Calif. 275,663 22,521 8.2 20,725 7.5 Bt
Colo. 28,602 1,626 5.1* 1,876 6.6 11.7
Idaho 6,562 511 7.6* 608 6.2 11.6
Md. 5,328 785 16.7- N/A N/A 16.7
Midi. 17,921 2,289 12.8 2,309 - 12.9 25.7
Mont.# 15,696 N/A N/A N/A N/A 12.2
Okla. 8,736 1,130 12.9 715 8.2 21,1
Ore. 122,553 11,036 8.8* 5,660 6.5 13.3
Utah** 9,786 765 7.8* 390 6.0 nn
Median - 8.8 7.0 16.2

* Tlieae ratios nrc taken to Written Premium. (Colorado WP - 20,105, ldaho WP - 6,977, Oregon WP - 12": 822
Utah WP - 10,667). ?

** Utah data repreacntB 1975-76 fiscal year.
if The distribution of expen?..- is not available. Tola! expenses eq.nl to 1,917,



Cal. Yr.
1971
1972
1973
197A

1975

Source:

Erhibit 5

WORKERS' COMPENSATION EXPENSE RATIOS - MUTUAL COMPANIES

Ratios to Premium Written Ratio to Earned Premium
Other
Acquisition General Loss Adjustment
Expense Expenses  Taxes Expense Total
A. 57. 6.37. 3.97. 8.82 23.57.
A5 6.2 A.2 8.9 23.8
5.9 Al 8.6 23.1"°
- 5.8 3.7 8.8 22.7
N3 5.6 3.9 8.3 22.1

Best"s Aggregates and Averages, A.M. Best and Company.

-73-



Exhibit 6

. wuw —AHRIE
t'lvuc* T fcii orowuii riouex
A @) @ ® @) B)«
nnual
Premium -t
\/\élF;itings Expense
ate at Earned Income Actual Surplus/
Year Year ‘End) Premi‘um Earned + Exnenses * Def?cit
(000°s) ©00+s) (000%s) “(0UU"sy TOUU"sI™:
1 2,000 1,000 191 600 -409
é 4,000 3,000 5714 750 -176
; 6,000 5,000 956 1,200 -244
9,000 7,500 1,434 1,580 -146
5 12,000 10,500 2.008 2.030
6 15,000
Total 5,163 6,160 -997
Model 2 - Low Growth Model
) 2 3
Annual @ © © 3(5\ﬁ
Premium &)-@
V\érF:tings Expense
.Rate at Earned Income Actual Surplus/
Year Year .End) Premium Earned+ Exoenses * Def?cit
(0007s) (0001s) 200 g (000"s) C000°"s)
% 2,000 1,000 191 500 -309
3,000 2,500 478 525 - 47
3 4,000 3.500 6637 675 - 6
451 5.000 4,500 861 825 - 36
6,000 5,500 1-052 7 -
6 8,000 o "
Total 3,251 3,500 -249

+ 19.1257. of premium is assumed to be available for expenses

Year 1: 207 of mean of premium writings for year 1 and year 2.
Other years: 157. of mean of premium writings for given year and following year.

74-



Exhibit 7

CALCULATION OF POSSIBLE ALASKA
COMPETITIVE FUND PERSONNEL REQUIREMENTS

Year 2
(1) Assumed premium volume 4,000,000
(2) Total Personnel
(1) + (Median Value of 189.5 x 1,000"* 21
(1) <= (Average Value of 205 x 1,000)* 20

* From Exhibit 8. Premium per Employee.

+ Assuming high growth model.
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Year 8+

20,000,000

106

98



£of Fund
State Emniovees
Aris. 486
Calif. 1,376
Colorado 168
Idaho 39
Maryland 53
Michigan 100
Montana 36
Oklahoma 42
Oregon 598
Utah 32
Average* 293
Median

Exhibit £

H\lm)r.tw) mmwm* 4.C% zwlwo
NEMBL2 Of PERSONNEL

s 5
Processed Premium Employee
(000"s)
29,707 39,540 61
193,213 275,663 140
52,856 28,402 315
6,032 6,542 154
12,366 5,328 233
10,913 17,921 109
9,999 15,696 278
6,801 8,734 162
70,612 122,553 118
34,469 9,784 1,077
42,697 53,016 265

* Sun of column divided by 10.

There is no apparent correlation between premium volume and

Premium
per S per

Eaolovet

(0007s;

81

200

169

168

101

179

436

208

205

306

205

189.5

sither the

number of accidents processed per employee or the dollars of premium

per employee.
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Exhibit 10

ESTIMATED DISTR.BUTIOK OF EMPLOYEESBY FUNCTION

1) Estimated Total Number of Employees needed by the
end of year 1 to service year 2 business (Exhibit 7) 20

2) Number of Emplove~c by Function

@) (b)

Number of

N Employees

Average*?. 20 x (a)/100

Loss Adjustment (Claims) 42.9 9
Acquisition and Underwriting 38.6 8
Investment Management 1.3 0
Other 17.2 3
Total ioo.0 20

* From Exhibit 9 (Average X .8993 IN order to normalize)
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V. GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS

This chapter will examine some other factors which bear on the
establishment of a state fund. We will consider some developments in

other states, solvency, some market factors and economic policy.

Other States

The status with regard to state funds in other states has been
remarkably stable. Oklahoma was the last state to establish a workers®
compensation fund in 1933. Oregon became the only state to have changed
the basic nature of an operating fund in 1965 when the law was changed
to permit self-insurance and competition from private carriers and, at
the same time, to make coverage compulsory. A bill which would have
permitted sel.f-insurance was amended to permit private coverage and was
defeated. An initiative sponsored by labor representatives which would
have kept the fund exclusive but made coverage compulsory was defeated
by a three to one margin at the polls. The legislation which passed was
a compromise.36

The State Accident Insurance Fund in Oregon, at the request of the
Interim Committee on Trade and Economic Development, prepared a paper

which reviewed the ten years of cost experience since the change to a

36 C. Arthur Williams, Jr., Insurance Arrangements Under Workmen®s Compen—
sation, U. S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Standards, Bulletin
No. 317, 1969, pp. 152-154.
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competitive system. The report concludes that retention of earned
premiums oy private carriers nas oeen.aoout four times as great as that
of the state fund (22.20* compared to 5.27S). They avoided speculation
on the quality of service and other policy issues.3"

The committee staff admitted "that competition mav® improve service"
but found a "layering of inefficiencies within the system™ and recom—
mended a return to an exclusive fund. The comnittee did not adopt their
recommendation. Legislation which would return the fund®"s exclusive
status is now pending in Oregon.

There have been several moves to alter the status of funds in other
states. Repeated attempts to gain entry for private carriers in other
states with exclusive funds, notably in Washington and Ohio, have failed
but the pressures still exist. A previous concerted effort on the part
of private carriers in Ohio was thwarted, partly by the opposition of
the manufacturers, but a current move may be successful in the wake of a

continuing scandal which involves the operations of the fund.

Mar.:et Considerations

Fxhibit 2 of Chapter IV"gives market shares for the 12 competitive
state funds. These ratios have proved stable over many years; the
average market share is about 30 percent, with the high of 67 percent in
Oregon and the low of 5 percent in Michigan (the only fund which uses

the agency system). This stabilitv apparently reflects the fact that,

37 "Options for Lowering Workmen®"s Compensation Costs in Oregon," by the
State Accident Insurance Fund, aopearing in Oregon Legislative Assembly
Workers®™ Compensation: Staff Recommendations, Legislative Committee on
Trade and Economic Development, November 1576.



within the context ofthe pricing, underwriting and advertising pol—
icies, the market hasfound equilibrium. The great differences in
market shares reflectthe differences in policies.

Large firms are usually eligible for considerable premium discounts
and a variety of rating plans. Their economic power and the real
economies that accrue with size make the private market relatively
attractive. As a rule, it is the smaller employer or the poor risk who
is attracted to a state fund. It is possible, especially under an
exclusive fund system, to make rates which do not reflect the cost or
exposure involved in writing a policy. Private carriers can reject any
risk and may be expected to if they do not believe the rate is adequate.
IT it is accepted that the rate should reflect the exposure and the cost
of writing the policy, then employers who benefit from "artificially"
low rates are, in effect, subsidized by the other insureds. This type
of subsidy in a orivate system puts a severe strain on the availability
of insurance for uome classes.

Assigned r-»sk plans or pools provide coverage where a state fund
that accepts all risks is not present. Surcharges are usually asso—
ciated with risk pools and sometimes with state funds for some risks.

To the extent that a risk pool is a net loser, as the one in Alaska has
been in recent years, the surcharge is not adequate or the rating system
is defective (see the Woodward and Fondiller report).

Acquisition costs have been discussed but the role of the broker

or agent in the market is difficult to assess. Acquisition costs have
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3

been referred to as "the price of competition”  and, in the sense that
tne related services nave succeeaeo in attracting and holding business
in tne face of competition, the price is not exorbitant. It is certain
that numerous inaeoenaent sellers in an otherwise concentrated market
increase the possibilities for competition. This influence will be
increasingly important if Alaska moves in the direction of an open
competition rating system.

Solvency is an issue which is dealt with to sane extent in Chapter IV
but deserves mention here. A monopolistic fund is always in a position
to maintain solvency by virtue of its captive market. Policies which
lead to insufficient reserves can be offset by higher rates in the
future. Greater care must be taken to insure the solvency of a competi—
tive fund but, even if the state does not guarantee tne solvency cf *he
fund, it is possible to manage the fund in a fiscally sound manner.

Even though many funds have found themselves to be technically insolvent
(as the Pennsylvania .fund is now), they have always been able to recover;
no fund “as ever defaulted or gone bankrupt.

Private insurers are usually regulated financially by the state
division of insurance. In addition to regulation, tnere is usually a
provision in state law which provides for making good the obligations of
carriers which are forced into receivership. In Alaska, carriers are
liable for up to two percent of their premiums in any given year to

cover-the liabilities of other insurers who may have defaulted on their

38 Ashley St. Clair, "Occupational Disability Privately Insured,” in
Occupational Disability and Public Policy, edited by Earl F. Cheit
and Margaret S. Gordon’, Jonn Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1963.
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obligations. If the assessment is not sufficient, another will be made
the following year. This provision has been applied in a recent case
involving a carrier writing auto insurance. An assessment arrangement
in conjunction with regulation seems adequate to protect workers.

In short, solvency does not seem to be an issue of importance.
Either system can provide reasonable assurance of meeting its obliga—
tions. It should be noted, however, that the procedure for authorising
self-insurance in Alaska provides almost no security and deserves re—
examination.

The issue of profitability in workers®™ compensation insurance
arises as a policy consideration since employers are legally obligated
to provide coverage for their employees. Some writers have maintained
that an” profit from such social insurance is morally unacceptable. In
spite of that argument, an allowance for underwriting profit by private
carriers (usually 2.5 percent of premium) has been generally accepted
and is built into most rating systems.

Underwriting is not the only source of profit for workers" compen—
sation carriers; they also receive income in the form of investment
earnings. The Woodward and Fondiller report analyzes the treatment of
investment eavnings; here, it is sufficient to note that profits from
workers® compensation insurance have not been significantly higher than
in other lines of insurance. For the years 1961-1970, before-tax profits
from all sources of income in workers®" compensation averaged about nine
percent of earned premium compared to about eight percent for all other
lines. After-tax profits differed by only three-tenths of one percent.

The massive study by the Center for Insurance Research at Georgia State
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University found no evidence to indicate that rates of return in the
insurance industry were excessive when compared to other industries. If
anything, they appeared less adequate.35 Alaskan carrier have exper—
ienced less favorable results than the industry as a whole over the Dast
five years.

The retention of capital in the state is another uolicy consioera-
tion. Within the bounds of prudent financial management, the capital
generated by the operation of a state fund could be used to achieve
economic goals. As pointed out in the report of Woodward and Fondiller,
the Colorado fund invests heavily in mortgages. Following Woodward and
Fondillerls projections from Chapter 1V, the capital that would be set
aside against the entire S80,00n,000 in premiums in 1978 by an exclusive
fund in Alaska would bt about 514,000,000.

Finally, the legislature must question the desirability of govern—
ment entering an area where private enterprise is already operating. We
have tried to present data on which such a decision may, in part, be

based.

39 "The Profitability of Workmen®s Compensation Insurance,” A Reoort to

the National Conmission on State Workmen®s Compensation Laws," prepared
by the Center for Insurance Research, Georgia State University, 1972,
in the Supplemental Studies for the National Commission on State Work—
men®s Compensation Laws, Washington, D. C., 1973.



SUMMERY AND' CONCLUSIONS

The current concern with workers® compensation in Alaska is centered
around the high cost of coverage. Employers have overwhelmingly cited
cost as the main problem with the current system. Premium rates as a
percentage of payroll have doubled since 1972. The main tasks of this
report have been to estimate the savings in overhead costs which would
result from the establishment of a state fund, to evaluate the s..ings
in light of concomitant differences in services rendered, and to provide
an estimate of the cost of beginning a state fund operation.

From 1971 through 1975, private carriers nationwide retained 21.8
percent, of net earned premiums, about 15 percent more than the 6.6 per—
cent retained by state funds. After making a four percent allowance for
governmental subsidies received by some state funos and considering
differences in rating systems, state funds still retained an estimated
11 or 12 percent less earned premium for their services. The Alaska
carriers” retention rate was 23.7 percent for that same five year
period; higher than for private carriers as a whole but lower than for
the non-participating stock carriers which dominate the Alaskan market.

This estimate of the savings that could be achieved with a state
fund seems conservative. We believe that the allowance for subsidies is
generous and that it reflects the costs of operating a "full service,"

self-supporting fund. It is also reasonable to expect that the reten-

-85-



tion rati”~ of private carriers, particularly those in Alaska, will
increase more than the state fund ratio as underwriting results improve.
Private carriers had very poor underwriting results in the five year
period under consideration and did not realize the 2.5 percent profit
which is anticipated in most rate structures (Alaskan carriers showed a
five percent underwriting loss). The estimate of Woodward and Fondiller
in Chapter 1V, converted to a net earned premium basis end adjusted for
premium tax exemption, anticipates a saving of 14.1 percent in the first
few years of state fund operation.

It is important to realize that the smaller percentages of premium
retained by state funds would apply only to the state fund"s premium
volume. In other words, if a competitive state fund were established,
wrote 25 percent of the premiums in the state (as projected), and re—
tained 12 percent less of net earned premiums on their volume of business
than private carriers would have, the savings, in terms of total state
premium, would be three percent.

In evaluating the services rendered by the two types of ins'"rers,
we have found that, outside the araa of product distribution, neither
type enjoys any clear advantage. There are exceptions which may be
cited on both sides of the question but, on the whole, state funds and
private carriers spend about the same amount on loss adjustment; both
groups devote a relatively small portion of resources to rehabilitation
and safety. Generally, this means that the employers who are insured by
a state fund forgo the servir's of agents or brokers unless they provide

for them at extra cost.



A large firm with interstate operations would probably not find any
significant cost advantage with a state fund and would be unable to
insure its entire operation with one company. Small firms that would
benefit from lower premiums would not have the convenience of package
insurance (rated as an advantage by 44 percent of the survey respond—
ents). Good service was rated highest as an advantage of the present
system by the respondents to the employer survey; in many cases this may
be interpreted to mean the services rendered by agents or brokers.

These services would not be available if large savings in acquisition
costs were achieved under a typical state fund system.

Under either a competitive or an exclusive state fund system, the
investment and management policies and the personnel of the fund are
subject to political influences. These influences may be interpreted to
be justifiable responses to public need or unnecessary interference with
the market mechanism.

Under a competitive state fund system, employers would retain the
option of insuring with a private company, but substantial savings for
the system as a whole would not be realized, especially in the first few
years of operation. If an exclusive fund were established, greater
economies could be achie- ed at the expense of flexibility and the bene—
fits of competition; companies now operating would be disfranchised and
the burden of providing all coverage would immediately fall on the state
with the attendant risl;s of failure. It is not clear whether the savings
provided would be "substantial™ in the minds of 65 percent of *he employer

survey respondents who indicated they would favor a state fund if it
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would "result in substantial savings.” It is clear that an exclusive
state fund would remove the advantage of the present system, which survey

respondents felt was second in importance: minimal governmental involve—

ment.
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PRIVATE CARRIERS

State
Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
Connecticut
Colorado
Washington, D.C.
Florida
Georgia
Hawai i

Idaho
Ilinois
lowa

Kansas
Loulsana
Maine

Maryland

Net Earned
PremInum

228,518.9
94,908.8
436,092_4
225,293.6
409,821.0
123,694.3
141,820.6
1,179,925.1
405,383.3
128,968.0
99,686.9
1,262,539.0
2.6,414.5
201,432.2
572,875.1
121,581.8
444,950.0

Incurred

Losses
153,493.4
70,328.7
338,608.1
154,654.8
287,164.4
78,474.1
122,547.3
,’00,141.2
284.255.3
94,758.5
65,065.5
958,599.9
149,554.2
136,202.6
447,601.1
89,594.5
287,237.0

APPENDIX |

5 YEAR COMPARISON (000 omitted)
1971-1975

Loss
Ratio

67.2
74.1
77.6
68.6
70.1
63.4
86.4
84.8
70.1
73.5
65.3
75.9
69.1
67.6
78.1
73.7
64.6

Dividends to
Policyholders

11,734.1
2,046.1
30,103.0
2,046,1
25,911.0
8,492.8
5,052.1
53,924.2
21,932.4
6,414.3
5,588.3
56,154.5
10,025.5
9,649.0
21,799.9
6,212.2
27,744.5

%
5.1
2.2
6.9
0.9
6.3
6.9
3.6
4.8
5.4
5.0
5.6
4.4
4.6
4.8
3.8
5.1
6.2

Retention
63,291.4
22,534.0
67,381.3
68,592.7
96,745.6
36,727.4
14,221.2

125,859.7
99,195.6
27,795.2
29,033.1

247,784 .6
56,834.8
55,580.6

103,474.1
25,775.1

129,968.5

%
21.7
23.7
15.5
30.4
23.6
29.7
10.0
10.7
24.5
21.6
2.1
19.6
26.3
27.6
18.1
21.2
29.2



(Appendix 1)

Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska

New Hampshire
New Mexico
North Carolina
Oklahoma
Oregon

Phode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee

Utah

Vermont
Virginia

HlsconslIn

1,512,610.1
592,349.0
197,700.1
383.661.5
61,232.5
132,816.3
90,016,6
125,420.4
339,193.4
260,903.9
237,042.8
107,136.1
191,717.3
40,770.0
409,093.7
20,727.4
43,641.4
367,401.0
431,325.5

1,129,032.5
379,760.1
117,470.6
270,262.9
30,406.4
00,172.6
76,606.0
02.124.3
213,709.8
197,177.1
173,917.3
05,795.1
119,623.3
21,769.0
257,052.9
20,129.6
2B.396.5
260.093.2
283,062.9

74.6
64.1
99.4
70.5
62.7
66.4
05.2
65.5
63.0
75.6
73.1
00.1
62.4
60.7
62.8
70.1
65.1
70.8 "
65.8

121,490.0
49,212.4
10,706.7
22,501.7

2,659.2
5,726.2
5,000.2
5,502.4
24,801.9
12,504.9
20,300.9
5,384.9
11,113.5
1,064.9
23,312.5
1,661.1
2,627.4
19,456.9
30,690.2

8.0
8.3
5.4
5.9
4.3
4.3
5.7
4.5
7.3
4.8
8.5
5.0
7.4
4.6
5.7
5.0
6.0
5.3
9.0

262,079.6
163,376.5
69,610.8
90.696.9
C0,166.9
38,917.5
0,272.4
37,713.7
100,601.7
51,301.9
13,586.6
15,956.1
57,950.5
14,141.1
120,720.3
6,936.7
12,617.5
87,930.9
108,772.4

17.3
27.6
35.2
23.6
32.9
29.3

9.2
30.1
2.7
19.7
10.3
11.9
30.2
A7
31.5
24.1
20.9
23.9
25.2
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COMPETITIVE STATE FUNDS

State

Arizona
California
Colorado
Idaho
Maryland
Michigan
Montana
New York
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania

Utah (1971-1974)

Net Earned
PremImum

181,554

1,030,760

129 719
23,767
28,042
79,990
57,428

585,728
31,528

471,119
71,643

31,232

Incurred
Losses
155,294
825,561
93,680
17,872
19,380
66,362
46,619
518,883
27,309
380,715
76,332

29,409

Loss
Ratio
85,5

80.0

75.2
69.1
83.0
81.2
88.6
86.6
80.8
106.5

94.2

Dividends to

Policyholders
19,211
160.528
17,335
4,000
-0-
7,156
5,353
31,623
2,248

79,562

3,096

10.6

15.6

13.4

16.8

8.9

9.3

5.4

7.1

16.9

9.9

Retention

7,049
44,674
18,704
1,890
8,*%62
6,472
5,456
35,222
1,971
10,842
(4,689)

(1,273)

14.

30.

%
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EXCLUSIVE STATE FUNDS

stat Net Earned Incurred Loss Dividends to

ate Premlmum Losses Ratl( Policyholders % Retention %
Nevada 161,859 143,660 08.8 2,000 1.2 16,199 10.0
North Dakota 30,166 32,292 84.6 -0- -0- J,874 15.4
Ohio 1,30"* ,569 1,144,297 87.7 -0- -0- 160,272 12.3
Washington 546,157 516,670 94.6 -0- -0- 29,487 5.4
West Virginia 106,609 209.*73 112.4 -0-

o o 0 -0- (23,064) (12.4)
Wyoming 13,787 10,543 76.5 -0- -0- 3,244 23.5

(1971-1973)

For private carriers Is the National Council
Statistics Coniiifttee Report, 1976; some data
the funds.

Compensation Insurance, for state funds tin* AASCLF

Source:
the New York and Pennsylvania funds are directly from



APPENDIX 11

THE SURVEY OF WORKERS' COMPENSATION CARRIERS
IN ALASKA: A PROFILE

INTRODUCTION

Representatives of 14 carriers were asked to complete a survey. The
list of 14 carriers included those which ranked in the top ten in
written premium volume in Alaska in 1974 or 1975, Eight completed
surveys characterizing the operations of 11 of these 14 carriers were
returned. The 11 carriers represented accounted for over 82 percent of
total earned premium in 1975. Three of the responses covered activities
of more than one carrier; for purposes or this analysis they will be
treated as single carriers in the total of eight.

The workers' compensation market in Alaska, to an even greater extent
than the market in the nation as a whole, is highly concentrated. (See
ACQUISITION PRACTICES). Tahle SI gives market share data for the top 30
writers in calendar year 1975. The largest four writers account for
68.6 percent of written premium, the largest eight wrote 81.6 percent.

Experience in the Alaskan market varied from four to 30 years. The mean
was a little more than twelve years; the median was eight years,

MARKET SERVED

Five carriers indicated that they served the general market, three serve
primarily large employers, one serves primarily a particular industry
and two were primarily captive carriers. Four participate in the
assigned risk pool as servicing carriers. Only one respondent indicated
that they serve primarily small employers.

ACQUISITION PRACTICES

Four carriers actively solicit business and pay sales commissions or
brokerage fees to acquire it. Three of the others do not actively
solicit business in Alaska but primarily write incidental to business
outside; they also pay commissions or brokerage fees. These seven
carriers' policies are sold exclusively through agents or brokers. One
writer does not ordinarily pay commissions and is in a maintenance
posture; new business is accepted but not solicited.

The interface through the agency system (used exclusively for 94 percent
of the premiums collected by the respondents and at least 80 percent of
the volume in the state) represents an important opportunity for com-
petition in an otherwise highly concentrated market. Nationally, about
73 percent of the carriers rely primarily on this system and, on that
level too, it is a mitigating factor in a concentrated market.*

* Throughout this appendix "*" refors to material in the Draft Report to

the Interdepartmental Workers' Compensation Task Force" by Teknekron, Inc.
Washington, D.C., October 25, 1976.
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TABLE si

State of Alaska _
Workmen's Compensation Experience - Top 30 Writers
Calendar Year 1975

1975 1974 S of Written Earned Incurred Loss
Rank Rank Market Insurance Company Premium Premium Losses Ratio
1 T 40.3 Alaska Pacific Assurance Co. 17,382,629 16,225,733 9,504,360  58.6

2 2 124 Prov'oence Washington of AK 355,994 4699660 1,752,682 37.3

3 4 101 Industrial Indemnity Co-of AK 4,341,022 3,838,012 3,430,006 89.4

4 3 58 Fireman's Fund Insurance Co. 2,490,237 2,289,543 1,371,499 59.9

5 5 43 Employers Mutual Liability Ins.Co. 1,841,395 1,854,829 1,149,316 61.9

6 6 4.2 Home Indemnity Co. 1,803,580 1,730,142 443153 25.6

710 29 Travelers Insurance Co. 1,236,993 1,192,568 678,538 56.9

8 12 1.6 Pacific Insurance Co. 684,760 642,989 408,993  63.6

9 15 1.5 Commercial Union Insurance Co. 657,026 662,877 359,290 542

10 19 14  Highlands Insurance Co. 620,753 621,533 470,086  75.6
1 1.4 Continental Insurence Co. 615,408 586,922 465526  79.3
12 9 1.2 Providence Washington Insurance Co. 508,497 487,316 289,190  59.3
13 18 1.2 Hartford Accident’s Indemnity Co. 49E 895 494 579 524’132) 0.0
14 14 1.0 Alaska Insurance Co. , 451 743 438,394 36,928 99.7
5 2 1.0 Insurance Co. of North America 416,547 358,164 22,020 615
16 16 0.8 Home Insurance Co. 342,888 318,242 235,666  74.0
17 11 0.7 Natl Automobile & Casualty Ins.Co. 322,122 376,283 446865 118.7
18 8§ 07 A[gonaut Insurance Co. 308,701 398,445 217,647 546
19 2 0.7 Li ert}/,MutuaI Insurance Co. 303,766 305,237 314,605 103.1
20 7 0.6 Industrial Indemnity Co. 254,316 191,007 754,463 3949
yAl - 0.5 American Mutual L|ab|I|t){ Ins.Co. 213,648 227,396 100,222 441
2 26 0.4 State Farm Fire £ Casuaéy Co. 205,022 152,928 38,412 251
23 17 0.4  Standard Fire Insurance Co. 191,841 181,921 8,534 44
2422 0.4  Great American Insurance Co. 190,951 194,326 64,148  33.0
25 30 0.4  American Motorists Insurance Co. 185,966 186,855 143,047  76.5
25 - 0.4 American Insurance Co. 175,583 55,982 §4,912) 0.0
21 24 0.3 Twin City Fire Insurance Co. 150,525 149,222 3,363°  22.3
28 23 0.3 Fidelity and Casualty of N.Y. 153,086 143,748 37,450 2765
29 13 0.3  Zurich 'Insurance Co.” 132,315 147,395 137,549 933
30 28 0.2 StPaul Fire and Marine 98,756 88,919 135,059 151.9
M . 974 Total - Top 30 Writers 42.134,660 39,252,167 23,7-79,573  60.6

100.0 Total - All Writers 43,124,202 40,174,035 24,551,937 611

Source: Alaska Division of Insurance; Annual Statements.
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SERVICE OFFICES

Four carriers maintain offices in Alaska and four do not. The four
without offices in the state conduct their business primarily through
representatives from offices in the lower 48 states or through the use
of independent firms. Only the largest carrier with five offices in
Alaska had more than one office in the state. All of the offices have
claims adjustment staff,

All carriers insure under the Longshore and Harbor Workers Act. Four of
the eight insure under the Federal Black Lung Program.

EMPLOYMENT PATTERNS

Table S2 gives the distribution of non-clerical employees for the four
carriers that maintain offices in Alaska. Including clerical workers,
these four carriers have about 139 employees to service business in
Alaska. Lack of sales personnel is explained by their exclusive use of
the agency system to acquire business.

DEGREE OF SPECIALIZATION IN WORKERS' COMPENSATION; POLICY SIZE

The degree of specialization in workers' compensation is indicated by
the percentage of all property and casualty premium in 1975 that it
represented. For the eight carriers, these percentages were: 80, 68,
64, 54, 44, 36, 32 and 26. The mean percentage was 50.5 and the median
49,  This is much higher than the 14 percent average for the nation.*

Average policy size for private carriers in the nation in 1974 was
£2,208*. Figures for five of the Alaskan carriers for 1975 were $13,522,
$5,595, $4,529, $4,031, and $3,217. The mean for these five was $6,179
and the median $4,529. Even allowing for some increase in policy size
from 1974 to 1975, this reflects the relatively high cost of workers'
compensation in Alaska. Only the carrier with the $13,522 average
policy premium indicated specialization in large policies.

MEASUREMENTS OF CLAIMS MANAGEMENT PERFORMANCE

Table S3 indicates which criteria of claims management performance are
used by the respondents in measuring claims management performance and
which they consider to be the most important. The criteria which were
rated highest were promptness of first disability payment, promptness of
contact with the injured person and accuracy of reserve practices.

The only carrier that does not formally and specifically measure any of
the criteria indicated that claims are handled mainly by independent
adjusters who are supervised by the home office.



IftitLi Ji
o Personnel Patterns In llio Alaskan Market ,
(nimiber of full-time equivalent employees to service Alaskan operation)

Type of Personnel

Cl
SaleS PEISONNEL.....eevrrserinicvrrrnnssssssmsssssssssessssssnnnns 0
Advertising and Marketing .....eerrrrrmmmssssmmmssennn 0
Claims AtOINBYS v« cvvvsssssnssnsseenn
Claims Management Personnel. ..., 30
Underwriting Personnel .,
L0SS Control ENQINEEIS oovvvevreesssssssssssssssssssisnns :
Industrial 1y gle nIStS s
Other Safety SPecialiSts s
PRYSICIANS  oovvcvevrrrmssssssssssssssssssssssmssssssssssssssssssssnnes
Nurses and Other Medical Specialists ...
Actuarial STaff e
Payroll AUAITOTS oecverrrrrsssssmmsssssssessssssssssnsneees

O D O A O O o o1 ol

Corporate AtOINEYS  sssnsnnnnsrssssssssssssssmmmsnsnsssssss

Data Processing Personnel ... 15

Researchers and ANalystS ...,

Other Professionals and Management Personnel . . 5
Total Humber of FTE's (excluding clericals) 66
Total Number of FTE'S e 121

2

—
O O O O b O O O o o o rPhD o

N
—

12

Number of Employees ofthat type

G a

=
wW o —oOo [EEN o

=

=

D = P O DO O O o o

N
~

65

ATI Properly A :asualEy~~Ins.
Pery 1yFsrrIer

0

= O

D W O O O O O O O O O o o o w

Total  Cl

0 0
1 0
81 0
10

5 31
5 31
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 27
or 0
5 11
0 0
19 10.2
1 0
n 31

17 119

231 02.3

* The numbers of workers' compensation personnel were estimated I»y,nniltlpl%lno the

and casualty by the ratio of the 1975 workers' condensation premium to

premium.

*k%

«*** Estimated.

k* rrier's estimate. .
%gusteddto remove estimated number of clericals that were Included.

2 G A
0 0

HO 1

3 0
»

1

2

*

~

15.1
3.5

I

0
0
0
0
0
!

*

20 35.0 1.
lolal fo[

Workers" Compensationl

1-Carrlei
Total

0

1
3.0
10.7
9.9
3.1
0

0

0
2.7
0
3.3
0
12.0
1
6.0
67.7

130.9

e 1975 property and casualty



TABLE S3

Criteria Used in Measuring Claims Management Performance

Carriers Indicating that Criterion is:

Specifically ~ One'of
and Three
o Formally Most
Criteria Measured Important
(1) NONE e H
(2) Promptness of contact with injured person . BCDEF BCDEF
(3) Number of medical bills paid s
(4) Promptness of first disability payment . . BCDEFG BCDEG
(5) Caseload per adjuster .. ABCEFE A
(6) Average cost of closed claims v ABCD AB
(7) Ratio of field investigations *o claims . . BDF
(8) Percent of claimants returned to work on a

tIMENY DASIS oo BF
(9) Adequacy of follow-up with injured person,

employer, doctor, and others ‘involved in

tNE CASE  oovrvrrrrssnnsssrrnse s BCDF CF
(10) Percent of indemnity claims denied . ... G G
(11) Adequacy of medical management of the

INJUTY " s CDF D
(12) L0SS TALI0  omvvmmmssmmssssmsssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssss ABCDE
(13) Successful application of rehabilitation,

(1T [T O CDEF E
(14) Accuracy of reserve practices . ABCDEFG AFG
(15) Percent of claims receiving permanent

disability aWards ., 3F
(16) Percent of claims settled on a release

DASIS  oovrrrvevrrnesssss st F

(17) Percent of persons with permanent total
disabilities who achieve maximum independence
in controlling of bodily functions .. ..

(18) Percent of claims in litigation ... F

(19) O N T sttt

The letters A-H are used to represent the ejght carriers that responded.

designation was used to preserve confidentiality.
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Informally

AEG
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FH

ABG

BDE
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Intensive supervision from or handling directly by e central office as
nnnneor 5 fisld claim: cfficc was indicated Tor Liie following types

of cases (letters A-n represent tne resDonaents as in Taoie S3): oermanent
total cases (0) unusual or serious cases (AEG), cases with reserves in
excess of $100,000 (BE) or S25.000 (A), Longshore or similar (E), death
with dependents (E), annuity files (F) and certain claims handled by
specialized renaDiiitation centers outside (B).

MEDICAL CARS IN CLAIMS MANAGEMENT

Table St shows the practices used by the respondents for monitoring
medical care. The most important were getting frequent evaluations of
progress from the treating physician, getting consultation to evaluate
the need for moving seriously injured patients to a specialized treat-
ment center and getting consultation to evaluate the adequacy of medical
treatment provided.

All but one of the respondents audit medical bills. The most prevalent
reasons for this practice were excessive fees and over-utilization of
services.

VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION AND REEMPLOYMENT IN CLAIMS MANAGEMENT

Table S5 shows the types of activities carried out by the respondents in
assisting Alaskan claimants with vocational rehabilitation and reemploy-
ment. Most of the carriers indicate that they provide a wide variety of
services in these areas. Carriers A, D, E, F and G indicated that a
staff person was specifically responsible for these activities while all
carriers except F indicated that claims adjusters or examiners have
responsibilities in the area.

Six carriers reported increases in staff responsible for rehabilitation
since 1972. Increases ranged from 20 percent to a change from zero to
five responsible persons. Two carriers reported 1,000 percent increases.

USE OF INDEPENDENT REHABILITATION SERVICES IN ALASKAN CLAIMS

All carriers indicated that they use independent rehabilitation services
to some extent in Alaska. Two carriers did not provide information on
the use of independent rehabilitation services. Two used independents
exclusively and the percentages for the other four ranged from 5 to 25
percent of total rehabilitation services provided. Four reported that
the use of independents had increased and three indicated it had re-
mained the same since 1972.

USE OF INDEPENDENT ADJUSTING FIRMS IN ALASKAN CLAIMS
The respondents were equally and clearly divided in their use of inde-

pendent adjusters; four reported almost all of their disability claims
handled in that way and four reported very few. Geographical location



TABLE S4

Monitoring Medical Care

Carriers Indicating that the Practice is:

. Used "“One of the Three
Type of Management Practice For monitoring Most Important

(1) We do not monitor medical care . . . H
(2) Get frequent evaluation of progress

from treating physician .. ABCDEFG ABCDEF
(3) Have physicians and/or nurses in-house

on retainer to review claims . . . . DFG FG
(4) Get consultation by independent

physicians to evaluate adequacy of

medical care Provided .. CDEFG CDEG
(5) Interviews conducted with claimants to

determine their satisfaction with

MEdiCAl CATE s CEFG
(6) Maintain data on outcome of specific

medical ProCedures  —— F
(7) Medical reports are reviewed for

COMPIELENESS ' o ——— ABCEFG AB
(8) Maintain data on health care outcome

by type of in.iury F
(9) In serious cases, get consultation vo

evaluate neved for transfer of patienc

to a specialized treatment center . . ABCDEFG ADEFG
(L0) Independent, medical exams on patients

treated by a chiropractor .. B B

Letters A-H represent the respondents as in Table S4,



TABLE S5

Vocational Rehabilitation and Reemployment Activities

Carriers or Consulting

Type of Activity

(1) Consult with treating or examining physician to
evaluate employee's ability to return to previous
T

(2) Refer to State Employment Service Office
(3) Consult with employer to determine whether the

job can be modified so the employee can perform

it, or if alternative work is available ..

(4) Maintain resource file of private employment
I T I T

(5) If further evaluation is needed, assist employee
in selecting appropriate agency for evaluation
0f work capability o o ——————
(6) Refer to state rehabilitation 0ffice .

(7) If retraining is necessary, assist employee in
obtaining appropriate training  ommm——————

(8) Monitor employee's progress in retraining program

(9) If employee is wunable to return to former employer,
assist him or her in finding suitable employment

Letters A-H represent the eight respondents.
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Staff that Carry
Out Activity

ABCDEFG

BEFG

ABCDEFG

EF

ABDEF

ABCDEFG

ABCDEFG

ABCDEFG

ACEF
H



was overwhelmingly cited as the reason for using independent adjusters
Other reasons involved the extent or nature of the disability, the
suDrogation potential or the case lead on the in-house staff.

"MEDICAL ONLY" CLAIMS

Information regarding the composition of claims from seven o'T the
respondents indicated a lower percentage of "medical only" claims than
the national average of 75 percent.* The average for the seven ‘arriers
in 1975 was 56 percent; even disregarding one unusually 'iow 45 percent
figure, the average was about 69 percent. This reflects the higher
degree of hazard in Alaska which is a contributing factor in high

costs.  Nationally, t e "medical only" claims account for only 8 percent
of total cost even though they constitute the vast majority of cases.

LOSS CONTROL SERVICES

Table S6 indicates the nature of loss control services which are pro-
vided by carriers in Alaska. The responses indicate very comprehensive
programs in loss control; "walk-through" surveys and assistance in
developing loss control programs are provided most frequently.

INDUSTRIAL HYGIENE SERVICES

Six carriers provide industrial hygiene services and have done so for
periods ranging from two to 25 years. Four provide these services at

the request of the employer, on account of high loss frequency or severity,
because of'the hazardous nature of the industry or work operation, or on
the recommendation of the loss control department or sales agent. | j
provide services on the basis of a regular schedule and one at the

request of the underwriting or sales department

SAFETY INSPECTIONS OR CONSULTATIONS IN LOSS CONTROL

Safety inspections or consultations were provided to some extent, either
directly or through independent consultants, by all of the respondents.
Table S7 permits some conclusions concerning the number and ‘'elative
frequency of inspections or consultations. The numbers of inspections
per policy and the earned premium per inspection do not compare favor-
ably with national averages for private carriers. The group category on
the national level averaged 1.37 and the individual category 2.24 inspec
tions per prlicy in 1974; both categories averaged about $3,700 in
garned premium per inspection.* The larger average premium size in
Alaska does not adequately explain these differences.

Almost all of the Alaskan respondents indicated that all of the follow-
ing factors helped to determine the frequency of safety inspections or
consultations for a given employer: number of employees, poor loss
experience, hazardous industry of work operation, request by employer



TABLE S6

Loss Control Services

nd’ catinc
Provioed
ervice

. that The
Type of Service the
(1) "Walk-through* survey of employer's work site
for joD NAZardS . ABCDEFG
(2) Distribution of brochures and safety bulletins  ABCDEFG
(3) Inspection for hazaruuus conditions due to
poor lighting and/or machine guarding ABCDFG
(4) Inspection and recotnnenoation? regarding
electrical safety of flouipment.. ABDFG
(5) Inspection and reconnendations regarding
NOISE POIULION v ABDFG
(6) InsPec_tion and recommendations regarding air
pollution or other contaminants ... ABDFG
(7) Inspection and recoomendations regarding
Fadiation NAZardS e ABDG
(8) Inspection and reconmendations regarding use
of safety eouipment or apparel . ABCDFG
(9) Instruction in or advice concerning safe
WOTK PrOCEAUTIES  ovvvvrvvceeeerecreeeessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnns ABCDEFG
(10) Direct training for employees in safe work
PIOCEAUTIES oorrrrrrrresssssssirssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnns AB
(11) Instruction in or advice concerning safe work
in reference to vehicles or moving eouipment. ABCDEFG
(12) Assistance in developing loss control programs  ABCDEFG
(13) Advice concerning first did training or
FA CTHEIR S vt ee e ABCDEFG
(14) Advice concerning alcoholism and drug abuse
I W O TK B IS oo eseeesee s seesessee e esssessessssesenns BDEG
(15) Foremanship training in safety e D
(16) Consult with and assist top management in de-
veloping, implementing and monitoring prog.ams  F
(17) Safety personnel from home office make
recomimerdations and adVviSe .oeeeeinneeeenne
(18) Perform accident/injury analyses, problemarea
investigations, reviews of operations andpro-
cedures, process flow and hazard analysis, make
satt driver and. industrial awards and provide
accident Investigation and safety meeting forms A

Letters A-H represent the eioht respondents asin previous tables
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. Number of
Carrier  Inspections*

A 56
B NA
C NA
D 200
E NA
F 200
G 38
H NA

Letters A-H represent respondents.

Safety Inspections or Consultations

1972

Inspections
Per Policy

.16

NA

18

1.20

NA

TABLE S7

Premium
Dollars per
Inspection

$17,500

NA

5,495

13,280

6,894

The term "inspections" includes "consultations”
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Number of
Inspections

47

830

360

95

356

30

1975

Inspections
Per Policy
14
90

NA

A8

30

Premium
Dollars  per
Inspection
$32,085

6,249

NA

6,666

19,526

45,578

39,752



rior report of unsafe conditions, new facilities or operation, reauests
F)y underwriting and premium volume in conjunction with risk involved,

une inaicatea, m aaaition to the above, that inspections were carried
out in accordance with a predetermined frequency. By a wide margin, the
factors wnich trigger inspections most frequently are a nazardous industry
or work operation and request by underwriting.

respg.se 10 UNSAFE CONDITIONS

All o the carriers respond to the discovery of unsafe conditions in
three ways:

1) verbal report to employer or supervisor in charge;
2) written reporvof finding sent to employer; and
3) written reportis forwarded to the underwriting department,

Seven of the carriers report to the agent, broker or sales representative.
One reports to the claims department and one to corporate headquarters
outside of Alaska.

Employers were reported to take corrective action in 75 percent or more
of the cases by three carriers and in 51 percent to 74 percent of the
cases by three carriers. One carrier reported corrective action in 21
percent to 50 percent and one in 6 percent to 20 percent of cases.
Seven carriers vrefer the case to management for consultation with the
agent or sales representative when action is not taken. Six carriers
refer uncorrected cases to management for underwriting action and four
for further consultation with the employer.

STAFFING OF AND INCREASES IN LOSS CONTROL EFFORT

Most of the curriers indicated that personnel from other departments
assisted in providing loss control inspections or recommendations to
employers. Five said that claius adjusters and examiners helped and
five utilized underwriters. Fcur of the eight reported help from in-
dependent agents. Payroll auditors contributed in three cases, regional
or home office management in two cases and one carrier reported no
activity outside the loss control department per se.

Six carriers reported increases in loss control staff, one a decrease

and one said it had remained the same. Tne increases varied from 5 to
500 percent with a mean increase of147 percent. The carrier reporting
a decrease had one resident in loss corcrol in Alaska but .iow relies on
staff who work out of Seattle.

Five of the carriers reported that they make use of the services of

independent loss control consultants in providing safety inspections in
Alaska. Three of these five were able to estimate the percent of total
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inspections which were so provided: 5, 85 and 90 percent. Two of the
three estimated that inspections by independents had increased and one
(with 5 percent; said tney had aacreased by 95 percent. The two with
increases estimated them at around 90 percent.

MARKET CONDITIONS

Five of the eight respondents indicated that there had been categories
of "risks" which they had refused to insure in the last three years on
some basis other than the management of the individual company, size,
industry code, etc. One reason for such refusal was that the class rate
was inadequate for the exposure. This may, to some extent, have been
corrected by recent adjustments in class rates which have heen suggested
by the recently organized Alaskan Classification and Rating Committee.
The individual merits of a risk will, of course, enter the picture and,
as several carriers pointed out, no matter what the reason for an employer
being refused coverage by one or more carriers, he is assured of finding
coverage in the assigned risk pool at a surcharge of 15 percent. Some
carriers listed classifications that they had refused to write;, one
cited employers with less than five employees. Another reason not
dependent on the adequacy of the rate was that exposure was too great;
the possibility of a very large loss coupled with difficulty acquiring
reinsurance suggested the risk pool where aggregate losses are prorated
among all carriers.

Six carriers felt that there is effective competition in the workers'
compensation market and one felt that there is not. The carrier with
five offices throughout the state with their own staff felt that this
feature was a singular competitive advantage. Another felt that their
recent improvements in service associated with gaining a well-established
office in the state had benefited them competitively. Two felt that
price was a key factor; one of them indicated that creative underwriting
in the form of retrospective rating plans, negotiation of commissions on
large accounts and modifications of approach were the way in which these
differences might manifest themselves.



APPENDIX 111

THE SURVEY OF EMPLOYERS' WORKERS COMPENSATION PRACTICIES

INTRODUCTION

Surveys concerning workers' compensation experience were mailed to

approximately 1,700 Alaskan employers (about 20 percent of the firms).
Usuable responses were received from 188 (a little over 10 percent) of
the employers contacted. The following appendix gives a brief profile
of tiie workers' compensation practices of respondents to this survey.

GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS: SIZE, PREMIUMS, COVERAGE AND CLAIMS

The average respondent had 16 employees on December 31, 1975, Total
payroll averaged $265,000 ($16,562 per employee) with an average of 2.25
percent of payroll devoted to workers' compensation premiums. The mean
reported premium was $7,334; somewhat higher than the $6,179 reported in
the carrier survey.

Seven percent of the respondents said that their insurance carrier paid
dividends, 41 percent didn't know and 50 percent indicated that divi-
dends were not paid. Thirty-three percent had their premiums experience
rated and 11 percent were under a retrospective rating system; about

40 percent didn't know if they were under a merit rating system. The
mean number of claims filed by employees of survey respondents in 1974
was 2.1 (standard deviation = 8.1) and in 1975, 2.3 (standard devia-
tion = 7.6).

DISABILITY AND RE-EMPLOYMENT

There were about 3 total injury and illness cases per establishment in
1975 with an average of about 4 lost work days per case. Two out of
these three cases kept the same job and two out of the three involved no
lost time. Out of 195 reported lost time cases, 18 were reported
transferred to jobs at the same or higher rate of pay;, 3 were still
recuperating and were expected to return. Only one firm reported that
past hiring practices had been influenced by the existence of a second
injury fund in Alaska; the fund applied in three cases in 1975,

OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND  HEALTH PROGRAMS

Occupational safety and health services were providedhy the staff of

28 percent of the respondents, by the staff and outside consultants of
10 percent of the firms, and 54 percent reported that none were provided

from either source. No formalor on-the-job safety training was provided

to the employees of 88 percent of the respondents. A total of 157
employees (5.4 percent of the total employment of the respondents)
received safety training in 1975,



Seven percent of the respondents reported receivina occuoational safety
anu rieaicn services rrom tneir insurance carrier during 1975. The
services most frequently rar.dsrad were advice on C3KA regulations and
inspections and recommendations on electrical grounding of equipment
with about 6 percent reporting that they received these services.
Fourteen percent said they received periodic reports from the'r insurer
concerning their loss experience; 13 percent said they did not and the
rest either did not respond or did not know.

Nine percent of the respondents reported that they maintained an on-site
health unit or clinic; the average time to a hospital was about 15
minutes with the mode and the median time about 5 minutes. Safety
personnel were provided by the state OSHA agency in 6 percent of the
cases and by the Department of Labor in 8 percent of the cases.

OPINIONS

Overwhelmingly, employers indicated that expense was the main problem
with the current workers' compensation system; 82 percent of the res-
pondent rated it one of the main problems and 69 percent gave it the
highest priority. The uncertainty of future premiums was considered a
problem by 71 percent of the respondents; 19 percent gave this the
hianest priority rating. Third among the problems cited by employers
was the lack of an effective merit rating system followed by-Tack of
competition or unavailability of coverage, poor service, and all other.

The most frequently cited advantage of the present system was good
service; 45 percent felt that this was an advantage and 14 percent gave
it the highest priority rating. Minimal governmental involvement was
cited as an advantage by 44 percent of the respondents and 17 percent
gave this top priority. Other advantages which were listed in order of
frequency were the availability of "package" insurance (more than one
line through the same agent or carrier), competition among carriers, and
an effective merit rating system (41 percent listed this as an advantage
but only 4 percent gave it top priority).

In response to the question, "Do you favor the establishment of a state
fund in the field of workers' compensation?", 12 percent answered "yes",
30 percent "no", and 68 percent either did not respond or did not know.
If a state fund would "result in a substantial cost savings to employers",
65 percent said they would favor it and 46 percent would favor it if it
would "compete with private carriers and provide sure alternative
coverage".
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FOREWORD

The l985 editir,_i nf Analysis of Workers' Compensation Laws offers a bird's_-
eye view of the important provisions of workers' compensation statutes and is
intended to provide both a comparison and an improved understanding of the
various laws. Sixteen detailed chans are presented to aid em(Ployers, employees,
insurance firms, agents, brokers, attorneys, physicians, and others in locating
specific provisions of workers' compensation laws.

‘The Analysis tracks the statutor}/ Rrovmons of American Samoa and the U.S.
Virgin Islands, as well as the laws of the 50 states, the District of Columbia, Guam
and Puerto Rico. Full treatment is also prowded for the federal, provincial, and
territorial laws of Canada. o . o

Although the analysis provides essential information needed daily in many
business offices, it should not be considered as supplanting exact provisions to
be found in statutory texts. . _ o _

The underlying data required to bring together this publication were suPpI!ed
by legislative re|. '-,Ing services, insurance companies, and government officials
in the several statt  nd jurisdictions. Additional assistance came from the Social
Securlty Administrai. ~ 'U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.

The legal research, analysis, and editing of the charts and text was furnished
by Samuel A. Roth, Associate Manager, Employer Relations in the Business-
Government Policy Department of the Chamber of Commerce of the United
States. For further information, you can write to him at 1615 H Street, N.W.,
Washington, D.C. 20062 or phone (202) 463-5514.

All contributions to this publication are gratefully acknowledged.

Richard L. Lesher
President

Chamber of Commerce
of the United States



INTRODUCTION

HISTORY OF WORKERS' COMPENSATION

AND EMPLOYER'’S LIABILITY

Workers'compensation lavs are designed rc provide s?.rtsfacre»n<
means of handling occupational disabilities. A 20th century de-
velopment in North America, the laws have evolved as the econ-
omy became more Industrial and less agricultural.

Before these laws were enacted, a well-esr.<Dlished common-
law principle held that a master or employer was responsible for
Injury or death of employees resulting from a negligent act by
him Thus, disabled workers who sued employers for damages
had to prove their injuries were due to employer negligence— a
slow, costly, uncertain legal process. As business enterprise and
machine production expanded, the number of industrial accidents
and personal-injury suits increased.At the close of the 19th century
itwas apparent that the accepted common-law defenses— con-
tributory negligence, assumption of risk, nt*ligent acts of fellow
servants— operated too harshly on claimsofdisabled workers. The
s oration led to demands for new legal provisions.

As a result, between 1900 and 5910 so-called employer's li-
ability laws were adopted by many states. Althorgh they tended
to modify common-law defenses, they did not prove completely
satisfactory; em ployees still had to prove employer responsibility
and negligence. Other legal remedies were urged.

A new answer was forthcoming; In 1911the firstworkers'com -
pensation laws were enacted In the United States on an enduring
basis. The first comprehensive Canadian laws were enacted in
1915.

Today, each of the 50 states has a workers'compensation law.
The compensation laws of American Samoa, Guam, Puerto Rico,
and the U.S.Virgin Islands are also outlined in this Analysis. Fe .feral
workers' compensations laws have been enacted; for exa nple.
the DistrictofColumbiaWorkmen's Compensation Act. the federal
Employees'Compensation Act. and the Longshoremen's and Har-
bor Workers' Compensation Act— the latter providing for private
or public employees In nationwide maritime work. Each of the
Canadian provinces and territories has a compensation act or
ordinance.

In essence, workers' compensation laws hold that Industrial
employers should assume costs, of occupational disabilities with-
out regard to any fault involves. Resulting economic losses are
considered costs of production— chargeable, to the extent pos-
sible, as a price factor. The laws serve to relieve employers of
liability from com mon-law suits involving negligence.

Six basic objectives underlie workers' comp .satlon laws:

1— Provide sure, prompt, and reasonable income and medical
benefits to work-accldent victims, or income benefits to their de-
pendents. regardless of fault:

2— Provide a single remedy and reduce courtdelays, costs, and
workloads arising out of personal-Injury litigation;

3— Relieve public and private charities of financial drains— in-
cident to uncompensated industrial accidents;

4— ElimIntte paymenr of fees to lawyers and witnesses as well
as time-consuming trials and appeals;

5— Encourage maximum employe: interest In safety and re-
habilitation through an appropriate experience-rating mechanism;
and

6— Promote frank study of causes of accidents (rathwr than
concealment of fault)— reducing preventable acciden:s and hu-
man suffering.

To what extent have the laws achieved desired objectives? An -
swers to this vary from state to state and depend on many factors
Including the viewpoint of the appraiser.

However, a 1972 evaluation by the National Commission on
State Workmen's Compensation Laws concluded that state laws
were not living up to their potential, and the Commission made
84 recommendations for the Improvement of the system. Nine
teen of these were labeled "essential." Despite this negative as-
sessment, the Commission was convinced that workers' com -

nnpsarjnn itafundamenrallvsound system and avalued institution
in our industrial economy.

In lanuary 1976. the policy group of the Inter-Agency Workers'
Compensation Task Force, witn members from several U.S. gov-
ernment departments and agencies, reported its findings on the
need for reform of state workers' compensation programs. Es-
sentially. the Task Force found that existing programs must be
reformed to bring about more effective management at the state
level, with the federal government monitoring progress and pro-
viding technical assistance. The group felt that, without a reor-
dering of priorities and a new mode of operation, workers'com -
pensation would become more expensive, less equitable, and less
effective. After com pleting Its mission, the Task Force was merged
with the Division of State Workers' Compensation Standards in
the Office of Workers' Compensation Programs, Department of
Labor.

The constructive criticism rendered b,-the Commission and the
Task Force gave new Impetus to the developmentand growth of
workers' compensation laws, and these laws now enjoy a more
prominent role within the social insurance system of the United
States.

The National Commission and the Task Force both rejected
proposals to replace the various state programs with one federal
program. Nevertheless, legislation has been introduced in the U.S.
Congress for the pastseveralyears to give the federalgovernment
a direct role in the state systems by setting federally mandated
‘'minimum standards." There has never been sufficientsupport for
these bills to move them beyond the com mittee level, however.

Vil



INTRODUCTION
GENERAL INFORMATION

Thyc. An@&i>rtic rsf A*r»ri/orc cornp'fHSftCic® 12.'vs Zttsrr!th tc provide
a ready referer.ee to the statutory provisions found in th4 federal,
state, and terrironal laws of the United States and the federal,
provincial, and temtorial laws of Canada. American Samoa, tne
Distncr of Columbia. Guam. Puerto Rico,and the U.S. Virgin Islands
are included.

In the following pages. 16 charts will be found grouped under
three categories.

+ Coverage oflLaw s,listing the vanous requirements pertaining
to employments, Iniunes, and diseases (Part I);

* benefits Provided, detailing the required income replacement
benefits and medical benefits (Pan Il;:

* Administration of Laws, grouping the many administrative
requirements and safeguards Tart Ill).

COMVENTS ON CHARTS

Complete to December E_ ]%4-. the charts on the following
pages present the statutory provisions of the workers compen-
sation laws asamended. The effects of many decisions— by courts
and administrative agencies— have been taken into account in
interpreting these laws.

All provisions presented by the charts in this booklet have re-
quired study and Interpretation to reduce them to the brief state-
ments found in the charts. In some cases space does not permit
sufficient explanation to clarify' all points. In such cases it is sug-
gested that the text of the law should be examined.

For an explanation of the abbreviations used In the charts and
a note on benefit computations, see page 46.

FEDERAL AND DISTRCT CF COLUMBIA LAWS

Two federal workers'compensation laws arc charted. The Federal
Employees' Compensation Act (F.E.CA) governs compensation
of all employees of the United Stares government. The Long-
shoremens and Harboi Workers' Compensation Act provides |ob
disability benefits for all U.S. maritime employment and certain
others. Courts have held that tne Longshore Act does not apply
to maritime employment in Puerto Rico, however.

Entries for the District of Columbia are derived from the District
of Columbia Workers' Compensation Act. a D.C. enactment ie-
placing the Longshore Act. effective July 26. 1982. D.C. govern-
ment employees are covered by a separate D.C. enactment that
replaces the F.E.C.A. The law for D.C. government workers is not
charted excepr where It differs materially from the F.E.C.A.

The charts do notcover the federal Black Lung Act. the disability
provisions of the Social Security program, the Federal Employer's
Liability Act (Jones Act), or veterans' benefits.

CANADIAN LAWS

This bookletincludes an analysis of the Canadian federaland prov-
incial workers' compensation acts. Each province and territory
administers its own act oi ordinance. The federal Merchant Sea-
men's Compensation Acr Is charted, also.

Employees of the Canadian federal government are compen-
sated under the Government Employees' Compensation Act. ad-
ministered by Labour Canada. Compensation is paid by the Ca-
nadian government, butthe amountisdetermined by the workers'
compensation board for the province where the worker is usually
employed. Governmentemployees residing inthe Northwest Ter-
ritories or the Yukon Territory may receive compensation in ac-
cordance with the Alberta Act. In view of this arrangement, the
charts do not inclucie the Government Employees'Compensation
Act except where it differs materially from the provincial acts.

ANNUAL QOST

Reporting in SocialSecurity Bulletin, the U.S. DepartmentofHealth
and Human Services estimated that employers spent just over
S$22.5 billion In 1982 to insure or self-insure theirwork-injury nsks.
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cost of workers compensation This Is the first decrease since
1949 The prior year, tne Increase in cost was 2.9 percent. The
average cost per S 100 of payroll was S 1.72 for 1982. compared
with S 1.84 for 1981.

The 1982 decrease can largely be attributed to lower Inflation,
since there has been acontinued rise In statutory’benefitamounts
amounts payable for medical care, and Indemnity awards. Medical
costs totaled S4.8 billion in 1982 while compensation payments
amounted to S 11.3 billion— about 70 percent of allworkers'com -
pensation payments, which totaled S16 .1billion. Figures for 1983

were not available at the nme of publication

HlGH.lG'lTS G: 1984

The United States Congress and legislatures In forty-nine states
convened in general session In 1984. In all. more than 160 laws

were enacteo covering almost every aspect of workers' com -

rensaﬁion
B Indemnity’ benefit maximums increased in 44 states as

well as under the Longshore Act and the F.LC.A. Forty-one states
and the District of Columbia now provide for the automatic ad-
justment of maximums annually, based upon the state average
weekly wage. Alabama raised the percentage of average wages
used to compute tne maximum and eliminated the rime limit hr
temporary total disability benefits.

Illinois, after a legal challenge, resolved to limitpermanent partial
disability benefits through june 1987, Thereafter, the m.vilmum
will be Increased by the percentage Increase in the state average
weekly wage.

Funeral allowances were raised in five states and five Canadian
jurisdictions.

Occupational Disease: Two states extended statutes of limita-
tions or expanded coverage for claims based on occupational
disease resulting from exposure to asbestos, or for other long
latency Illnesses. The U.S. Congress again took no action following
heanngs on legislation thar would remove occupational disease
from state workers' compensation and established a federal dis-

ease compensation system.

Federal Legislation: Legislation to establish a uniform federal
product liability law cleared a Senate com mittee butwas not put
to a vote. The bill would have abolished the employer's right to
recover workers'compensation costs In case of a product-related
injury.

Congress enacted the first comprehensive amendments since
1972 ofthe .ongshoremen's and HarborWorkers'Compensation
Act. Including a death benefit maximum, broad coverage changes
(to extent not covered by state law), and a cap on cost-of-living
adiustments for claimants receiving benefits.

Superfund legislation eroding employer tort Immunity In case
of injury caused by toxic exposure cleared House subcom m ittee,
but was rectified by full com mittee before entire injury compen-
sation title was deleted on House floor.

Finally, the Department of Treasu”’ tax simplification proposal
called for taxation of workers' compensation benefits.

QrPAEAO s

Forty-nine state legislatures and Congress convene in 1985. Un-
doubtedly. there will be numerous changes in many workers'com -
pensation laws. A complete revision of this volume is printed
annually. The 1986 edition will be available in March 1986. Itwill
reflectchanges made Inworkers'compensation laws up to January
1. 1986.



PARTI
COVERAGE OF LAWS

A <inciuu'icptdi~rd ol»i*v.iive of wurkcia compensation or.
which there is broad agreement is that coverage under the acts
should be virtually, il not completely, universal. For vanous his-
torical. p ical, economic, or administrative reasons no state law

covers all iorms of employment.

In 1982 the proportion of all wage and salary employees cov-
eted by |ob-injuty laws was 87.5 percent representing 77.8 million
workers. Covered payrolls amounted to approximately S1.31 tril-
lion. or 86 percentof total civilian wage and salary disbursements.
Charts | through Ill delineate tne statutory employment coverage
requirements.

Another basic objective forworkers'compensation isto provide
compensation forallwork-related injuries and diseases. Note that
workers' compensation does not seek to cover all worker health
problems. To make this distinction, fairly uniform statutory defi-
nitions and tests have been adopted in each state. Typically the
statute limits condensation benefits to 'personal Injury caused
by accidents arising out of and In the course of envinyment,"

Although the test is fairly uniform, its interpretation has not
resulted in completely uniform coverage of injuries and diseases
Initially, this problem waf remedied by providing coverage for
specific occupational diseases. With advances In medical tech-
nology and increased exposures to a growing number of sub-
stances with a variety of physical stresses, it became impractical
to define work-related diseases by specific enumeration. The states
have therefore amended their statutes to provide coverage ol all
occupational diseases. Chart IV portrays the status of the laws on
this point.

TYFEOF LAW CHART |

Compensation laws are compulsory or elective. Linder an elective
law. the em |:‘oyer may accept or reject the act, but if fie rejects
it he loses the three common-law defenses— assumption of risk,
negligence of fellow employees, and contributory negligence.
Practically, this means that all the law>s. in effect, are "compulsory."
A compulsory law requires each employer within its scope to
accept its provisions and provide for benefits specified. Coverage
is still elective In only three states-. South Carolina. New lersey,

and Texas.

Suits for Damages— Under workers compensation acts employ-
ers generally are exempted from damage suits. Where an em -
ployee rejects the act. and sues an employer who has accepted
it. the employer usually retains the three common-law defenses.
Conditions for rejection of the act often are so severe as to make
the privilege virtually inoperative. In a tew states, however, courts
have created exceptions to the exclusive remedy rule under cer-

tain circumstances.

INSURANCE REQURENVENTS: CHART |

Security for Payment of Benefits— Most jurisdictions require em -
ployers ro obtain insurance or prove financial ability to carry their
own risk.

Chart I notes provisions relating to (1) insurance requirements.
(2) penalties for failure to insure, and (3) whether self-insurance
or group self-insurance is permitted.

Six states and most provinces require empioyers to insure in a
monopolistic state or provincial fund: in some instances, em -
ployers may qualify as self-insurers. Twelve states permit em -
ployers to purchase insurance either from acom petifve state fund
or arivate insurance company. Five of the six monopolistic state
L.ids were created between 1913 and 1915,when the principles
of workers' compensation were still new. In 1982 state funds
collected S$S3.2 billion in premiums.

The ChamberofCommerce of the United States advocates that

employers be permitted to buy private insurance If they so desire

and thatempioyerswho can qualify be allowed to be self Insurers.
Chamber policy states:

“Insurance is an integral part of pnvate enterprise. Insurance
should not be regarded as a function to be carried on by the
government, and insurance monopolies carried on by govern-

mentally created entities should not be permitted."

Self-lnsurers— Some large corporations prefer to assume liability
for workers' compensation and avoid administrative costs asso-
ciated with Insurance policies. Twenty-two states and the Long-
shore Act authorize group self-insurance for smaller employers
who pool their risks and liabilities. Employers spent justunder S3.0
billion in 1982 on self-insurance.

Self-insurance operates best when an employer has a spread
of risks so large that he may benefit from the law of large numbers
Itis necessary and desirable that the self-insurer establish his own
protective services— similar to those Insurance companies would
furnish for safety engineering and claims adjustment. Also, the
self-insurer may have to retain attorneys and doctors to handle
problems incident to claims and medical and legal services.

Self-lnsurance is permitted In 47 states— as shown in Chart I
Chart | also reflects those states that specifically authorize group
self-insurance.

Employers may set up a reserve fund for self-insurance to pay
compensation and other benefits under the workers' compen-
sation acts of the states. Contrary to the treatment accorded In-
surance premiums, amounts paid into this reserve fund are not
always deductible from gross Income as a business expense for
Income tax purposes. However, amounts paid out— as cash or
medical bene.its— are deductible. In many cases insurance is pur-
chased because such purchase can dispose of the item ofexpense

and future cost In the current year.

PRVATE AND PUBLIC BVPLOWENTS CHART |l

Virtually all Industrial employment is covered by workers' com -
pensation. Chart Il shows this in detail; also it Indicates the extent
of coverage for public employment.

Some jurisdictions cover all private employment: others exempt
those with less than a stipulated number of employees. Most
jurisdictions specifically exclude certain employments. Due to the
nature of the work, farm labor, domestic servants, and casual
employees usually are exempted. Most jurisdictions permit em -
ployees In an exem pted class to be brought in voluntarily by the
employer or by administrative agency order.

Many jurisdictions provide workers' compensation for all or
certain classes of public employees.

Merchant marine and railroad workers in interstate commerce
generally are notcovered by workers'compensation acts and may
seek damages under the Federal Employer's Liability Act.

MNORS: CHART |ll

Mino'S are covered by workers'compensation. Som e jurisdictions
provide double compensation or added penalties— as shown in
Chartlll. In many states minors also enjoy special legal protections.
These are specifically noted for each state.

OCCUPATIONAL DISEASES CHART IV

Although workers'compensation laws initially had no specie pro-
visions for occupational diseases, now all states recognize re-
sponsibility for them. Coverage extends to all diseases arising out
of and in the course of emloyment. Most states do not provide
compensation for a disease that is an "ordinary disease of life" or
which is not "peculiar t or characteristic of" the employee's oc-
cupation.

Chart IV outlines provisions governing occupational disease in
each jurisdiction. Generally, compensation is the same as for trau-



m»rir injuries :see har:!l.. Medical carc isunlimited. A fcv. states
mat ao notprovide permanent partial disability benefits for certain
diseases are charted under the heading “Compensation,”

Occupational diseases usually become evident during employ-
ment or soon after exposure However, as with radiation disabil-
ities. certain diseases may be latent forconsiderable time. As Chart
IV notes, most states have extended periods Inwhich claims may
be filed concerning latent, slowly developing occuoational dis-
eases

Some states impose special restnctions regarding disability re-
sulting from exposure to coal dust, asbestos, silica, or radiation.
A number of states have established presumptions for police and
firefighters who have heart attacks or respiratory' conditions, but
no attempt is made to chart them.

OCCUPATIONAL HEARING LOSS CHARTV

The difficulty of distinguishing between work-related peimanent
hearing loss and loss of hearing caused bv nonoccupationai factors
has resulted in enactment i f special provisions in certain states,
as shown If.ChartV. Entries Include the threshold forcompensable
loss of heanng. minimum exposure requirements, and deductions

for loss caused by aging (presbycusis).

OMHR CONSIDERATIONS

A. AccidentPrevention— The encouragementofsafety Isanother
basic obiective of workers' compensation. The effort to reduce
the frequency and severity of work-related iniunes isaccomplished
In at least two ways.

First, the workers compensation program provides employers
with preventive services, including safety engineering. This role is
assumed by casualty insurance earners, state funds and safety
agencies, and employers. A second general role Is to provide a
monetary mcennve to employers to Improve their safety records.
Here the insurance premium structure Is a primary force.

Cose ol accident-prevention services are included in workers'

compensation insurance premiums. Casualty insurance engineers
help In setting up accldent-prevention programs of continuing
benefit. Benefits are found In lower insurance rates. Increased
production efficiency, and better use of manpower. Of course, the
greatest beneficiaries are those kept from industrial accidents
through application of effective loss-preventlon engineering
methods.
B. National Councilon Compensation insurance— Premium rates
for workers' compensation Insurance are complied scientifically.
Accident experience throughout American business is collected
by an agency recognized by all Insurance carriers and state fund
administrators in the U.S. This agency— the National Council on
Compensation Insurance— operates in most srates. Iltgrew out of
a 1915 conference which agreed that rate making for compen-
sation insurance could not be handled by each state separately.
The states that maintain independent agencies cooperate with
the Council .in making rates. The Council's manual rates generally
are a basis for compensation rates charged by stock and mutual
companies.

Member companies of the Council report experience incurred
under workers' compensation policies. This experience serves as
a basis for workers' compensation rate determinations in accord
with a standard nationwide rate-making procedure approved by
the Narional Association of Insurance Commissioners.

The National Council sbasic manual isstandard with all insurance
companies. It sets forth Council rules, procedures, and rates ap-
plicable to workers' compensation insurance. Where statutes pro-
vide for rate regulation by a state supervising authority, revised
compensation rates and supporting data are filed annually with
It: often, public hearings are held before rates are revised. The
supervising authority must approve the rates carriers charge. All
states now provide for rate regulation by state authority. In Canada

2

rates art in (iic form of an assessment— estaoi.sneci dv eacn pro-
vincial compensation board annually ov class of risk.

As set forth in the Councils manual, compensation rates are
based on payroll. Usually only an estimated premium is collected
when the policy is written. After the policy expires, a payroll audit
is required. The actual premium is then figured and adjustments
made.

C. Injuries Outside the jurisdiction— Frequently, wnen a work-
ers occupanon takes him into another jurisdiction, questions anse
as to which law determines compensation payable. In effect, most
compensation laws are extraterritorial— either by specific provi-
sions or court decision. Answers depend on provisions of the
particular laws involved and require consideration of circum-
stances— such as place and nature of employment, place where
contract was made, employee s residence, and employer s place
of business

D. Civil Defense and Other Volunteers— Many stares have lav/s
to compensate civil defense and other volunteer workers (such
as firem e:l_blnjured in line of duty. Attention Iscalled to these laws
bur no an-:i tpt is made to chart their provisions.

L Black | Act— The Federal Black Lung Act (Title IV of the
federal Coal Mine Health and Safety Act of 1969. as amended In
1972, 1978. and 1981) provides benefits for total disability or
death caused by respiratory Illness attributable to coal mining
(black lung disease). The Act is administered by the Division of
Coal Mine Workers in the U.S Department of Labors Office of
Workmen s Compensation Programs and by the Social Security
Administration.

Effective january 1. 1985, monthly benefits range from S3 17 .10
to S634.20.computed at 137 /i percentofthe minimum monthly
pay for federalemployees, plus an allowance fordependents equal
to 50%. 75%. or 100% of the basic benefit, for 1. 2. or 3 or more
dependents, respectively. Beneficiaries also receive an annual cost-
of-living increase.

A total of S 10 billion in black lung payments have been made
to 500.000 claimants from 1969 through 1980.

A Black Lung Disability Trust Fund, financed by an excise tax on

coal production, was set up by the 1978 amendments to pay
claims where the last employment was prior to 1970 or where
no responsible coal mine operator has been identified. The fund
was in deficit by S2.5 billion as of December 31. 1984. despite
198lamendments thatdoubled the coal tax and revised eligibility
criteria In an effort to make the fund solvent.
F. SocialSecurity Disability— The federal Social Security Disability
program pays benefits on behalf of disabled workers under age
65 whose disability is expected to last 12 months or result in
death. A worker becomes eligible after a minimum period of em -
ployment covered by Social Security, measured in calendar quar-
ters. There is a 5-month waiting period.

Cash benefits are oayable monthly based on wages In covered
employment, plus allowances for spouse and children. Effective
lanuary 1, 1985. the maximum is S909.00 for an individual, family
maximum S 1.363.65. Cost-of-living Increases are payable effec-
tive each |une.

Benefits are paid out of the Disability Trust Fund, financed from
the federal Social Security tax.

Combined Social Security Disability and workers'compensation
benefits may notexceed 80 percentof"average currentearnings"”
prior to disability. The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Actof 1981
requires that Social Security disability benefits supplement work-
ers'compensation unless state law provided for a leverse offset
on or before February 18. 1981.
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BENEFITS PROVIDED

W? KIS AN I nGiC rpasc™ it e @sclimitedl
liability upo ithe employer foremployee disabilities caused by the
employment the benefits payable to tne injured employee at-
tempt tc cover most of thne workers economic loss This loss
includes both loss of earnings and t traexpenses associated witn
the Injury

Specifically, the benefits provided are
« Cash benefits, which include both impairment benefits and
disability benefits. The former are paid for certain specific pnvsical
Impairments, while the latter are available whenever mere is an
Impairment and a wage loss
« Medical benefits, which are usually provided without dollar or
time limits In the case of most workplace Injuries, only medical
benefits are provided since substantia) Impairment or wage loss
is not involved
« Rehabilitation benefits, which Include both medical rahabili-
tanon and vocanonal rehabilitation for those cases involving severe
disabilities

CASH BBNHTS

In consldenng workers' compensation Income c- cash benefits—
which replace employee ioss c¢c* income or earning capaciry due
to occupanonal injury or disease— four classifications o f disability
are used: (lltem porary total. (2) permanent total. 13) temporary
partiai. and (4) permanent partial. Permanent partial isdivided into
‘nonscheduled' and "scheduled" disabilities.

Most cases involve rempora/v total disability. That Is. the em -
ployee— although totally disabled during the penod when benefits
are payable— is expected to recover and return to employment.
Permanent total disability generally Indicates that the employee
Is regarded as totally and permanently unable to perform gainful

AT : CHART M

Income or cash benefits payable under either temporary total or

employment.

permanent ratal disability are shown in Chan VI. For computing
weekly benefit payments, a formula— expressed as a percentage
of wage— is used. In most states limitations are placed on max-
imum and minimum benefits payable weekly; some states also
limit the total number of weeks and ratal dollar amount of benefit
eligibility. Where there is permanent ratal disability most states
provide payments extending through the employee's lifetime.

For either temporary' total or permanent total disability the wage-
replacementpercentage ineach jurisdiction isthe same. However,
Inpermanenttotal disability cases the rime limits tend to be longer
and the total dollar amounts higher than in cases of temporary
total disability. Some states provide additional amounts for de-
pendents and other benefits. Allowances fordependents are charted
as a range in the Maximum Weekly Payment and Notations col-
umns.

PARTIAL DISABILITY

Mostawards and the preponderance of dollars paid outas income
benefits are either for temporary ratal or permanent partial dis-
ability. As partial disabilities involve current eamlngs or wage-
earning ability, in many states weekly benefit payments for tem -
porary or permanent partial disabilities of the "non-scheduled"
type are based on awage-loss replacement percentage. The per-
centage ADpfes to the difference between wages earned before
and after iniury. Insom e states "non-scheduled”" permanent partial
disabilities are compensated as a percentage of the ratal disability
cases.

WTS FOR OHDUED INLRES

ChartVIl Indicates maximum amounts payable In cases of "sched-
uled" injuries. Listed by law. these In)uries Involve loss— or loss of

16

ise of— specific body member;,Wherewoge loss based or, nature

of impairmentispresumed. In mostjurisdictions the actualamount
payable is a specific number of weeks of benefits (based on the
member involved) multiplied by the weekly benefitamount (based
on earnings at time of injury).

The chan a”o Indicates whether the ‘scheduled” award Is In
addition to any paymenr otherwise payable to rheemployee whue
he may be temporarily totally disabled (healing penod). Some
states limit the amount payable for such periods of temporaiv
ratal disability.

The Canadian statutes do not provide schedules of specific
injuries. Cases are decided individually using medical impairment

ratings as guidelines.

LRVIVOR BENHTS FORFATAL INJURES: CHART M

Benefits payable in the event of fatal injuries— comprising more
than 14 percent of all ratal income benefits— are shown in Chan
VIIl The benefits provided include a burial allowance as well as a
proportion of the worker's former weekly wages

Although death Is the
nomic lost associated with death cases Is often less than that of

ilrimate work-related tragedy, the eco-

a permanent total disability. Because of these considerations, death
benefits are generally paid to rhe spouse until remarriage and to
the children until a specified age. In addition, some laws provide
«; maximum benefit totai expressed as a maximum period for tne
payment of benefits. Figures for one cnilcl only reflect compen-

sation If sole survivor.

MEDICAL BENEHTS WAITING PERIO-. 'HART IX

Medical Benefits— amounting to about 30 percentofallworkers'’
compensation benefits paid— are shown in Chart IX. In most In-
stances unlimited medical benefits are provided either specifically
by stature or by administrative discetion.

Choice of Physician— Practices vary' with respect to choice of
attending physician. Stares a;e divider nearly evenly between
those that give this decision to the employer or the employee.
In some states selection must be made Irom an approved list.
The employer normally has the right to have his own physician
conduct an examination.

W aiting Periods— Statutes provide that a waiting period must
elapse during which income benefits are not payable. This waiting
period affects only compensation; medical and hosplr_ care are
provided Immediately. If disability continues for a certain number
of days or weeks, most laws provide for payment of Income
benefits retroactive to the date of injury. Sratutoiy provisions for
waiting periods are summanzed in Chan IX

REHABILITATION BENEHTS CHART X

Mutual interests of disabled employees a; d employers generally
favor starting rehabilitation as soon as possible. Although reha-
bilitation isconsidered an integral partofcomplete medical treat-
ment, its uses may extend beyond this (for example, where It
includes vocational rehabilitation and retraining).

Specific rehabilitation provisions now inworkers'compensation
laws are outlined ir Chan X. However, rehabilitation is piovided
in all states even Ifunspecified in the law. Maintenance allowance
amounts and special fund sources to finar.ee rehabilitation also
are indicated.

Insurance carriers and many employers having medical de-
partments are leaders in carrying on rehabilitation for the indus-
trially injured. Likewise, many major industries have comprehen-
sive programs for employment of the physically handicapped.
Smaller Industries maintain modified programs for placement of
disabled individuals in congenial tasks. All of these private pro-
grams help employees and employers alike.

The Federal Vocational Rehabilitation Act is now effective in all
states: It includes federal funds to aid states In vocational reha-
bilitation of the industrially disabled.



MEIMUMERKLY PAYMENT | MNIMUMMERKLY PAYMENT
JRIOCTION V\EB AON RATE AOQN RATE
AL ®23 OO IocsAwWw 800* @%\1-
AMKA 6%% t M 25 AW 100
|

AVRCANAVDN 623 5 BX
AR (3] XK
AKANSS B3 B isc:
CAIFORNA B3 2] [tA0
QA0 (334 35m @osaw
HANE BB A8  eB3wsaw 7 W
W m%?ﬁ&_ 438 A sAww M <*
ACRDA (334 IO B AW A (3
EXRA B3 130 20
G ®23 WO #f-236sAm G910
HWAI 623 0 1D saw IH:%% %

! ()
DAD @ ﬁ JO SANV 1356 &5 SANN
ILLINDS ®23 A5 1BISAW ]F'F:ﬁ@ W
INDVANA 62? 150 D0
A 6}.% BD A0 sww

s

KANSEE ®23 210 Brsaw 50
KENTULKY B2 PO 1 saw (§9¢3] 6SANNL
LOUIANA ({334 A BHSAN ($34))] . SAWW
ALE ey vege #loss

( peen caautatod
JSooa mng/eﬂsels ga"erdlyamywmmal,ptoﬂ)/od base bercfit

mrrwaemeseed mmBAafdfaIuetomy\Am\hﬂhysaﬁrde
Aiam‘Smane

%m%l n@@mmmmmnmm Dtsehit* Bark Furd
cqb&%d %ggynwm Btirterest actbd und e ey madjustrrent ek

DC Mamvm ©mles ﬁmmé@mps BW lemﬁmﬁt lorDC

*F AW
DHbt,
Ca't*

QM
L
E;rl'—éﬂ.)NitLts rr-§ 3o

oT-Ue

TEQubt
PELe

Ottty

Doty
Defry

Hﬂgﬁ o740
Dsddr,
QGebid/ 4000

Dty

Dty

Top

Tveri  BID

Ditabie

Dsau.

Distility

INCOME BENEFITS FOR TOTAL DISABILITY
e
bR

offsets’

§]cm Sec'rt?

P D>

Tate2
years

Qiaty' f

why

A BProes

Pl

Fia ‘Qopersation increased 5. if urpeid ks dfter avard

G Im%%%m paglwmnml?ﬁ egl&l%dam cntrovertedar Beard

eesed 2

e

Smanmy

January 1,1985

NOATIONS
W\H* Teteese mimeierum VOV us

ﬁgyr{m madmm rfletve

m?edtormnun

B

53 incressad

ETP0/Er'S Serols WAl

*nmydetc
vsoonoLt

SRR

e T e

e

Dnmmm utoFAIif dor more ceperdrts Inauicases

L

4Aust IS m}eesed %rferrﬂqgr loses anaaurt oo, aourt may inoresse to 196

K ‘85

of ANNELing rerebicaticr.

|/



CHART Vi Z iNCOME BENEFIiTS FOR TOTAL DISABILITY Z January 1, 1985 t"coniinuedj

NMEMMWEKLY PAVENT MNIMUMEEKLY PAYMENT WC
1
s W 1 1
AN pUN AOQN MT! uurr i | ORTS | NOATION

II"41\t | &3 luri; BRrvaw 50 , Loh 1%@(_ E;%ermﬁ A8| ;Men%gnm

| | ;

<VRAAD ®3 Yo 1A ;I]T_gﬂ} DreMMif c Amﬂ rOIEM rmalmmeﬁea\e

t awowm »Cnr
, tvy Rro v
MSSACH ETTS BB A DesAW Ibr ] DMIps* TIfiKMr AmnrmaaM’n
i ’m@%ﬁw .
<) IHT DesAaw P—BM W Mt oy Andt amoel i meaon

| MGHGAN «¥0 0 0 ) naan
: A g B A

) 1

I NVHLOTA " ®B o MesAawA ¥ j@o.eaa OMN Ammearyd T, 0am neaumma@w !

| anry é‘tﬁe’f% % ILr M/rrann% eneziac 1
| Mb»ISShwi BB 230 3K Beeo BT vﬂi{mw acratawo F0I

I nluour- B3 2B 1 SAwW «W Wesn T w.ag fr&gn%rﬁmmmaft@/\ejm J
| NOHAA B2 0  1Mesaw Qeonr 5oi-Sauity AHErmatfv>tm|DrrJ>r<]|‘é'ixéﬁxélfaliS J

L

IWIUIU ((33%] DD 1480 Deactty )
11EVADA B3 5 DA H:HQeHH. Local Sy Baretiu %*Mmrmeu
INAVHAVPHRE @623 Mo BysAaw mm DSAVL  Duiler, rJT'%t—aftrS A i cenaee i jiry

o reare0 Mty tuncar
| HRAJEREY T BT  Bessaw 2 DpAW  TE4bkeeu n—IGE3 @on Sty An_ﬂL nmeuMackone Jan
Pli—tee & raouowre &
Wﬁmmmmm 1

| NBAVMEXQO (] 668 IWesaw K31 @-u B Anﬁlfﬁaaamwmnﬁm J
< gyriatrmmnfltautto m@ﬁ
I NEWOK B2 /st % Deaar, Soce! Searm Q@Bl

emu dmmry\/\epe

| (SRHCARO™ BB B s I W Anﬂevraaleanwmnahm

| NRHDAOA ({334 B+ sanv 16 @AW R Socal besrry mmaumatcra e
. %@ %mmantgtﬂeve
(¢}'0] 2]-'4>r]2 Fac HAaw 'Fgrr—m | %ﬂ% ﬁﬁ\m ¥ gz} a|e<

2t %}%
Imil Menu# r
|
(€ 72307 63 M  BZHAwW I H‘f%ﬁﬁ‘ n—-6T1C ATusIr tﬁse |n&aw
metit

|
QN B3 % } AD6sAmV 0 Dife gfwaa Anuﬁajr&lJ rmm&m |<t>(w
ENGOVANA B3 IO | msaa BEG oA ’1CMLTy Amiirfﬁmnmﬂunef.eavt
RO &2 B! Lz R *%%
RHIEQAD B3 (ﬁ:ﬂi 6w aw | DEDYy %@m

1 | ] boea mrywm*

F%II\A B3 | B2 | Idesaw ()] e  MI5G Awwen%elnnanunm
%A (3% /M AW 2ty (IBJ'SA/\W | ET\%OTD Arwrersaaalnmumnahmehy
TENNSTE &3 B 0] H—@V 54D %@J\/eau PT Cerefit m roouodlc

|

Mm%%WMSLﬂoJZMCW(OI’]wCIOM fivarowitn 10C/1 AccedP* *eti>Qmy M, *Ermnﬁg%% InoelwotoﬁSU ¢ 716 I£

M %Wwﬁgp(mlmwmqwjuw Boimamire B Fbarc HEMNOVA(C anmmwmeduwom ceorceeec 6+ mume
Vg < air Bron =+ tEmyretes Lo reoxxat Soom Securty e renem

AT
PR E L vy e

Mn ! y* d PTceaDily acej nt mend cgyard BID«n«j framnuss> trenan® cetenwiefl
rBamms |taxed bmyet’ after goe Ebutvtu dainvart n rioetvro Sooial Seaurity @ #npoye-inoMn parn

M e Ao T R 2 0.0

* okx 10

Navach’ MwWN NETYWIPEs COWTENGENEU in tontttain $Z_'LB diectne 7144

NH ENmeBm

W\I\F&&% itwn alii nunp?t HO>oUoLN s dm%

ADmm durrint wmetfl toDeemireitaiOMyn cemment

Ermqermy l\‘/’i@il@qmp&s loriMunto
Pi ‘Aocwipes ifimi. Qtrotest twi F13oat

0 note* dt rotation (ves2]
T ey

eLaive vtiMi



CHART VI LI INCOME BENEFITS FOR TOTAL DISABILITY (dJanuary 1,1985 (continued)
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CHART VII Z INCOME BENEFITS FOR SCHEDULED INJURIES 1 January 1,1985 (continued)
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CHART VIII

FATALITIES—INCOME BENEFITS FOR SPOUSE AND CHILDREN January 1, 1985
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CHART VIII CIFATALITIES- INCOME BENEFITS FOR SPOUSE AND CHILDREN [January 1,10d5 (continued)
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CHART IX  WAITING PERIOD FOR INCOME BENEFITS; MEDICAL BENEFITS January 1,1785
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CHART X CIREHABILITATION OF DISABLED WORKERS G January 1,1985 (continued)
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PART 3
ADMINISTRATION

Because jrkers compensation grew out of a public dissatisfac-
tion witn tne mannerinwmcn \0t>-reiaAea aisaomnes were nanaiec.
itisnotsurpnsing thatthe system was designed with aneye toward
prompt and effective disposition of disability cases. Without an
effective delivery system, many of the problems associated with
the common law and employer liability statutes would remain

This requirement for an effective delivery system remains valid
today Indeed the National Commission on State Workmen's
Compensation Laws, in listing this as a major objective fora mod-
em workers compensation system, made special note that the
achievement of the system's objectives for protecting against
workplace disabilities was dependent upon an effective system
for delivery of the benefits and services. This observation was
reaffirmed by a second federal report on workers' compensation
delivery in 1977 (see Special Report In 1977 edition) which
emphasized the importance of efficient program administration.

As originallyenvisioned, the system would be self-administering
Over time, the complexities of the system proved too much for
a laissez-faire approach, and states moved to take a more affirm-
ative role in the administration of their laws.

Generally, the states have moved eitner to administer their laws
through their court system, a special commission or board, or a
combination of both.In Canada, administrative activities are carried
out by a board. The principal areas of administration include—

+ Supervision of compliance with statutory requirements for
employers, employees, earners, and medical and legal personnel.

« Invesngation and decision on disputed claims and the su-
pervision of medical and vocational rehabllitahon

+ Management of second injury funds, special assessment re-
quirements.

+ Collection of data and evaluation of program performance.

%’RATIO\I—I\O'HCE TOBVHOER—CLAIMS:

Workers'compensation laws generally are administered by com -
missions or boards created by law. A few states provide for court
admirns ‘ration.

Chare XI shows statutory provisions relating to administration.
These include (1) rime limits inwhich employers must be advised
of injury. (2) time in which claims must be filed. (3) claims settle-
ment conditions, and (4) regulation of attorney fees.

BVPLOYER'S RERCRT O ACCIDENTS: CHART XII

All employers are Interested in requirements legally imposed on
them to report injuries, and the penalty— If any— Imposed for
failure to report. In many jurisdictions, except for preliminary re-
ports. the insured's company relieves an employer of this burden.
Provisions for employers' reports of accidents are summarized in
Chan XII.

SECONDINJURY FUNDS: CHART XI

Second-injury’ funds (or like arrangements) were developed to
meet problems arising when a pre-existing injury combines with
a second to produce disability greater than that caused by the
latter alone. The funds (1)encourage hiring of the physically hand-
icapped and (2) more equitably allocate costs of providing benefits
to such employees. Second-Injury employers pay compensation
related primarily to the disability caused by ti.e second injury
alone— even though the employee receives a benefit relating to
his combined disability; ihe difference is made up from asecond-
injury fund.

Where no special second-injury fund is provided by law. an
employer inwhose employ asecond injury is sustained usually is
liable for compensation cue for the total resulting disability. Be-
cause of the potential increased cost of compensation benefits,
an employer thus may be Influenced to refuse employment to

28

handicapped persons. It is for this reason that second-injury funds
are acivocatea

Mostcompensation laws now limitemployer liability in second-
injury cases to payment for the disability resulting from the second
Injury considered by Itself— as shown In Chart XIlIl. The chan in-
dicates the nature of the Injury covered, portion payable by the
employer and by the fund, and the sources of the fund

ADMNISTRATION EXFENSES CHART XIV

Chan XIV refers to (1) how costs of administration are met: (2)
nature of assessments, ifany; and (3) type of insurance provided
for— whether private or state or both

APPEAL PROVISIONS: GHART XV

Appeal provisions— Including designation of the coun of appeal
and narure of the procedures— are summarized in Chan XV'. Most
Canadian jurisdictions use the inquiry sy?*em and do not provide
for judicial appeals.

DIRECTCRY: CHART X\

The names and addresses of the administrators, boards, and com -
missioners for all jurisdictions reponed upon by the Analysis are
furnished.
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plr(}lyment ana party %y gme?czuse;

An disabilities due to pre-emt<ng o
gase condition cr asafrin

A enna%qed osab>n<8s due to Dre-

aming 0'soasos. condition or On-
b

Ennanced (kMMty because d pre-
viousnieirrrSIy v P

A*enhanced tksaWives due to
txeelifting Osease condimn. or ds-
abAty

Aa enhanced usatH-tes because of
Similar or Other d«ab«fa"

PAYABLE BY
EMPLOYER

DuabHr, caused by
second inry

Ouabnty caused b
secondt¥1 /) d

Dsioety caused by
second mur>

B

Osarvijy caused
secon %yury by

DaatVr.y.causod
second tfyury lur 1!
'04 weeris

Ne

No

No

No

No

Ne

Ne

Ne

PAYABLE BY FUNO

Erroover re moursed for compensate/-

arter au otner compensator. as enxod

Erus ug tq 17.500 facn for rreoea. and
ocational rana0é4tat«n to o tes

Dm#irtnc* o*TwH*n cnarpe assessed |
eoamsi emgcze< ef bme o second rvimy
and tout penUon resent

DsaMity caused Py lesser of 2 tfuncs r
fiv* comomed dsaduoes resun m perma-
nent tout Osabdé% fun, e%r tne diffe’-
enca Petwoen compensation payable tor
second miury ana permanent toui osat> «

Difference between tomoenaeton pexabw
lor second mury end permanent b

Difference uetween compensaton pavabw
Ia?r_,steycond miury and permament total drs-
il

SOURCE OF FUNO

1*4% plemvim u* on eamers and
sek-msurers

Trans'er ol net more than cost from
ardent fund to secono our/ ac-
count Selmsur,va,?a% %oPortlonal
to ciatns agansi teif-msmers

St Q0for toss ol n hand. arm., foot
wg oreve Inno wiiolly oeoenoer
orpartially oeoenoent ¢asos 80%
oeam berefit omenmse eveaabK

1500 mno-jepenoeney death cases

§5.000 m no-dependency oeatn
case™,, or unpald awards” Pro-rata as-
sessmenés basefd on losses pad
Fines and penalties

No Speofc sututory provison*

Proportion &osabvty aanoutaN# to tec
ond Inury

Ves

Yes

Difference between compensaton peyehvj
f%r second oury and fm:J result of drs-
abfemen!

Dnap.uty anrbuumo to second mury

Axidem Fund

Acooent Fund

Reservo Fund

Reserve Fund

Acodent Fund

Difference between econd wywyand iotal  Contingency reserve
cos:

f[J)Oigference between second oury and toui i Acooent Fund

No toecxtic sututory provision

E)é;f'ferenc« between second oury end toui

Yes

b>ury Fund

Compensaton Reservo Fund As-
fs(e)lssment onemodyers annuaipay

No SOecYc sututory provision

SPECIAL PROVISIONS

Peymenss sutoenoeo it $250 0OC and -
SL-meo ot S125.000

Preferred workers' han b beneffts for claima
ansmg withm 3 years of nuw employment pa
Second irvury Fund

Compensation w -icer- of amount cha/peebN
fo seccno uyury is pad oyt cf second mjury
fund at the Commnsionefa deoos*

pavmena wiveh wood have been mado
prrvdui avury had occuned n an sitra-haxaro

Aty payments tor previous pah.ii ftsatMy o*
WZ%_ e
ous empfoyment are Otduned trom the award

50% o< lund is Jor second mtynes ?nd 50% tor
rengbmut N Suoomm ntar\//q?en its lor toUl
dsabwty or death payable by un

Comgensfatlon musi bo at mast ha* the b&ne'n
Fa able If me entire osatvaw?{e caufed by
no pre-**tstmg condr.ior Condffon nciuoes
neurosis or psychoneurosis

fBu?%rd has authority to osUWish i» md irvury

Not restricted to permanent disafrirry cases

Commission has authority to estabtsn second
wury fund

Ana ‘Board has established reserve funds to cover onnancod dtsabkity or aggravation cl previous condition
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CHART X1V
L J SYSTEM
1jUHrSmC.u0* PROVIDED FOP
. ALABAVA Prrvate najtancr
| ALASKA Pnvata mauranci
AMERICAN Prwaitt nwirct
SAMOA ? ‘
| ARIZONA Compeun* hrne
ARKANSAS Private nauranct
| CALIFORNIA | Comoaia-vt lure
*COLORADO 1 Comortwe lunc
" CONNECTICUT | Pnvata tnauranu
| DISTRICT Of Pnvaie rsuranc**
" COLUMBIA
| DELAWARE Prwai* nauranot
1FLORIDA Private maurancr
10EORQIA Anete nauranct
i GUAM Pt.rite m*utfincr
1HAWAL Pnvata iMurancv
11DAHO Comoetmve tigg
| ILLINOIS Pmrata nauranct
PtMAMA Pnvata euurancf
110WA Prrvate insurance
1KANSAS Pnvaie naurancr
| KENTUCKY Pnvata eituranet
| LOUISIANA Pnvr.e reurance
*MAINE Pnvata murance
| MARYLAND Comoewve lunc
1 MASSACHUSETTS Private mauranct
IMICHIGAN Comoen>** funr
. MINNESOTA Comogiitore lunc
L MISSISSIPPI Pnvaie vtaurance
1MISSOUR Pnvaie maurr v
1 MONTANA Compete iu_
NEBRASKA Private insurance
NEVADA xETcajuva funoanc J
| | ae%J-«aaranrt""/
| NEW HAMPSHIRE Pntate mauranc*
| NEW JERSEY Private namance
| NEW MEXICO Pnvaie mauranci
|
NEW YORK Cemoew-ve tunc
NORTH CAROLINA Pnvaig insurance
NORTH DAKOTA MEMuwejuncy

A *Miybe increases cy reoucea D\ Comma¥cr

1%

ADMINISTRATION

£J.& 1

NSES,

EXPE
WORKERS" COMPENSATION DEPARTMENTS

ASSESSMENT PROVISIONS

APPROPRIATION
\%neral aooeoonatcr coun utw opj-

G--tea* aoenxxutev
Soecai lunc

Aorr.rvtrat/v* tune
Soer Hunr

General aooroonal.C'
General aooroonato®
General acorconate'

SoaaathMT

Ganerai arorconano-
Soeoa'tunc

General accvoonaw
Genera* atxvoonetc'
Ganeai aooroonato*
mouttnt Aornwatritico Func

Genera* apdoonato’
General aooroonaae-
Generti aporoonaur
Soeoa’tunc
Mamtenanoe Func
Aomniftrative Func*
General approon/W'

General agoroonat«<"

General KtgioonaWR
General /poroonatio’
Genera, aocroonatio'
Soeral(unc

G<ntm aooroonabo*

momtnai Aemmiatraion Func aooroona
ton ana lee*

General aocvoonato'

Suie tnaurance Func

AommatratoR Furo—aooroorvator.
General apanonato*

\(Aspeneral approonaten coui asmmitre-
Aieeatmem

General aporoonauor

Acorconato*

DC ‘Eicwwt lunator DC government wor»e*l Lnenc*3trom D C anooMeoerai aocroonat-C".

Mr ‘SyMffld Minrntflii s»t w to M4utor< *

u - *Court acmirvstratioo feruncM by penen aocyocraso-
Me_*Annual a*se*»meni of 3 4%, cl comgensanon VA 0N INSUrers ana *e,-msu»e’s ct comoensaten pa>o to ot

tor *alety aoucation anc ra nnp tunc

AOAPST WHOM

Gamer*
ana su-e (unc

Camer* anc M D -ratm

Canca ana ten-mourea
Canwr* ano arnnaurem

Garner* ana ae»-maur*f*
Gamer* ana adi-maurar*

(Gamer* ana aen-msurer*

eamer eei-mauret* ano suit
tjnc

Calnar* ano aa»Hnaurtfs

Corner* ana len-msum*

Gamer*, »e*-<neurft ano aute
func

Camera ana aeUHnaurtr*

Camer* ana M"meurer»
Camer*.aeiLmaureri ano sure
lunc

Gamer* ano ae«'in*ur*'i
Emorover* ano ae*-maurerj
Came™ ano sen-maurer*

Camw*

Camer* ae"-m*ur»r* ano str.e
unc

Camer* ana if«.in*urtu

Sute lunc

—

AMOUNT

3*- croramem* mmmum S251

3 ol menu*lorem*m* may-
mur *

Prorau.uunm n naoeaaery tc
cover aloenaat

BToraied 0n 0aaa ot tou. com
enaanonoac

Prorauc

Maiwnum a*, ¢ net aamea owe-
mwmt

Proraiec

1D** (1 Oremmm*

(1

2*, 0i premmmt out anonone
proral aaeeaamtnt neceaaary tr
cover aoenael

Prorateo on Dan* d toui com
0enaauon paic

Proraiec

Prerateo on oaks d toui com
penaaoon 0a-

3%d prerrHim:

Prorata on pnor yea- a COB*
S£86 mrvmu?n y

2% »d lorpR 6% lor oomec-:
2*? ﬁ)» aew)-prﬁaurer% *

A* neeoec

Prorateo on 0aaa d wui com-
penaaton pao. StDO mvwnum *
1*%d dtmeurr.i *

Joui amount prorateo on oavt
compensation peymena

On pro** tjrerrvym* at raie m
revgnue aé

Bugpei axm ceo o«mai>y tc
tepisutmr

Ne: "Not aotoa™v to* women compensaton aomtvsoarcr
Ne *Totai eueumem may no* eiceec 1% ottoui oenetits pao bv aa can«r* ana eeF-memr*
NJ ‘To aotWMfitt oaurance orovuon*

January 1,1985

OTHER INCOME

SS0D Ir*j veg* to* CAmeo Si00Pet yaa* tr-
a*R*«nauranc*

Fnaa ana oenefi** ana SS.0X ri no-oecw-
0encv 0aatn caeei

Fag* Kiffacorc:

20*»mont%bypenalryiorunoa»0aaae««m<n- |

ComrrvtKon mell}/ atee** uo to 1500 annua”,
aEamn Ul-ralrm anamnn*urea prouo* ly
actutnel atuoe* ana au»u

Cnm oenaitie*

Feeslor- % a.pc
Grapuauo maotoon fee »ee* kyfecoro* rc .
ancimel

Fees to* comi anc putwcations etc

Crw penatit*

Manmum ¢l 1M 000etceu from 2ns irsu )
Funo mav be oao ovt* to W C asmwatraur |

F*nes ana penaiiiei

mtcrer



CHART X1V CJADMINISTRATION EXPENSES, WORKERS®™ COMPENSATION DEPARTMENTS CWJan. 1, 1985 (coit.)

JURISDICTION
OHIO j

OKLAHOMA

! OREGON

PENNSYLVANIA
PUERTO RICO

RHOOE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROUNA
SOUTH OAKOTA
TENNESSEE

TEXAS

UTAH

VERMONT

VIRGIN j
ISLANDS d

i VIRGINIA
WASHINGTON

WEST VIRGINIA

WISCONSIN

WYOMINO
FE.CA.

L8NGSHORE
ACT

ALBERTA
1BRITISH COLUMBIA
MANITOBA

NEW BRUNSWICK
NEWFOUNOLANO

NORTHWEST
TERRITORIES

NOVA SCOTIA
ONTARIO
PRINCE EDWARD
ISLANO

QUEBEC

!
SASKATCHEWAN
YUKON
TEPRITORY

CANADIAN
MERCHANT
SEAMEN'S ACT

o«

SYSTEM
PROVIDED FOR

irve %na Ana »etf-«rsuf-> \
TCt

Comeetd:ve fund

Competitive 'un0

Competitive fund

N Msi3un/va

Pmyat* insurance
Pnvare n*ufnce

Private -nsurance
Pnvata .nsuranc*

Private ir.turtrct

Comodi-tv* fund

Rival* insurance
EiOulive funa~")

PrvAr™ insurance

A "fei0uS.-va lund and fetf-msu,-*
ance =

yMclut'r* fund and atHnnsuf*N
anc*

Pnvot* insurance

MEICIuIMVE fundA|

Eicivaiv® fund
Pnvata insurance

Exclusive fund
Eitfusrve fund
ExtA-irve fund

Exclusive fund
Exclusive fjno
E*ciun/ve fund

Exdusive fund

Exclusive fund for Scnadwe 1
employers. individual 1-aC'ry for
Scnedu* Hemployers.

Exclusive fund fct Pan 1 -ncc.
[dual PeotxtY. Pan Il

Ex?uS'va fung: mo-nduai i.a0ii-
<yTor Annex b emcoyers

EXCRUSIVE fund
Siousive fund

Pnvata msuranco

FINO OR
APPROPRIATION
Slat# %nd

Admjr-*rratvi Fme Sute insurance
Furvj. *no general accrccnatons

Adflvutraffa fund

Aontujt;iron Fund
Sute fund and aooroonatort

Oaneai aocrcO*aton
Ganarti aooroor »kon
Ganarai acoroorutyn
T(}5)(§§)e1rai accrooraticm coun adrnmsua-

Gantfai aooroonation

n#rr aocrocnat»on

Gen© v aooroonaocn
Tmtor.*| *und

Sotoai furd
SUta fund

Werxan Compensation Fund

SoocaJ fund

industrial AccxJtnt Fund

Appropriation autNonxed from U S
rreasury

Acoroonanon autNonxed from U.S.
Treisury

Accoent Fund
Accident Fund
Acedent Fund

Acodent Fund
Ir>ury Fund
Wocers Compensation Fund

Acedent Fund

Acocant Fund for Sc/aouU i employers.

Daoov: witn Board ‘or ScreduU Hem-
ctoyer*

Acodeni Fund

Acodant Fund

iniury Fund

AeoooniFund

Cost of adm,mStraiion acpoa v>ed
among emoioyars

ASSESSMENT PROVISIONS
AQAINST WHOM | AUOUMT
ﬁ'j amcyoxan rcudng st J % 1 cayreii for Suta Func
rerl. Col-dg* ary Uung OS- 1 amocyera dno 5 «*Nfor aaiwp

<fefs and state Attrunart™. I Sorr

Camara *<e oae-ursurart [ IS Of*m.tintax and IS Us or
aarf-r.aurara casao rn compan-
«tot cag '0r 0em.anerr e
*D¥y cr dead

Employer* Ac*«ruon#0—errtem*;© of 0*-

?awara sCit-<nurers and state
n

SmoKtytr

Camara and

Camera and srfm*uréra

Camara and ie<f-nsurers
Camara and suit ftxvj

Temtorai fund

Camara and Je*r-n*ui*rt
Suta fund and serf-maurers

Al-msuradj

Camara and swi-msurer*

Suia fund

Auomocyars under do ci
Alanumarattd oco*oyari
aii enumerated Cmogjytr*

Al anumaraied orro*oyera
Al onumarated employer*
Ai Omp-oyers

Al ©numerated employe's

ah emo-0yers *n Scnedua 1 Ad-
ministrative coau onty far Scned-
ja llamoiovars

Al enumerated umoHSyou
AJemployer* Admmptrauvo
costs orvy for Anno* 6 empoy-
ers.

Al omercyara

All emc*oy*ra

Aaemployers cf marcftant sea-
men

mum naaoad Weay LOmrvttra
vnatoanan

Proralad cn CAVS cf total com-
canaaticn cao

Manrrym 20% Cliotal or#mum
laceol

2% of oremum
Pi of txarruuma

ﬁg_of IN* Addtonai ast0Oof
., 0ramuma cac

msa
to,General Revenue Fund »ar ad-

min<«niteon of Board
4% of groaa carrvuma

2SS OFOrtmums

Determined Dy 0* actor
Prorau mama recovarad ‘forn
ra?uur suOscndara and atlirv
aursr

Prouy on mdamrvy pao cn
-0aad cum duni'g’pnor sear

Oatarmmed Dy Boaid
Determined Dy Board
Determined Dy Board

Dafemuned Cy Board
Datenr”ed Oy Commtsson
Datermmed Dy Board

Deformmad Dy Board
Detarm.ned by Board.
Determined Dy Board.
Determined by Beam

Determined Dy Beard

Percent cf cayrcif aotermjreo
Comma|scneY Ireo oy

Oetermmaa by Board

OTHER 'NCOME

F-naa canatoy and mmntaasi

31 4% of }Jrqum tax_ 3% to Second iraurv
FuvJ t a% for aorrwatration

r*naa. penarties ano .mareal

Penaiuas for vexatx)na.

Su nsurq out of conaouoatad fund aa Lt Gov «
rvCouncil may dxact

*ana.t>aa for votabona.
mieroat ano cananas

Poru.Wa for vousony
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CHART XV

NOTE—Cmer Canaoan lunsocoons co not cronoo ror -yoaaf aooaai. )
ugnerary courfs may set asoa an aware on cnt at tnt isnowtn grcuncs:pl mas me ccmmuson actto maictss
f 15 cowan. b)tndl tnt awaraw u cnx%uodo fraud, (31 mattnt facts tound Bytnt Commission ot sucoort
na awaro. ana (*» mat mart was not surfiaert comotttnt evtitnct n tnt record to warrant tnt flnoog.

:®0aro mav nouttt co*mon on gutsoon of ‘aw or lunsmcoon on its own mown

M-t ~Usew ersiss 2+ Eauasun cf 'aw Zadcton ;* r*t Sesfd

Conn. =Claimant mty too*  comrmssicntr s cteson to Comoensaoon tfewaw Givrson feanti of 3 commtss«nen).

-tinto aoc”utt wuon ofSqunorCtJurt,
<vthoo May ctrcfy cutaoon cf taw on ¢s own mooon

hiw bi *Aoceiftte Bosna mrv carcfy aueswns of iw to Suorame Court.

« ¥ cefatoancs cannot B« feuno m state, man m Greu* Court of countg wnirt acodent occurred.
<'Vomer* comeensifian aooaaia csntt of coun may caode cast of rttar to fual court

APPEAL PROVISIONS

January 1,1985

J@Boardmay  ctmfv nutanoni cf tsw on its own mown.

<armrﬁcounfait,to aootti witnmeo dm ., Ortaor mustmuM cteaon: fno eaosion u iuuM wurwi so cay*
tqutst. Director must sans* Sucrtmt Court

la. '60 cars for otvoamva aootti

Mama Tir« fa%* cf loom is Aooatam Otvmon. Ctmai cf rtvww %aw Court is fnat. No aooaai f*om oecrt«
1U « on mtmoranaum oCtQrtamtnt. Aooaal oot* not stay oaymafn O»comotnsaor |

<A ‘Acmmisarstive law uuoQt s award may M locttw d to industnal Convmsmsn.
Nett. “TT* Court is constm/taa me isms U tna 00sms sha comnrucna in ctnsr suits.



CHART XV ¢ APPEAL PROVISIONS (1January 1,1985 (continued)

QUESTIONS REVIEWED
TIME FOR TO WHAT PROCESS AND LAW LAW AND BASIS ,
JURISDICTION ADMINISTRATION APPEAL COURT PROCEDURE ONLY FACT FOR REVIEW1 JURY T/t
NEW JERSEY Qu.sen of Won*ere *40 provison Aoce-ato Division ¢f Superior  Notce of acoeai Yes Tnn oe novo on me record ~ NO
Cemeentatvn Court
NEW MEXICO Courts No provison ~ Court of Apoeas Wit cf errpr or acpeai. or Yes Cart'fed record NO
Sucrome Court cemeran
NEW YORK Wonrars Compensation 30 saysater  Accedata D-vison Soorem* As navi act0) wen prec- ves
Board mﬁ* nonre-  Court. Truro Deoad"wnt edence over oa otrer cost
. ) ase
No orcvison Court of Acoeeis &eguﬁar aocea) Yes Record NO
NORTH CAROLINA  Industrial Commtsson 30 cays Court cf Aooears As mcivil actons* Vos Record
NORTH OAKOT k \éVommen 3Comaensaoon 30 days Destnct Court Apoeai Yes Record NO
ureau ) )
No orcvison Sucre.me Court Aopeai Yes Record
OHIO industrial Commtss'on 60 days Court of Common Peas Notice cf ac&e;ai Wt petition ves Trial de novo Yos. on demand
bvdannam Utemployer
No orovson Supreme Court
OKLAHOMA Workers Ccmpensat-on 20 days* Suorome Cpurt* Petition & CertJed Fecord end specifi- N0
Court cations of error
OREQON \glorléers Compensation 30 days Court of Aopeais Notice cf appeal Yes Record* NO
0ar
Supreme Court Nonco of aopeai
PENNSYLVANIA \Els\lorke&s Compensation 20 Cays Commorvreifth Court ‘ro'ice of aoceai Yes Cerv*-d record MO
ureau
30 days Supreme Court Asm amlhchens Yes
PUERTO RICO industrial Commission 30 days "nciustnai Commission Appeal YOS Record
t5 cavs Supreme Court Petiton for revew Yes 11 Certified roccrd No
RHODE ISLAND 0 rector of Labor and Commission 5 days 3 memoers cf appt-iate com-  Claim ot acoeai Vos Cort ed document? and NO
mission *0somony
10cays Supreme Court Wit cf certxyari Yes
SOUTH CAROLINA l’r}ggﬁtrial Commissjon-viuCciai D 30 days Court of Common P’eas Asin crtWactors Yes Record NO
SOUTH DAKOTA  Ovsen (LLaocr and Management 33 days* Circuit Court Notice of aoooai Yes Certified record NO
120days Supreme Court AsinciW actions
TENNESSEE Courts %c%s. Cucui Cools Asm civr) actions Yes Tnai de novo
provison Supreme Court Wt of error
TEXAS industrial Accident Board 20 days Court cf county cf miury or Suitto set avdo decision of Yes «  Tnaide novo Yes
worker Lresidénco Boaro
UTAH industrial Commission 30 days Supreme Court Certoran Yes Certified record NO
VERMONT Commissioner of Labor and industry 39 daga County Court* As presenbod bz Court yos Certtied record Yos. on demand
Afror 30 days  Suoremo Court AsBrescrlbedb Court ves

VIRGIN ISLANOS  Commissioner ll-abor 30 davs Court of comoetent lunsdeton  As in ctml actons Yes Record No
VIRGINIA industrial Commission 60 days Supreme Court As « equity Yes CertLed record NO
WASHINGTON Board of Industrial Insuranco 60 days Superior Court Motet of Acpeu Yes Trial de novo Outon lose-  Yos. on demand

A000dS o mony before the Board
30 days Further ooooal Asincmi actons
WERTVIRGINIA ~ Compensation Commissioner 30 days* Sucremo Court of Aooeais Petition Vs Record cf c'dceedmgs NO
| WISCONSIN bgtr]]or and industry Review Comm.s- 30 cays Circuit Court Action ogamst Commission Yes Record No
Supreme Court A$ from orders

WYOMING Courts 70 Cays Suorome Court Portion and biu of eiceotons YOS Record NO

FECA. visiot. of Federal Employee# 90 Cays to Fecorai Employees Compensa- i.ca>on for review YOS Rocord NO
anrﬁjpensatﬁ)n 6WC?J g a yoa?/ tion Bear(Ei*p g P A

1LONGSHORE Division of Longshero and Harbor 30 cays BenoMs Review Board* Petition Yes Record N0

| AC* Wooers Compensation. 0 WC P . ”

1 60 cays US Court of Acooali Petition Yes Record NO
ALBERTA Womers Compensation Board No limitation Board Inwntog Yes I%gtcl(r)nrgn?/nd wnttenororal  NO
BRITISH Ministry of Laoour 90 Cays Board cf Review Appeal Yes Record and written ororal ~ No
COLUMBIA testimony

90 days Moo.cm Review Panel Appeal fmocical facts orvy) %\aﬂgﬁgﬁ fomMoand ox- ~ No
NEW BRUNSWICK \Elg\looarrléers' Compensation 10 Cays Acoeai Division. Suoremo Court ~ Under Judcaturo Acr Yes3 Record NO
NEWFOUNDLAND ~ Womers Compensation No imitation Suorome Court Pernon* ves Peccrd and writtenororal N
Commission testimony
NOVA SCOTIA \é\gJa%ers Compensation Lyear \I\{)%rrkers Compensation Appeal ~ Appeal Yos Co novo NO
30 Cays Appeal Division. Supremo Court Egrtr}l?sns i[t)%ludge for ves3 Record NO
_l}lggg{:lr\gﬁlsgs Workors Compensation Board fo limitation ~ Board” Board of review Yea New evidence M
ONTARIO Workers Componsaton Board No limitation ~ Appeals Adiydicator Rmiuest to Registrar ol Ap- Yes Oe novo NO
ABBeaI Beard peals
PRINCE EOWARD ~ Womers Compensation t5 Cays Suoremo Court m banco Petition ,tonjudge for Yes3 Record NO
ISLAND Board permissio
QUEBEC Cemnvsson 88 tC% /s Board of Review’ Notice of acoeai Yos Tnal 00 novo No
SASKATCHEWAN  Workers Compensation Board No limitation Board in writing Yes tFégﬁ%rgne;nd wnttenororal ~ No
fLY "Compensation 3 paid or*nc<nig appeal, it reversed, eamer B3roimoursed from Admsnistnjjon hund. FDas. 'Commission may order payment of portion Claward not in dispute

NC "Commission may certfy questions (L aw to Court ol Appeals. Commission may order payment cf portion ot L "Then to Supreme Court on giccooon.
award not m dispute ) ) ) W.Va. ‘May co crtonoed ‘or cause.

Ola. *A%)ealttoWorkers Compensation Coun en cane witfm to daye may oe bypassed m lavor of aopeai to Su- F.E.CA "There is no court appeal: Boa'd has authonty to rrano final decision on appeals
preme Court. i e Doy i

Ore. "Court may ta*e additional evidence on aisaWity not available at hewing. L"R%s“rﬁgen {;LSQ|LEV§LR£|3§£C%§EOﬁ}%aEy“’Qg','EV%vae'ﬁwuﬁgﬁrge“{.'%ﬁ"n" [g]f ,\L/|J 'SB(%?(? artment of Laoor Board may st

Pa. "Decisions cf referees are subjeci 1aopeai to the Workers Compensation Appeal Board. NS ‘Board my request oomion on queston of aw on its own motion

PR “On weight of export tstmory NW.T. "Further appeal to Board of Commissioners
Cuooec ‘Further appeni to Social Affairs Commrssion.



CHART XVI DIRECTORY OF WORKERS' COMPENSATION ADMINISTRATORS January 1,1985

ALABAMA

Wecnr tens Compensation D.vtston
Hopon *
incusmai Beiarons Buitdm?
Montgomery. Alabama 36130
<205i 261-2868

Mr. Marcus A. Oxvis. Acting Chief

A" ASKA
Worxors Comoensatton Division
Department ot Laocr
P.0. Box 1149
Juneau. Alaska 99802
(9071 465-2790

Ms. Jacaueryn McChntoc*. Director
Workers Compensatjion Boaro
Snmo adorns as Division

Mr. jim Rooison. Cnatrman

Mr Tnomas Chancier. Memoer

Mrs Ann Pitunger, Memoer
Mr. David Rtcnaras. Memoer
Mr. joe j. Tnomas I, Memoer
Ms. Deua Pruns. Memoer

Ms. Jacoueims Russeii. Memoer
Mr, Eimer Eller. Memoer

Mr, joe Butler. Memoer

AMERICAN SAMOA

Workmen*s Comoensatton Commtts»on

office ot the Governc*

American Samoa Government

Paao. Pago. Amoncan Samoa 96799
Mr. Moms Seaman. Chairman

ARIZONA

inoustrial Commission
16C1 West Washington

P.0. Box 19070
Phoenix. Anzona 05005
(602) 255-4661

Mr. Daniel Onega. Jr.. Chairman

Mrs. Ann Day Aioxanoer. Vice Chairman
Mr. Duane Pell. Memoer

Mr. Chanes W. Prne. Memoer

Mr. G. Vernon McCracken Memoer

Mr. Harry G. Ke
Mrs. Magone L Dionl.

ey. Director
laims Manager

State Comoonsa®ion Fund
1616 West Adam*

Phoenix. Anzona s2°07

y. Manager

AR*ANSAS

Womers Compensation Commission

Justice Bu tno

State Ceortm Grounds

Utie Rock.Arkansas 72201

(501) 372-3930
Mr. Burt C. Rotenoerrv. Chairman
Mr. J. Melvin Farrar. Commis
Mr. Allyn C. Tatum, Commissioner

CALIFORNIA

on ol Industrial Acodems
Box 603. Sixth Floor
San Francisco. CaiilomiodW
(415) 5570%45.

Mr Rodart J. Beniam

Administrative Director

Womens Comoensation Aocoeals B*"*rc

455 Goiaen Gate Avenue

San Franasco. California94102
Mr. C. Gordon Taylor. Chairman
Mr. jack R. Fenton, Commissioner
M:. Gordon R. Games. Commissioner
Mx. Manlyn C. Lazar. Commissioner
Mr. Chanes L Swozey. Commissioner
Mr. Franklin 0. Grady. Commissioner

State Compensation insurance Fund
1275 Market Street
San Franasco. California &A103

Mr. E. A SandDerg, Presicent

COLORADO *
Division Of Lapor
1313 Sherman Street. Room 314
Denver. Colorado 60203
Mr. Charles J McGrath,

Director

industnai Commission

State Services Building. £tn Floor
1525 Sherman Street
Denver. Colorado 80203
130-41000-244b
Mr. jonn J. McDonald, Chairman
Mr Gary B. Rose. Commissioner
Mr. Miguel Baca. Commissioner

State Comoense».on insurance Func
950 Broaoway
Oenver. Colorado 80203

lenn Adams. Manager
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CONNECTICUT

Werners Compensation Commission

>690 C<*we<i Avenue

Hamoen. Connecticut 06514

1203) 789-7783
Mr. Jonn A Arcu0
Mr. A Paul Bene Commissioner
Mr. Room W. Waner, Commissioner
Mrs. Rnoca L. Loeo.
Mr Frank j. Vemlli. Commissioner
Mr. Edward F. Bradley. Commissioner
Mr. Andrew P. Denuzze. Commission*"
Mr. G*r Kotmwy. Commissioner
Mr. Darius J. Spam.

Cnairman

Commissioner

Commissioner

DELAWARE

industnai Acader.t Board

State Ottice Buitomg, 6tn Floor

820 Nonn Frencn Street

Wilmington. Delaware 1986 i

(302) 571-2885
Mr. Warren T. Forexer. Chairman
Mr. Pooen S Poweil. MemDer

Mrs Joyce L. Wngm. Memaer
Mr. james P Robinson, . Memoer
Mr. sworth Jacxson, Member

Mr. n Boggs. Memoer

Mr. E. Matthews. MemDer

Mrs Kathryn D. Ribynsm. Administrator

DISTRICT OF COLUM3I1A

Department ol Employment Services
Office ol Workers Comoensstion
P.0 Box 56098
a*ihmoton. D.C.
(2€2) 576*6265
Mr. Bruce M

200H

Eanet. Associate Oirector

FLORIDA

Division of Workers Compensation
Deoanment of Laoor and Employment Secunty
1321 Executive Center Onve-Easi
Taiianassee. Fionoa 32301
*rt)4) 46B-2548

Mr. Ray Neff. Director

GEORGIA

Board of Womers Comoensai on
1000 South Omni international
10tn Floor

Atlanta. Geonua 30335

(404) 656-3675

Mr. Heroert T. Greennottz. Jr.. Chairman

Mr. Don 1.Knowles. Memoer
Mr. James C. Pullen. Secretaiv-Treasurer
Mr. James W. Pans. Director

GUAM
Worxer s Comoensation Comnvsaon
Department ot Laoor
Government ot Guam
Box 23548
Guam Main Facility 96921-031C
Mr. Uoyd L. Unaget. Commis-wane/
Mr. Chnslian L. Delfin. Aomim.itrator

HAWALL

Disability Compensation Division

Department of Laixir ano Industri

€30 Punchbowl Street

Honolulu. Hawaii 96813

(808) 548-4131
or. Joshua C
Mr. Onanoo K.

I Relations

“nsaiud. Director
..utanaoe. Administrator

Laoor arm Inuustnal Rotations Appeals Board
eBB Mililam Street

Room 400
Honolulu. Hawaii 96813
Mr. E. Jonn McConnell. Chairman
Mr. James H. Takusm. Memoer
Mr. Eduarao E. Malaprt. Memoer
IDAHO
indust»ai Commnsion
317 Main Street
Boise, Idano 83720
(208) 334-2193
Mr. Gerald A. Geddes. Chairman

Mr. L G. simall, Memoer
Mr. Will S. Detenbacn. Memoer
Mr. Lawrence J. Sojute. Administrator

Statejnsurancu Fund
r.C. uux iGuo
Boise, idano 83704

Mr. Mone Parsley. Manager

ILLINO

160 Nonn LaSaiie Street

Chicago 11 is 60601
1312) 793-6611
Mr. Mervih N. Buchrrsn. Cnairmar.
Mr Raion W. ler. CommISSlone,
Mr Tneoo.es cx. Jr.. Commissioner
Mr, Caivm F. Tansor. Commissioner
Mr, Adolphus Green. Commissioner
Mi. Ruth White. Commissioner
Mr. Dennis Douglas. Commissioner
INDIANA

industrial Boarc

601 S
toow

inaunaoous.

1317)
Mr.
Mr
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
wr,

10WA

U*e Office Building
onn Senate Avenue
Indiana 46204

232-3808
Jonn N. Shanxs Il Chairman
RJ. Noei. Memoer

JJ. McDonagn Memoer
R.J. Cronm. Memoer

jonn A Rader. Memoer
Everett N. Lucas. Memoer

G. Teranee Concen. Memoer

industnai Commissioner s Office
507 10th Street

Oes M
(515)
M.

ornes. lowa 50319
281-5935
Rooert C.

Lanoess. industr

Commissicner

KANS

AS

Omsion of Womers Comoensation

Depar

tment of Human Resources

First Fioor

217 S.E. Fourth Street
Topeka. Kansas 66603-3599
(913)296-3441
Mr. John B Rattimel. Director
KENTUCKY
Workers® Compensation Board
127 Building
U.S. 127 South
Frankfort. Kentucky 40601
(502) 554-5550
Mr Lannv Holbrook. Chairman
Mr Max Smith. Memoer
Mr. Glenn L Scmlling. Memoer
Mr. William Brooxs. Memoe "
Wr. Georoe Simoson. Memoer
Ms. J.H. Blankenship. Director
LOUISIANA
Department of Laoor
Office of Workers Compensation
910 No. Bon Marcne Street
Baton Rougo. Louisiana 70606
(504) 925-4563
Mr. jack Leary, Assistant Secretary
MAINE
Workins Compensation Commission

State

L *ice Bu

State K ise Station 27
Augusta, *“sine 04333
(207) 20/-3751

Mr. Chanes n Devoe. Chairman

Mr. Oougiai. A. Ciacp. Commissioner

Mr. Nicnoias Soacaa. Commissioner

Mr. David Soucy Commissioner

Mrs. Suzanne E.K. Smitn. Commissioner

Mr. Ralph Tucker. Commissioner

Mr. Kirn Sudstrup. Commissioner

Mrs. Jana S. Sradley. Commissioner

Mr. Peter Mtcnauo. Commissioner
MARYLAND

Workmen s Compensation Commission
6 North Liberty

Bal

imore. Maryland 21201

659-4700
Chartss J. Krysiak. Chairman

Mr. Clement R. Mercawo. Commissioner
Mr. Sidnev W. Aloert. Commissioner
Mr. EawaH A. Paiamara. Commissiorv*
Mr. G. Joseph SMIs. Jr.. Commissioner
Ms. Carmel J. Snnw. Commissioner
Mr. 3. Max Millef\i* Comm*«s»nn»
Mr. Hooer * “tedding. Commissioner
Mr. L Doi .Has oe<erson. Commissioner
Mr. Stepne. Ros«roaum. Commissioner
State Acaoem Fund
8722 Loch Raven Bc"evard
Towson. Maryland 21204
Mr. DonakJ Potter, Suponntendem

MASSACHUSETTS

IfAiUaUi< «uuuents scare
Lovcren Sanonstau Office Buitdmg
100 Camoncge Street

Boston.
(617) 727-3400

Massachusetts 02202

Cnairman
Commission

Mr. Joel Pressman.
Mr. James McGumness.
Mr. Harry Demetar. jr.. Commis n*
Mr. William.McCarthy. Commissioner
Mr. satvaiore Musco. Commissi [
Mrs. Manna Scanneo. Commtss.uner
Mroow
Mr.
Mr. John McKinnon.

tiam A. Tcxen. Commis
liam Cleary. Com

Commissioner

Mr. Ricnara A. Ro~»rs. Commissione

Mr. noias J. Vergaoos. Commis

MICHIGAN

Bureau of Workers Disabi
Department of Laoor
P.0. Box 30016
309 Nonn Wasnmoton Scuare
Lansing. Michigan 48909
(517) 373-3480
Mr. Rudy Redmond.
Mr. jonn P. Miron. Chief Deputy

Director

Workers Comoensation Apoeai Board
309 Nonn Wasnmoton Square
Leonard Plaza Buiidmg
Lansmg. Micnigan 48909
Mr. Kart N. Ber.gnsuse.. Chairman
Mr. Bart Lee. Memoer
Ms. Nancy Day. Memoer
Ms. Maryim E. Atkins. Memoer
Mr. K. Micnaoi Miller. Memoe*

Ms. Rosemary K. Woiocx. Memoer
Mr. Aroo Yemen. Memoe*
Mr. Micnaet J. Mason. Memoe*

Mrs. Molly Benner. Memoe*

Wil Jr..
Mr. RdDert J. Hostettie Memoer
Pheios.
naroso

Member

Member
Memoer

Mrs. Janet H.
Mr. Rooert L
Mrs. Jane S. Cowmoo. f."emoer
Mr. Huien Simpson. Merioe*

State Accident Fund
232 South Capitol Stree*
Lansing. Mic

Mr. Floyd L*igno

MINNESOTA

Workers Comoensatior D ion

Dooar.ment ol Laoor ana Industry

444 Lavaletto Road

st. Paul. Minnesota 55101

(612) 296-2432
Mr. Sieve Keele.
Mr. jay Benanav,

Commissioner

Workers® Compensation Court ol Appeal

Socond Floor
MEA Building
55 Sherburne Avenue
SL Paul. Minnesota 55103
Hon. Jonn Weitraff. Chief Judge

Hon. Paul V. Rieke. Administrative J
Hor Mahion F. Hanson. Juage
Hon. Leign Goro. Juoge

Hon. Raymono 0. Adel. Judge

Slate Workv."k Comoensstion Mutual
Si e 562. Southaaie Office Centre
600 France Avenue Soutn
Minneapolis. Minnesota 55435
Mr. Andrew C. Meuwissen.

MISSISSIPPI

r

ioner

ty Compensation

Deputy Commissioner

udge

Insurance Cc

President C E O

Workmen s Compensation Commission

1428 Lakeland Drive

P.0. Box £300

Jacxson. Mississippi 39216

16011987-4200
Mr. Marsnnil G.
Mr. 0. L Garmon.
Mr. Watter M. O"Barr.
Mrs. Brenda H Gootsoy. Secretary

Benner. Chairman

Commissioner

Commissioner

MISSOURI

D sion of Workers® Ccmoensation
Deoanment of tJiDor and industnai Relations
P.0. Box 58

fﬁ[ajr7gi-ﬁjﬁ1M issoun 65102

Mr. Ricnard R. Rousseiot. Director

Labor and Industnai P* " 4 >ns Commission

1904 Missoun Bomevai .

P.0. Box 599

Jefferson City. Missoun 65102
Mr. Terry C. Allen. Chairman
Mr. Heroert L Ford. Memoer
Mr William F. Ringer. MemDer
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MONTANA

D.vismn of Workers Compensation
5 South La”t Chance Gu~“ch
Helena, Montana 59604
(4061 444-6518
Mr. Gary L. Blewett. Administrator

Workers Compensation Court

5 South Last Chanco Gulch

P 0. Box 537

Helena. Montana 59524
Judge Timothy W Reardon

State Compensation Insurance Fund
Same aodress as Dbws.cn
Ms. Janice F Van Riter. Bureau Chief

NEBRASKA

Workmen s Compensation Court
Stato House. 12th Ficor
Lincoln. Nebraska 68509
(402) 471-2568
Hon. 3en Novicolf. Presiding Judgo
Hon Paul E. LeClair. Judge
Hon. Mark A. Buchholz. Judge
Hon .ames P. Monen. Judge
Hon. Theodore W. Vrana. Judge
Hon. Micnaei P. Cavel, Judge
Mrs. Yvonne Leung. Administrator

NEVACA

Slate industnai insurance System
S15 Fast Musser Street
Carson City, Nevada 89714
(702) 885-5284
Mr. Laury M Lewis. General Managor

Oeoartmont o. "noustnal Re
1390 South Curry Street
Carson City, Nevada 89710
1702) 685-3032

Mr. James Barnes. Oirector

NEW HAMPSHIRE

Department of Labor
t9 P"Usbury Street
Concord. New Hampshire 0330 f
(603) 271-3171

Vance R. Kelly, Commissioner

NEW JERSEY

Division cr Workers Compensation
Department ol Labor
call Numoer 381
Trenton. New Jersey 08625
(609) 292-2414
Hon. A J. Naoier. Chief Judge
Mr. Glenn Paulsen. Director

NEW MEXICO

Labor and Industnai Commission
1596 Pacheco Slreet

Santa Fe. New Mexico 87501
(505) 827-9870

Mr. Frank B. Smith. Labor Commissio er

Workmen s Compensate Divis*on
same address as commit non
1505) 827-9876

Mrs. Consueio C. Smith. Manager

NEW YORK

Workers® Compensation Board
Two World Trade Center
New Ycrx. New York 10047
(212) 480-3~33
Mr. Robert Slemgut. Chairman
Mr. Francis J. Gnffm. Vice Chairman
Mr. Henry Chnstman. Member
Ms. Monica Goilub, Memoer
Mr. Daniel J. Higgins, Member
Mr. William Krooger. Memoer
Mr. Ernest R. Latnam. Member
Mr. William C. Muilany, Member
Mr. Seymour Posner. Memoer
Mr. Walter Shields. MemDer
Ms. Hone J. Slater. Member
Mr. Joseph A. Tauneito, Member
Mr. Ferdinand Tremrti. Member

Slate Insurance Fund
loo church street
New York. New York 10007

Mr. Amo 1 Kideckel. Executive Director

NORTH CAROLINA

Industrial Commission

Dobbs Building

430 North Salisbury Street

Haieinn. NOrm oaroiina issbi i

(919) 733-4820
Mr. W iam H. Stephenson. C lairman
Mr. Coy Vance. Commissioner
Mr. Chanes Clay. Commissions”®

NORTH DAKOTA

Workmen s Compensation Bureau
Russell Building
Highway 83 North
Bismarck. North Dakota 58505
(701) 224-2700
Mrs. Margarot Busnee. Cha.rmar.
Mr. Al Gimbel. Commissioner
Mr. Ron Carl

sle. Commissioner

nsai.on Fund

Same address as Bureal

OH10

Bureau ol Workers Compensation

246 North High Sheet

Columbus. Ohio 43215

(614) 466-2950
Mr. James L Mayf

d, Administrator

industnai Commiss

Same address as Bureau
Mr. Leonard T Lancaster. Chairman
Mr. Emory Huaueiet. Vice Chairman
Mr. Stephen Horten Member
Mr. Goorge C. Smith, Ill, Member
Mr Raymond A. Conner. Member

insu

ranc
Same a0dress a Bureau

OKLAHOMA
Oklahoma Workers Compensation Court
Jim Thorpe Building
2101 North Lincoln Boulevard
Oklahoma City. Oklahoma 73105
(405) 521-6025

Hon. Charles L. Cashion. Pres

Hon. Uvy w steeper, Judgo
Hon _tor R. Seagte, Judge
Hon. Jill V. Cross. Judge

Hon. k Lynn. Judge
Hon. Patricia Roe*1Demps. Judge
Hon. Clint Q. Uvngston. Judge

Hon, Jacque J. Joffnes-Brawner. Judgo

State Insurance Fund

5th and Walnut

Okiahona City, Oklahoma 73105
Mr. David tlenburg, Manager

OREGON
Workers Compensation Department
Labor and Industnos Bui
salem. Oregon 97310
(503) 378-3304

am J. Brown. Director

Workons Compensation Board
480 Church Street
salem. Oregon 97310

M9. Evelyn S. Ferris. Chairperson

Mr. George E. Lewis. Member

Mr. Greg McMurdo, Member (pending)

SAIF Corporation
400 High Street. S.E.
salom. Orogon 97312

Mr. Gary A. Raid. President

PENNSYLVANIA

Bureau of Workers® Compensation
Department of Labor and Industry
3607 Derry Street
Hamsburg. Pennsylvania 17111
(717) 783-5421

Mr. Jan C. Smith. Director

Workers® Compensation Appeal Board
3607 Derry Street
4th Floor
Harrisburg. Pennsylvania 17111
Mr. Harold Forgus. Chairman
Mr. Anthony R. Cognettt, Commissioner
Mr. Thomas 8re3iin. Commissioner
Mr. Robert Fohl, Commissioner

State Workmen s insurance Fund

100 Lackawanna Avenue

Scranton. Pennsylvania 18503

am Wnstington. Acting Managor

PUERTO RICO

Industnod Commissioner®s Office
G.P.0. Box 4466
San Juan, Puerto Rico 0093C
(809) 783-3808
Mr. C Piraoo-0elgado
Mi. Epifamo Aldahondo-Delgodo.
Commissioner

Chairman

Mr. Jose L Verdiales-Morales. Commissioner

W j.MirUna El."oS- i.Til. Cpsvnissicner
Mr. Cnsio Bernazarc. Commissioner

stale Insurance Fund
G.P.0. Box 5028
San Juan. Puerto Rico 00936

Mr. Jose Ramon Gonzalez. Manager

RHODE ISLAND

Division of Workers Compensation
Deoanment of Labor
220 Elmwood Avenuo
Providence. Rhode Island 02907
(401) 277-2722

Mr. Michael J. Hnnranan. Adm

stiator

Workers Compensation CommSw*on
1 porrance Plaza
Providence. Rhode island 02903
(401) 277-3097
Mr. Eugene J. Lafemfire, Chairman
Mr. Robert F. Amgan. Commis ner
Mr. W.liian G. G Iroy. Commissioner
Mr. Mcsps Xando, Lommissicner
Mr. Andrew E. McConnell. Commissioner
Mr. Carminu Rao. Commissioner
Mr. John Rotondi. Commiss
Mr. William A. Castro, Admi

SOUTH CAROLINA

industnai Commission
Middioburg Office Park
1800 St. Julian Place
Columbia. South Caro
(B03) 758-2556
Mr. James J. Reid. Chairman
Mr. John R. Tally, Commissioner
Ms. Virginia L Crocker, Commis
Mr. J. Dawson Addis, Commissioner
Mr Moines C. Oreher, Commissioner
Mr. Frederick Zeigier. Commissioner

a 29204

ioner

Mr. Romnarot Brown, Commissioner
Mr. Samuel E. Kirven. Admi
Mr Jonn 6. Nabors. Execute Du" *rtor

SOUTH OAKOTA

Oivisiun of Labor and Management
Department ot Labor
KneiD Building. Second Floor
700 Ilinois North
Pierr?, South Oakota 57501
(605) 773-3601
Mr. Poter de Huec*. Diroctor

TENNESSEE
Workers Comoensation D
Department of Labor

501 Union Building
second Fioor

Nashville. Tennessee 37219
(615) 741-2395
Mrs. Sue Ann Head. Diroctor

TEXAS

industnai Accident Board
200 East Riverside Drtve. First Floor
Austin. Toxas 78704
(512) 440-7900

Mrs. M.M. Maisel. Chaircsrson

Mr. Booby J. Bames. Member

Mr. N. J. Huestis. Member
liam Treacy. Executivo Director

UTAH

Industnai Commission
160 East 300 South
salt Lake City. Utah 84111
(001) 530-6800
Mr. Steorsn M loy, Chairman
Mr. Waiter T. /...;jard. Commissioner
Mr. L L Nei’sen. Commissioner

State Insurance Fund

560 South 300 East

Sait Lake City. Utah 84111
Mr. Dale W

ams. Manager

VERMONT

Deoanment of Labor and Industry
120 State Street
Montpelier. Vermont 05602
(802) 828-2286
Mr. William A. Dalton. Commissioner

VIRGIN ISLANOS
Department ot Labor

P.0. Box 890

Chrisbansted, Si Croix. Virgin Islands 00801
(809) 773-6200

Mr. Dougias E. Simpson. Deputy Commissioner

VIRGINIA

Industnai Commission
1000 DMV Bu
P.0. Box 1794
Richmond. Virgi
(804) 257-8600
Mr. Charles G. James. Chairman
Mr. Rooert P. Joynor. Commissioner
Mr. william E. O'Neill, Commissioner

WASHINGTON
Dap?rtm®n* nf laccf prrt [*nvel»

General Admi
AX-31
Dfympia. Wasnmgton 98504
.06) 753 5308
Mr. Sam Kinville. Director

istration Bui

Board of industnai Insurance Appeals
410 West 5th Street
Caoitol Center Building
Olympia, Washington 98504
Mr. Michael L Hall, Chajrman
Mr. Frank Fennerty. Jr.. Memoor
Mr. Phillip T. Bork, Member

Industnai insurance Division (Stato Fund)
Same address as Deoanment

Mr. Joseph Dear, Assistant Director

istrative Director

WEST VIRGINIA
Woa_elr’\ Compensation Commissioner s

P.0. Box 3151
Charleston. West V'rgima 25332
(304) 348-2580

Ms. Mary Marina Me.ntt. Commissioner

Workers Compensation Appeal Board
112 Canforr »Avenue
Room 115
Charleston. West Virginia 25305
Mr. Jonn h. Hankins, Chairman
Mr. Louis J. John. Member
Mrs. R. Sue Core. Member

Workmen s Compensalon

Fund
same address as Commissioner s Office

WISCONSIN

Workers Comoensation Division

Department ol Industry. Labor, and Human
Relations

P.0. Box 7901

Room 161

20* East Washington Avanuo

Madison. Wisconsin 53707

1608) 266-1340
Ms. Carol Looes, Adm

istrator

Laoor and Industry Review Commission
P.0. Box 8126
Madison. Wisconsin 53708

Mr. David A. Pearson Chairman

WYOMING

Workers Compensation D.viswn
Slate Treasurers Office
2305 Carey Avenuo
Cheyonne, Wyoming 82002
(307) 777-7441
Mrs. Ann E. Woodward. Director

Industnai Ajcident Fund

sane address as Division

UNITED STATES

DsDartment of lar>o
Employment Standards Admi
Washington. 0.C. 20210
(202) 523-6191

istration

Mr. Robert Coliyer. Deputy Under Socrctary

office of Workers Compensation Programs
(202) 523-6579
Mr. Lawrence W. Roger. Jr.. Director

Division of Coal
(202) 523-6692
Mr. James DeMarco. Associate Diroctor

Division ol Fedora) Empioyoes Compensation

12C2) 523-7552
Mr. John D. McLeilan. Associate Director

Division of Longshore and Harbor Workers
Compensation

(202) 523-8572
Mr. N A. Montone. Associate Director

Office of State
Legislative Analysis

(202) 523-9575
\(rs. June Robinson. Director

aison and

Zivision of Stato Workers Comoensation
Programs

(202) 523-9575
Mr. Glenn A. Whi

ington, Oirector

F snefits Review Board
. 11 20th Street. N.W.
Suite 757
vanguard Ruildmg
Washington. D.C. 20036
(202) 653-5060
Mr. Robert L Ramsey, Chairman
Mr. Roy P. Smith. Member
Mr. David A. Clark. Member

Employees* Compensation Appeals Board
300 Reporters Building
7th & D Streets. 5.W.
Room 300
Washington. D.C. 20210
1202) 472-5600
Mr. Gerald Umbotey. Chairman
Mr. George E. R
Ms. Margaret Pallansch. Memoer

rs. Member

ne Workers Compensation
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alberta

Workers Comoansation Boara
P 0. Box 2415
9912 107tn Street
Ecmonton Aio«fta T5J 2S5
4031 427-1100
Mr. Kennatn Pais. Chairman
Dr. A.E. Honoi. Vice Chairman
Mr. Rov H. Jamr.a. Mamoer
Mr. Petar Ko»ca. Memoer
Mr Maunce Banry. Memoer
Mr. T P. Qnff.n. Executive Orector-
Administration

Mr. Jonn Wisocky. Executive Oirector-Claims

Services
Mr. K.W, Couli. Executive Oirector-Fmance

BRITISH COLUMBIA

WorKers Comoensation Boaro
6951 Westminster H*gnwav
Ricnmorua Brrtisn Common V7C 1C6
(604) 273*2266
Mr Walter R. Fiesner. Cnairman
Ms. Joan Nutter. Commissioner
Mr. Micnaei Parr. Commissioner
Mr. Glenn Hail. Commissioner

MANITOBA

Workers Comoensaoon Boaro
333 MarviarxJ Street
Wmntoeg. Mamtooa R3G 1M2
(204) 766*5471
Ms. Sonny Arrojaco. Ciiairoerson
Mr. T. Don Buiiocn. Comm oner
Mr. AJian A. Fitury. Commissioner
Mr. Ken Kurois. Cniel Executive Officer

NEW BRUNSWICK

Wec* xers Comoensation Boaro
P.0. Box 160
Samt Jonn New Brunswick E2L 3X9
(506) 632*2200
Mr Rooert G. Jones. Cnairman
Mr Roiand C. Boudreau ice Cnairman
Mr M P Ftsner. Commissioner
Mr. Brian Barter. Executive Director

NEWFOUNDLAND

Womers diation Boars

reme
P c. Box 9000
Station B
SL jonns. Newtounoiano AiA 3Bo
(709) 754*2940
Mr Edward Mavnarc. Cnairman
M». Gordon F woootcro. Commissioner
Mr. Andrew G Rose. Commission*®
Mr. Maxwell J. Bursey. Executive
Directo®-Ciaims Services
Mr. Bruce Peckforc. Executrve
Director-Fmanca and Aomimstraoor

NORTHWEST TERRITORIES

Womers Comoensation Boaro
P.0 Box 8888
Yeiiowknite. Nortnwtn Temtones X1A 2R3
-403) 873*7484

Mr. J.0-C. Maclean. Chairman

Mr. B. Rooerts V«e Chairman

Mr. Bill Berezowski. Memoer

Mr. Rooen Kuotana. Memoer

Mr. W Hetmck. Memoer

Mr. D. Jonnston, Memoer

Mr. Mike ZuDho.Memoer

Mr. W Aoams. Memoer

Mr. J. Tood. Memoer

Mr. Amoid Hooe. MemDer

NOVA SCOTIA
Womers Comoensation Boaro
5668 Soutn Street
PO Box 1150
Hanfax. Nova Scotia B3J 2Y2
(902) 425*8440
Mr. J R. Lynx. Chairman
Mr. Burl Courts. Vico Chairman
Mr. James Vaugnan Commissioner
Mr Greg Hicks.Commissioner
Mr. J.H. Cottwnden. Executive Director

Womers Comoensation ,*coeal Board
3rd rtoor. Lora Neison Arcacn
Senna Garden Road
P.0. Sox 3311
Hatitax. Nova Scotia B3J 3J1
Mr Hucn J. MacLeod. Chairman
Mr. H. Maxwell Pierce. Memoer
Mr. DonakJ Hutchinson Memoir
Mr. Lawrence F. Scaravedi, Memoer
Mr. George Beckwith. Memoor
Mr. Jonn J. 0"Bnen. Executive Officer

ABBREVIATIONS
AND COMPUTATIONS IN CHARTS

ABBREVIATIONS
— Worker's average weekly wage

AWW
C.M.S.CA
F.E.CA.
O.W.C.P.
NAWW
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PT
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P
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COMPUTATIONS— MONTHLY TO WEEKLY

ONTARIO

womers Comoensation ooero

2 B»oo

Toront

(416)
non
Mr.

r Street East
0. Omano M4W 3C3

965*8684

Uncom M Aiexancer Chairman
A G MacDonaiC Vice Chairman-

Administration

Mr.
D*
Mr.

T.D. Warrmgton. Vice Chairman-AopeM
W.F jacoos. Cammnsionef-Aocoeais

Thomas A. McEwsn Comrmssionr™*

Aooeats

Mr.
Mr
Mr
Mr

R. 0. Reiity, Ass:. General Manager
Alex Joma. Secret

D. Cam. Associate Secretary

pi. Walker. Register ot Acoeais

PRINCE EDWARD ISLANO

Wome

n Comoensation Boaro

£0 Belvedere Avenue
P.0. Box 757

Chanottetown. Pnnca Edward island CI A 71’)

(902) £94*8555

Mr.
Mr.
Mr

Mr.

QUEB

Commissionde laSame etdo taSecunteou Trnva.i

Loo Roisiter. Chairman

Anno* Brown. Memoer

Raymond Livingstone. Momoer
C.E. Ready, Executive Secretary

EC

524 Boardages Street
Cueoec. Queoec GIK 7E2

(418)043*5973
Hon Rooert Sauve. President
Mr. Jean-Louis Bertrand. Vice President
Mr. Lionel Bermer. Vice Pr»sidem
Mr. Paul Emue Boucher. Vice President
Mr. Pierre LaFranca. Secretary

Canadian Merchants Seamen's Compensation Act

— Federal Employees' Compensation Acr
— Office of Workers' Compensation Programs. U.S. Department of Labor
— National average weekly wage

— Permanent partial disability
— Permanent total disability

— Statewide average monthly wage
— Statewide average weekly wage

— Temporary partial disability
— Temporary total disability

SASKATCHEWAN
Aomers Comoensation ocarc
1840 Lome Street
Reama. Sas«atcnewan S4P 218
(206: 565*4370
Mr ceter £ Graov. Chairman and CEC
Mr. Fhirho J. Ltcuc. Memcer
Mr Rcoeri G. McWiii.e Memo*"
Mr Ernest R. Moody. Mem»r
Mrs. K.L. Brown Genera) Manager

YUKON
Women Comoensation Board
4ii0 4m Avenue
Suite 300
Whitenorse. Yukon Via 4N7
1403) 667*5645
Mr Bnan Boct.t. Chairman
Mr. Gerry Dooson. Memoer
Mr. Tom Morey Memoer
M<ss Dorothy Wasyiyncnu*. Executive D

CANADA
tarvMifCanada
Occuoationai Satetv and Huafth Branch
-mury Comoensation Division
Onawa. Omano K1A 033
(613) 997%2281

Mr. J.F. Eiiewottn. Chief

Merchant Seamen Compensation Board
Laoour Canada
Ortawa. Omano K1A0J2
Mrs W. Porteous. Chairman
Caot. J.G. Dameis Vice Chairman
Mr. J.F EHswonn. Secretary

All benefits payable other than on a weekly basis have been converted to an equivalent
weekly rate. There are several methods of conversion in use. which may cause slight
differences inresult. This Analysu attempts to follow the practice of the jurisdiction wherever

possible.

I. A method widely used in Canada Is to multiply the monthly benefit by 12. divide by
365. and multiply the result by 7. Example for a monthly benefit of S750:

S172.60

750 x 12 «x
365

2. A second method is to multiply the monthly benefit by 12 and divide by 52. Example:

750 x 12 _

52

S173.08

3. The third method is to divide the monthly benefit by 4.3 or a similar figure because
the average month contains 4.33 weeks. Example:

rocto-
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ORDER ADDITIONAL COPIES OF THIS ANALYSIS

Please send copies of ANALYSIS OF WORKERS' COMPENSATION LAWS 1985 (6803).

P Enclosed is my check for S Q Bill me. O Send information about free imprint offer.

NAVE .TITLE.

COMPANY.

ADDRESS.

CITY. . STATE. .ZIP CODE.

Single Copy ~ 312.00 each ~ 100-499 Copies S5.00 each Make check or money order payable to:

2-24 Copies  S10.00 each 500 or More S$3.00 each Chamber of Commerce of the United States
25-99 Copies S 7.00 each  Price Includes Postage Add appropriate sales tax for deliveries in Cal-

ifornia and the District of Columbia.

TELL A FRIEND OR ASSOCIATE ABOUT THIS ANALYSIS

Dear

The Chamber of Commerce of the United States has summarized the workers' compensation laws in its annual
pamphlst. You may want a copy of this report—ANALYSIS OF WORKERS' COMPENSATION LAWS 1985 (6803).

Il you do. fill out and mail this card to the U.S. Chamber. Its already addressed.

The price is S12.00 per copy. C Check enclosed. Q Bill me.
&Ma,ke check payable to: Chamber ot Commerce ot the United States. Add appropnate sales lax for deliveries in
alifornia and'the District of Columbia.)

NAME. .TITLE.
COMPANY.

ADDRESS.

CITY. .STATE- .ZIP CODE..

TELL A FRIEND OR ASSOCIATE ABOUT THIS ANALYSIS

Dear
The Chamber of Commerce of the United States has summarized the workers' comoensation laws in its annual
pamphlet. You may want a copy of this report—ANALYSIS OF WORKERS' COMPENSATION LAWS 1985 (6803).

If you do. fill out and mail this card to the U.S. Chamber. It's ahead'/ addressed.

The price is $12.00 per copy. P Check enclosed, n Bill me.
EMake check payable to: Chamber ot Commerce ot the United States. Add appropriate sales tax for deliveries in
alifornia and the District of Columbia.)

NAME. TITLE-
COMPANY.
ADDRESS .

CITY. STATE ZIP CODE



Analysis of Workers' Compensation Laws, 1984 Edition (6707)
A 48-page book containing 40 pages of charts showing provisions
of workers compensation laws in the 50 states, the District of
Columbia, Guam. Puerto Rico, and the Canadian provinces. Pub-
lished and revised annually. (S12.00 each)

Analysis of Workers' Compensation Laws

Back copies of the editions for 1983 (512.00 each), 1982 (S8.00
each). 1981 (58.00 each). 1980 (56.00 each). 1979 (56.00 each).
1978 (S5.00 each). 1977 (S5.00 each) are still available for re-
searchers and libraries.

Managing Health Costs (661 5)

Presents strategies for managing health costs. Contains vital and
timely information for individual companies, emerging and estab-
lished health coalitions, health care providers and insurers, and all
concerned with today s high cost of health care. (59,00 each)

The New Primer for Hospital Trustees (6633)

A 40-page guidebook explaining why hospital costs are high and
rising: how hospitals are financed, operated, and regulated: what
business can do to conraln hospital costs; and what the future
holds for hospitals. Separate sections on trustee roles and re-
sponsibilities. Graphic material i-elps explain concepts. (510.00
each)

Health/Action (7025)

This six-booklet action kit contains a leader's guide and five strategy
reports to help you fight rising health costs and improve health in
your company and in your community. (S15.00 each kit)

Directory of Business Coalitions for Health Action (6732)

Lists by selected characteristics over 120 business groups formed
to contain health costs. Includes summary tables comparing 1982
and 1983 data. Single copy (510.00 each), 2-9 copies (S8.00
eachi. and 10 copies or more (56.00 each).

Coalition Report

Leading monthly newsletter on actions to contain health case costs,
published by the Clearinghouse on Business Coalitions for Health
Action. (Annual subscription 536.00)

Washington Watch: The Business Action Network
The premier Inside-Washington legislative and regulatory business
newsletter. Keeps you abreast of White House and Congressional

thinking on the vital and costly national issues monthly (S75.00
annually for U.S. Chamber members. S95.00 for non-members).

Career Education: What | It and Why We Need It (3736)

A unique coalition of 25 education, business, labor, minority, and
women's organizations explains the benefits of career educarion
and how all parts of the community can work together to link
education with the world of work. (S2.00 each)

Improving Local Government Fiscal Management (59081
Presents action guidelines for business executives working with
public policy officials and county and municipal managers to Im-
prove local fiscal affairs. Contents include budget preparation, im-
proving accounting and reporting, and evaluating public service
expenditures. (510.00 each)

White Collar Crime: Everyone's Problem, Everyone's Loss (3212)
This 96-page book Is an action guide that shows readers how to
spot the malor categories of white-collar crime, such as computer-
related fraud, "fencing." embezzlement, etc. The book goes a step
further and suggests countermeasures and collective action that
businesses can implement against the white-collar criminal. (§2.50
each)

What to Do When the Union Knocks (5033)

A handbook for positive employee relations that provides tips on
how employers can keep employees happy and avoid unions. 27
pp. (53.50 each)

Business &. Education: Partners for the Future (6764)
Business-education partnerships are an emerging national trend.
Learn about business in Innovative approaches to solving many
problems facing education (S15.00 each).

To order copies of the above publications, write and make check
or money order payable to:

U.S. Chamber of Commerce
16 15 H Street, N.W.
Washington. D.C. 20062

Add appropriate sales tax for deliveries in the District of Columbia
and California.

Or call: (301) 468-5128

Specify publications by title and number as needed

5803
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RECORDS
CERTIFICATION

I, the undersigned, an employee of thb State of Alaska, do hereby certify
that the microfilm images on this microform are accurat* reproductions
of the original records of the State of Alaska as accumulated during the
regular course of business, and that it is the established policy and practice
of this State to microfilm its records and to dispose of the original records

after microfilm reproductions have been made.
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