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Summary of the Contents

The article by Florence Blum and John Burton provides the latest informa-
tion on the frequency, average benefits per claim, and total benefits per
100,000 workers for four types of cash benefits, for all cash benefits, and for
medical benefits. The incurred benefits are for 47 jurisdictions in 2004. Dif-
ferences among jurisdictions are substantial, with all cash benefits per
100,000 workers exceeding the national average by at least 50 percent in two
jurisdictions (Montana and Oklahoma) and falling short of the national aver-
age by at least 50 percent in five jurisdictions (Arizona, Arkansas, Indiana,
Texas, and Utah).

Interstate differences in permanent partial disability (PPD) benefits are
particularly interesting, as shown in the figure below for four states. California
is well above the national average in frequency of PPD claims, but the aver-
age benefits per claim are below the national average, and the result is that
PPD benefits per 100,000 workers are near the national average. Georgia is
below the national average in frequency of claims, but above the national av-
erage in benefits per claim, and the result is that PPD benefits per 100,000
workers are near the national average. New York is near the national aver-
age in the frequency of PPD cases, but the average benefits per case are
above average and the PPD benefits per 100,000 workers are well above the
national average. Finally, Utah is well below the national averages in the fre-
quency of PPD claims, average benefits per PPD claim, and PPD benefits per
100,000 workers.
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Workers’ Compensation Benefits: Frequencies and Amounts in

2004

by Florence Blum and John F. Burton Jr.

This article is the latest in a series of articles we
have written on the frequency, average benefits per
claim, and benefits per 100,000 for four types of cash
benefits and for medical benefits. In our most recent
article (Blum and Burton 2007), we presented 2003
data for 47 jurisdictions. In the current article, we pro-
vide tables with 2004 data showing the frequency, aver-
age benefits, and benefits per 100,000 workers for six
types of benefits, including the cash benefits for tempo-
rary total disability, permanent partial disability, perma-
nent total disability, and fatal cases and the medical
benefits for all cases."

Since data from Tables 1-6 of this article and the
data from the earlier articles are difficult to assimilate,
we include an additional set of tables (1A-6C) which
takes data from seven years, 1998 to 2004, and cate-
gorizes each state’s results into five classifications rela-
tive to the national averages.

Most of our data are derived from the various is-
sues of the Annual Statistical Bulletin (ASB) published
by the National Council on Compensation Insurance
(NCCI), supplemented by additional information we ob-
tained from the NCCI and from several states. We
have allocated the ASB data from policy year periods to
calendar years and have to the extent feasible filled in
gaps in the ASB data. The data are incurred benefits,
which means they represent the estimates of the even-
tual amounts of benefits that will be paid for the claims
filed during the policy years. The data published by the
NCCI in the ASB are derived from reports filed by pri-
vate insurance carriers and some competitive state
funds. As a result, the data in our articles exclude the
experience of exclusive state funds, some competitive
state funds, and all self-insuring employers.

Temporary Total Disability Benefits

Frequency. Temporary total disability (TTD) bene-
fits are paid to a worker who is unable to perform his or
her preinjury job (or another job offered by the em-
ployer after the injury) but whose injury is of a tempo-
rary nature. Workers only qualify for these benefits if
they are unable to work for a period longer than the
waiting period. The waiting periods vary among states,
and range from three days to seven days. Thus, a
worker who is unable to work for five days would qualify
for TTD benefits in Connecticut (which has a three-day

waiting period) but not in New Jersey (which has a
seven-day waiting period).

The differences in waiting periods help explain the
differences in the frequency of temporary total disability
benefits shown in Table 1. (The tables begin on page
13). Thus, in 2004 Connecticut had 843 TTD cases per
100,000 workers, while New Jersey had 619 TTD
cases per 100,000 workers. There are other factors,
such as the prevalence of high-risk industries and the
legal standards used to determine whether an injury
qualifies for workers’ compensation benefits, which also
affect the frequency of TTD cases. Wisconsin, which
like Connecticut has a three-day waiting period, had
929 TTD cases per 100,000 workers in 2004, consid-
erably more than the 843 cases per 100,000 workers in
Connecticut.

The information in Table 1 is presented in a format
that facilitates interstate comparisons. The frequency
data for temporary total disability benefits are presented
in Columns (1) to (3): Column (1) provides the fre-
quency (or number) of TTD cases per 100,000 workers
for the 46 jurisdictions with data available for 2004, plus
the national average of 747 TTD cases per 100,000
workers for 46 jurisdictions (excluding the Longshore
and Harbor Workers [USL&HW] program); Column (2)
shows each state’s frequency as a percentage of the
national average for TTD claims; and Column (3) pro-
vides the ranking of the jurisdictions in terms of the fre-
quency of TTD cases. The range is from 2,108 TTD
cases per 100,000 workers in the USL&HW program to
301 TTD cases per 100,000 workers in the District of
Columbia.

The information in Table 1, Column (1) and the pre-
viously published data on the frequencies of TTD
claims for 47 jurisdictions for ten years are valuable,
including the evidence of a decline in the national aver-
age from 1,208 TTD claims per 100,000 workers in
1995 to 747 TTD claims per 100,000 workers in 2004.
However, the amount of information in Table 1, Column
(1) is difficult to assimilate, and so we have categorized
the state frequencies into the categories shown in Ta-
ble 1A for 1998 to 2004. A state receives a “++” for a
particular year if its frequency of TTD benefits is well
above the U.S. average. Likewise, a state receives a
“+” for a particular year if its cash benefits are above
average; a “- - “ if its cash benefits are well below aver-
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age, a if its benefits are below average; a “0” if its
benefits are average; and a “N/A” if data are not avail-
able for that particular year. (The ranges for the vari-
ous categories are shown in the notes to the tables.)

The entries in Table 1A indicate that some states
consistently have more TTD cases than the national
average. Four jurisdictions (Alaska, Hawaii, Rhode
Island, and the USL&HW) had TTD frequencies that
were well above average in all seven years in the table,
and three states (Delaware, Maine, and Vermont) had
TTD frequencies that were above average for all seven
years. In contrast, the District of Columbia had TTD
frequencies that were well below average for the seven
years, and five states (Georgia, Kansas, North Caro-
lina, Texas, and Virginia) had TTD frequencies that
were below average for all seven years. There were 17
states with TTD frequencies near the national averages
in all seven years with data.

There were several states where over time the fre-
quency relative to the national average changed be-
tween adjacent categories: examples are Idaho, New
Hampshire, and Oregon (where the TTD frequencies
ranged from above to well above the national average);
Connecticut, Massachusetts, Michigan, Mississippi,
Montana, Oklahoma and Pennsylvania (where TTD
frequencies ranged from average to above average)
and Arizona, Colorado, Nebraska, New Jersey, and
South Carolina (where TTD frequencies ranged from
average to below average over the seven years).
Thus, all jurisdictions had relatively stable TTD frequen-
cies relative to the national averages, with the states in
the same or adjacent categories in the seven years.

Average Benefits Per Claim. The temporary total
disability (TTD) cash benefits paid to a worker are af-
fected inter alia by the worker’s average weekly wage
prior to the injury, by the nominal replacement rate
(typically TTD benefits are 66 2/3 percent of preinjury
earnings), by the weekly maximum and minimum TTD
benefits prescribed by statute, and by the duration of
the TTD benefits. As previously noted, the waiting peri-
ods for TTD benefits vary among states, and range
from three days to seven days. Thus, workers who are
unable to work for four to seven days would receive
TTD benefits in Connecticut (which has a three-day
waiting period) but would not receive TTD benefits in
New Jersey (which has a seven-day waiting period).
Since there typically are a large number of workers with
four to seven days of lost time, they would reduce the
average for all cases receiving TTD benefits in Con-
necticut but would not reduce the average for all cases
receiving TTD benefits in New Jersey.

The differences in waiting periods help explain the
differences in the average of temporary total disability

cash benefits shown in Table 1, Column (4). Thus, in
2004 the average benefit for workers who obtained
TTD benefits in Connecticut was $3,509 while in New
Jersey the average TTD benefit was $4,899. There are
other factors, such as the statutory provision used to
determine TTD benefits, which also affect the averages
of TTD benefits. Wisconsin, which like Connecticut has
a 3-day waiting period, paid $2,983 in the average TTD
case in 2004, considerably less than the $3,509 aver-
age for TTD benefits in Connecticut.

The information in Table 1, Columns (4) - (6) is pre-
sented in a format that facilitates interstate compari-
sons. The range of average TTD benefits in 2004 was
from $8,134 per case in South Carolina to $2,416 per
case in New Hampshire. The information in Table 1
and the previously published data on the averages for
TTD claims for 47 jurisdictions for ten years are inter-
esting, including the evidence of an increase in the na-
tional average from $3,016 per TTD claim in 1995 to
$4,545 per TTD claim in 2004. However, the amount of
information in these tables is difficult to assimilate, and
so we have categorized the state average benefits per
claim into the categories shown in Table 1B.

The entries in Table 1B indicate that some states
consistently have TTD benefits that are higher than the
national average. No jurisdiction was consistently well
above (that is more that 50 percent above) the national
average. However, two jurisdictions (Florida and South
Carolina) had TTD average benefits that were either
well above or above average (at least 25 percent
above) in all seven years in the table. There were no
jurisdictions TTD benefits that were well below the na-
tional average in all seven years. Eight jurisdictions
(Arizona, Arkansas, lowa, Minnesota, New Hampshire,
Oregon, Utah, and Wisconsin) were well below or be-
low average in all the years with data. There were 14
states that were near the national average in all years
in the table. The entries in Table 1B indicate that states
were relatively stable in the relationship between aver-
age TTD benefits in a state and the national average:
only four states shifted more than one category over
the seven years. California’s TTD benefits ranged from
well below average to average; Colorado and Idaho
benefits ranged from average TTD benefits to well
above average; and Massachusetts TTD benefits
ranged from below average to well above average, the
only state to span four categories in the seven years in
the table.

Cash Benefits Per 100,000 Workers. Table 1,
Column (7) provides the cash benefits per 100,000
workers for cases receiving temporary total disability
benefits for the 47 jurisdictions in our study for the year
2004. The derivation of the data in Table 1, Column (7)
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can be illustrated by focusing on the Oregon entry for
2004. There were 1,221 temporary total disability
cases per 100,000 workers in Oregon in 2004 (as
shown in Table 1, Column (1)); the average of the cash
benefits for temporary total disability cases in Oregon in
2004 was $2,425 (as shown in Table 1, Column (4));
the product of 1,221 cases times $2,425 per case is
$2,960,925 of temporary total disability benefits per
100,000 workers in Oregon in 2004 (as shown in Table
1, Column (7)). Due to rounding, numbers may not be
exact.

The information in Table 1, Columns (7)-(9) is pre-
sented in a format that facilitates interstate compari-
sons. The range of TTD cash benefits per 100,000
workers in 2004 was $11,891,228 in the USL&HW pro-
gram to $1,080,621 in the District of Columbia.

The information in Table 1, Column (7) and previ-
ously published data on the TTD cash benefits per
100,000 workers for 47 jurisdictions for ten years pro-
vide evidence of an decrease in the national average
from $3,563,498 in 1995 to $3,265,452 in 2004. How-
ever, the amount of information in these tables is diffi-
cult to assimilate, and so we have categorized the state
TTD benefits per 100,000 workers into the categories
shown in Table 1C.

The entries in Table 1C indicate that some states
consistently pay more TTD cash benefits per 100,000
workers than the national average. Three jurisdictions
(Idaho, Maine, and the USL&HW program) were con-
sistently well above (that is more that 50 percent
above) the national average. In seven other states
(Alaska, Florida, Hawaii, Michigan, Pennsylvania,
Rhode Island, and Vermont) the TTD cash benefits per
100,000 workers were above the national average (at
least 25 percent about the national average) or well
above the national average in all seven years. In con-
trast, TTD cash benefits per 100,000 workers were well
below the national average for all seven years for Ari-
zona and the District of Columbia, and below average
or well below average in three states (Arkansas, Minne-
sota, and Virginia) for 1998 to 2004. In 13 states, the
TTD cash benefits per 100,000 workers were near the
national average in every year with data. There were
only three states where the state’s averages relative to
the national average changed by more than one cate-
gory over the seven years: Colorado’s TTD cash bene-
fits ranged from below average to above average; Mas-
sachusetts and South Carolina’s benefits ranged from
average TTD benefits to well above average benefits in
the seven years in the table.

Permanent Partial Disability Benefits

Frequency. Permanent partial disability (PPD)
benefits are paid to a worker who has permanent con-
sequences of his or her work-related injury or disease
but the consequences are not totally disabling. The
benefits normally are paid after a worker has reached
the date of maximum medical recovery and is no longer
eligible for temporary disability benefits.

Factors such as the prevalence of high-risk indus-
tries and the legal standards used to determine whether
an injury qualifies for PPD benefits affect the frequency
of PPD cases in various jurisdictions. These and other
factors are reflected in the substantial interjurisdictional
variations in the prevalence of PPD claims shown in
Table 2, Column (1). In 2004, the range was from
1,323 PPD claims per 100,000 workers in the USL&HW
to 121 per 100,000 workers in the District of Columbia.

Table 2, Column (1) and the previously published
data provide considerable useful information, including
a decrease in the national average of PPD claims per
100,000 workers from 524 in 1995 to 449 in 2004.
However, examination of differences among states is
facilitated by the information in Table 2A, which catego-
rizes states in terms of their frequency of PPD claims
relative to the national average for PPD claims in that
year.

Three jurisdictions (California, Missouri, and the
USL&HW program) had PPD frequencies that were
well above the national average in all seven years be-
tween 1998 and 2004. In addition, Oklahoma had PPD
frequencies that were above the national average or
well above the national average in all years. In contrast
three jurisdictions (the District of Columbia, Michigan,
and Virginia) had PPD frequencies that were well below
the national average for all seven years, and thirteen
states (Alabama, Arizona, Delaware, Georgia, Idaho,
Indiana, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, New Hampshire,
Pennsylvania, South Dakota, and Utah) had PPD fre-
quencies below the national average or well below the
national average in all years with data. There were
only twelve states that had PPD frequencies that were
near the national average in all seven years. Most
states were relatively stable in their PPD frequencies
compared to the national averages over this period.
There were exceptions, however. Massachusetts’ PPD
frequencies ranged from well below average to average
during the seven years. In contrast, Montana’s PPD
frequencies ranged from average to well above aver-
age from 1998 through 2004.

Average Benefits Per Claim. The permanent par-
tial disability (PPD) cash benefits paid to a worker are
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affected inter alia by the worker’s average weekly wage
prior to the injury, by the nominal replacement rate
(typically PPD benefits are 66 2/3 percent of preinjury
earnings), by the weekly maximum and minimum PPD
benefits prescribed by statute, and by the duration of
the PPD benefits. As discussed by Burton (2005)
states vary in their approaches to determining the dura-
tion (and sometimes the weekly benefit amount) of PPD
benefits. Some benefits are related to the seriousness
of the worker’s injury (the impairment approach); some
PPD benefits are related to the extent of loss of earning
capacity; some PPD benefits are related to the actual
loss of earnings; often states use more than one of
these approaches depending on the nature of the injury
or other factors.

The resulting differences in weekly PPD benefits
and durations among states explain the considerable
variations among states in the average cash benefits
for PPD claims shown in Table 2, Column (4). The
range of average PPD benefits in 2004 was from
$103,188 per case in Maine to $17,952 per case in
Texas.

The information in Table 2, Column (4) and previ-
ously published data on the averages for PPD claims
for 47 jurisdictions for ten years are valuable, including
the evidence of an increase in the national average
from $31,074 per PPD claim in 1995 to $42,312 per
PPD claim in 2004. However, the amount of informa-
tion in these tables is virtually impossible to assimilate,
and so we have categorized the state average benefits
per claim into the categories shown in Table 2B.

The entries in Table 2B indicate that some states
consistently have PPD benefits that are higher than the
national average. Two states (Michigan and Pennsyl-
vania) were well above (that is more that 50 percent
above) the national average in the seven years from
1998 to 2004. In addition, four jurisdictions (Louisiana,
Maine, New York, and the USL&HW) were above aver-
age or well above average in all years with data. In
contrast, one state, Indiana, was well below average in
all seven years, and eight states (Arkansas, Kansas,
Missouri, Oregon, South Dakota, Texas, Utah, and Wis-
consin) were below average or well below average in
all seven years. There were nine states that were near
the national average for PPD benefits in all years with
data. There were only four states where the states’
averages relative to the national average changed by
more than one category over the seven years: Dela-
ware, the District of Columbia, North Carolina and
Rhode Island PPD benefits ranged from average to well
above average from 1998 through 2004.

Cash Benefits Per 100,000 Workers. Table 2,
Column (7) provides the cash benefits per 100,000
workers for cases receiving permanent partial disability
benefits for the 47 jurisdictions in our study for the year
2004. The range of PPD cash benefits per 100,000
workers in 2004 was from $77,603,211 in the USL&HW
program to $5,088,686 in Utah.

The information in Table 2, Column (7) and previ-
ously published data on the PPD cash benefits per
100,000 workers for 47 jurisdictions for ten years are
valuable, including the evidence of an increase in the
national average from $14,338,590 in 1995 to
$16,853,223 in 2004. However, the amount of informa-
tion in these tables is difficult to assimilate, and so we
have categorized the state PPD benefits per 100,000
workers into the categories shown in Table 2C.

The entries in Table 2C indicate that some states
consistently paid more PPD cash benefits per 100,000
workers than the national average. Two jurisdictions
(New York and the USL&HW program) were well above
(that is more that 50 percent above) the national aver-
age for all seven years, and Alaska was above or well
above the national average for all years. In sharp con-
trast, three jurisdictions (Arkansas, Indiana, and Utah)
paid PPD benefits per 100,000 workers that were well
below the national average for all seven years. An ad-
ditional seven states (Alabama, Arizona, the District of
Columbia, ldaho, South Dakota, Texas, and Virginia)
paid PPD benefits per 100,000 workers that consis-
tently were below or well below the national average.
There were four states that paid near the national aver-
age in all seven years.

Six states had relatively volatile PPD benefits per
100,000 workers, changing by more than one category
over the seven years. California, Nevada, and Okla-
homa’s benefits ranged from average to well above
average benefits. Delaware, Maine, Massachusetts,
and South Carolina’s benefits ranged from below aver-
age to above average while Kentucky and New Mex-
ico’s ranged from well below average to average. Two
states, Montana and Rhode Island, spanned four cate-
gories during the seven years in the study, with PPD
benefits ranging from below average to well above av-
erage.

Permanent Total Disability Benefits

Frequency. Permanent total disability (PTD) bene-
fits are paid to a worker who has permanent conse-
quences of his or her work-related injury or disease and
the consequences are totally disabling. Factors such as
the prevalence of high-risk industries and the legal
standards used to determine whether an injury qualifies
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for PTD benefits affect the frequency of these cases in
various jurisdictions. There are also relatively few PTD
cases, which can result in substantial year-to-year
variations in a state. These and other factors are re-
flected in the substantial interjurisdictional variations in
the prevalence of PTD claims shown in Table 3, Col-
umn (1). In 2004, the range was from 21 PTD claims
per 100,000 workers in California to 1.5 PTD claims per
100,000 workers in Indiana. The NCCI did not report
claims for the following jurisdictions because they had
fewer than three cases: the District of Columbia, Idaho,
Rhode Island, and the USL&HW program. We used
the acronym “N/A” in Table 3 to show that the data are
not available.

Table 3, Column (1) and the previously published
data provide considerable useful information, including
the increase in the national average from 6 to 9.4 PTD
claims per 100,000 workers between 1995 and 2004.
However, examination of differences among states is
facilitated by the information in Table 3A, which catego-
rizes states in terms of their frequency of PTD claims
relative to the national average for PTD claims in that
year.

The USL&HW was the only program that had PTD
frequencies that were well above the national average
in all years with data. In contrast, there were eight ju-
risdictions (Arizona, Delaware, the District of Columbia,
Indiana, lowa, Oregon, Rhode Island, and Wisconsin)
with PTD frequencies that were well below the national
average in all years with data. There were also ten
states (Connecticut, Georgia, Hawaii, Kansas, Maine,
Maryland, Massachusetts, New Mexico, South Dakota,
and Utah) that had PTD frequencies below or well be-
low the national average in all years with data. There
were no states that had PTD frequencies that were
near the national average in all seven years. The vola-
tility of PTD frequencies is well illustrated by the experi-
ence in three jurisdictions (Colorado, Montana, and
New Hampshire), where the PTD frequencies ranged
from well above to well below the national averages
over the seven years.

Average Benefits Per Claim. The permanent total
disability (PTD) cash benefits paid to a worker are af-
fected inter alia by the worker’s average weekly wage
prior to the injury, by the nominal replacement rate
(typically PTD benefits are 66 2/3 percent of preinjury
earnings), by the weekly maximum and minimum PPD
benefits prescribed by statute, and by the duration of
the PTD benefits. Some states limit the duration and/or
total amount of PTD benefits paid to workers who are
totally disabled.

The resulting differences in weekly PTD benefits
and durations among states explain the considerable

variations among states in the average cash benefits
for PTD claims shown in Table 3, Column (4). The
range of average PTD benefits in 2004 was from
$1,116,053 per case Delaware to $40,248 in Montana.
(The “N/A” per case entries for the District of Columbia,
Idaho, Rhode Island, and the USL&HW program are
because there were no PTD cases reported in those
jurisdictions in 2004.) Because PTD cases are so un-
common, unusual results in a few cases may signifi-
cantly affect a state’s average.

The information in Table 3, Column (4) and previ-
ously published data on the averages for PTD claims
for 47 jurisdictions for ten years are valuable, including
the evidence of an increase in the national average
from $210,480 per PTD claim in 1995 to $269,022 per
PTD claim in 2004. However, the amount of informa-
tion in these tables is difficult to assimilate, and so we
have categorized the state average benefits per claim
into the categories shown in Table 3B.

The entries in Table 3B indicate that some states
consistently have PTD benefits that are higher than the
national average. Pennsylvania was the only state that
had PTD benefits that were well above the national av-
erage in the seven years from 1998 to 2004. In addi-
tion, Delaware’s PTD benefits ranged from above aver-
age or well above the national average in the seven
years from 1998 to 2004. In contrast, Texas had PTD
benefits that were well below average from 1998 to
2004 and two states (Hawaii and Kansas) were below
average or well below average for all years with data.
Georgia was the only state that had PTD benefits that
were near the national average in all years. The entries
in Table 3B show considerable volatility among states
in their PTD benefits relative to the national averages.
Indeed, ten states (Alaska, Idaho, Maine, Montana,
New Hampshire, New Jersey, Rhode Island, South Da-
kota, Utah, and Vermont) had PTD benefits that were
well above the national average in at least one year
and PTD benefits that were well below the national av-
erage in at least one year.

Cash Benefits Per 100,000 Workers. Table 3,
Column (7) provides the cash benefits per 100,000
workers for cases receiving permanent total disability
benefits for the 47 jurisdictions in our study for the year
2004. The range of PTD cash benefits per 100,000
workers in 2004 was from $3,899,553 in California to
$232,633 in Indiana. (The “N/A” per case entries for the
District of Columbia, Idaho, Rhode Island, and the
USL&HW program are because there were no PTD
cases reported in those jurisdictions in 2004.)

The information in Table 3, Column (7) and previ-
ously published data on the PTD cash benefits per
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100,000 workers for 47 jurisdictions for ten years are
valuable, including the evidence of an increase in the
national average from $1,295,722 in 1995 to
$2,113,650 in 2004. However, the amount of informa-
tion in these tables is difficult to assimilate, and so we
have categorized the state PTD benefits per 100,000
workers into the categories shown in Table 3C.

The entries in Table 3C indicate that some states
consistently paid more PTD cash benefits per 100,000
workers than the national average. Three jurisdictions
(California, Florida, and the USL&HW) were above or
well above the national average from 1998 to 2004. In
contrast to these states with above or well above aver-
age PTD cash benefits, seven jurisdictions (Arkansas,
Hawaii, Idaho, Indiana, Kansas, New Mexico, and Wis-
consin) paid well below the national average in PTD
cash benefits per 100,000 workers. In addition, 12
states (Arizona, the District of Columbia, Georgia,
Michigan, Mississippi, New Hampshire, Oregon, Rhode
Island, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, and Vermont) paid
PTD cash benefits per 100,000 workers that were be-
low or well below the national average from 1998 to
2004. There was no state that paid PTD cash benefits
near the national average in all seven years. The most
volatile jurisdictions were Delaware, lllinois, Minnesota,
and Oklahoma, which paid PTD benefits per 100,000
workers that were well above the national average in at
least one year and well below the national average in
another year.

Death Benefits

Frequency. Death benefits are paid to the survivor
or survivors of a worker who was killed on the job. Fac-
tors such as the prevalence of high-risk industries and
the legal standards used to determine whether an injury
qualifies for death benefits affect the frequency of these
cases in various jurisdictions. As with PTD cases, there
are also relatively few death cases, which can result in
substantial year-to-year variations in a state. These and
other factors are reflected in the substantial interjuris-
dictional variations in the prevalence of death claims
shown in Table 4, Column (1). In 2004, the range was
from eight death claims per 100,000 workers in Mon-
tana to zero death claims per 100,000 workers in the
USL&HW program. The NCCI did not report claims for
Rhode Island because they had fewer than three
cases. We used the acronym “N/A” in Table 4 to show
that the data are not available.

Table 4, Column (1) and the previously published
data provide considerable useful information, including
the stability in the national average of 3.9 to 5 death
claims per 100,000 workers between 1995 and 2004.
However, examination of differences among states is

facilitated by the information in Table 4A, which catego-
rizes states in terms of their frequency of death claims
relative to the national average for death claims in that
year.

Two programs (Mississippi and Montana) had fatal
frequencies that were well above the national average
in all seven years between 1998 and 2004. In addition,
three states (Idaho, New Mexico, and Oklahoma) had
death rates that were above or well above the national
averages in all years with data. In contrast Massachu-
setts had fatal frequencies that were below or well be-
low the national average in all seven years. Only New
York had death rates near the national average in all
seven years. There was considerable variability among
years in some jurisdictions in their death claims com-
pared to the national average: the extremes were Ha-
waii, Nevada, and the USL&HW program which were
well above the national average in one year and well
below in another year.

Average Benefits Per Claim. The death cash
benefits paid to a survivor are affected inter alia by the
worker’'s average weekly wage prior to the fatality, by
the nominal replacement rate (the percent of earnings
prior to death varies in some states depending on the
number of dependents), by the weekly maximum and
minimum death benefits prescribed by statute, and by
the duration of the death benefits. Some states limit
the duration and/or total amount of death benefits paid
to a surviving spouse, and all states normally limit the
duration of death benefits for children.

The resulting differences in weekly death benefits
and durations among states explain the considerable
variations among states in the average cash benefits
for death claims shown in Table 4, Column (4). The
range of average death benefits in 2004 was from
$572,833 per case in South Dakota to $83,493 per
case in Arkansas. (There are no death cases in the
USL&HW program and so the average benefit is 0.)
Because death cases are so uncommon, unusual re-
sults in a few cases may significantly affect a state’s
average.

The information in Table 4, Column (4) and previ-
ously published data on the average of cash benefits
for death claims for 47 jurisdictions for ten years are
instructive, including the evidence of an increase in the
national average from $155,015 per death claim in
1995 to $209,856 per death claim in 2004. However,
the amount of information in these tables is difficult to
assimilate, and so we have categorized the state aver-
age benefits per claim into the categories shown in Ta-
ble 4B.
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The entries in Table 4B indicate that some states
consistently have death benefits that are higher than
the national average. Only two states (Nevada and
Rhode Island) had well above the national average for
death benefits for all years with data. Only one state,
Connecticut, had death benefits that were above aver-
age or well above the national average in 1998 to 2004.
In contrast, three states (Arkansas, Florida, and Missis-
sippi) had death benefits that were consistently well
below the national average, and five states (Alabama,
California, Georgia, Idaho, and Tennessee) had death
benefits that were below average or well below average
in all seven years. There was considerable variability
among years in some jurisdictions in their death bene-
fits compared to the national average: the extremes
were Delaware, New Hampshire, and the USL&HW
program which were well above the national average in
one year and well below in another year.

Cash Benefits Per 100,000 Workers. Table 4,
Column (7) provides the cash benefits per 100,000
workers for cases receiving death benefits for the 47
jurisdictions in our study for the year 2004. The range
of death cash benefits per 100,000 workers in 2004
was from $3,032,036 in Nevada to $260,354 in New
Hampshire. (There are no death cases in the USL&HW
program and so the average benefit is 0.)

The information in Table 4, Column (7) and previ-
ously published data on the death cash benefits per
100,000 workers for 47 jurisdictions for ten years indi-
cate there was a decrease in the national average from
$803,231 in 1995 to $787,841 in 2004. However, the
amount of information in these tables is difficult to as-
similate, and so we have categorized the state cash
benefits for death cases per 100,000 workers into the
categories shown in Table 4C.

The entries in Table 4C indicate that some jurisdic-
tions consistently pay more death cash benefits per
100,000 workers than the national average. Only Mis-
souri was consistently well above (that is more that 50
percent above) the national average for all years with
data. In contrast, five states (Arkansas, Indiana, Ten-
nessee, Virginia, and Wisconsin) paid death benefits
per 100,000 workers that were below or well below av-
erage in all seven years. The most variable jurisdic-
tions in terms of death benefits per 100,000 workers
were Hawaii, Maine, and the USL&HW program where
the state benefits were well above the national average
in one year and well below the national average in an-
other year.

All Cases with Cash Benefits

Table 5 presents information on the frequency, av-
erage benefits, and benefits per 100,000 workers for all

cases paying cash benefits (including TTD, PPD, PTD,
and fatal benefits).

Frequencies. The data in Columns (1) to (3) of
Table 5 are presented in a format that facilitates inter-
state comparisons: Column (1) provides the frequency
(or number) of all cash benefit cases per 100,000 work-
ers for the 47 jurisdictions with data available for 2004,
plus the national average of 1,210 cash benefit cases
per 100,000 workers for 46 jurisdictions (excluding the
Longshore and Harbor Workers [USL&HW] program);
Column (2) shows each state’s frequency as a percent-
age of the national average for all cash benefit claims;
and Column (3) provides the ranking of the jurisdictions
in terms of the frequency of all cash benefit cases. The
range is from 3,431 cash benefit cases per 100,000
workers in the USL&HW program to 424 cash benefit
cases per 100,000 workers in the District of Columbia.

The information in Table 1, Column (1) and the pre-
viously unpublished data on the frequencies of all cash
benefit claims for 47 jurisdictions for ten years is valu-
able, including the evidence of a decline in the national
average from 1,702 cash benefit claims per 100,000
workers in 1995 to 1,210 claims per 100,000 workers in
2004. However, examination of differences among
states is facilitated by the information in Table 5A,
which categorizes states in terms of their frequency of
total claims relative to the national average for total
claims in each year.

Only three jurisdictions (Alaska, Hawaii, and the
USL&HW program) had total frequencies that were well
above the national average in all years between 1998
and 2004, and only Oklahoma had total frequencies
that were above average in all seven years with data. In
contrast, only the District of Columbia was well below
average in all years, and only Arizona, Georgia, and
North Carolina were below average in all seven years
in terms of their total claims compared to the national
average. There were 25 states that had total claim
rates near the national average in all seven years.
There was limited variability among years in some
states in their total claims compared to the national av-
erage: three states (California, Oregon, and Rhode
Island) were above average or well above average in
all seven years, five states (Idaho, Missouri, Montana,
Vermont, and Wisconsin) were average or above aver-
age in all years; and five states (Arkansas, Indiana,
Louisiana, Nebraska, and Texas) were average or be-
low average in all seven years. There were no states
where the state’s averages relative to the national aver-
age changed by more than one category over the
seven years.

Average Benefits Per Claim. The information in
Table 5, Column (4) is presented in a format that facili-
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tates interstate comparisons. The range of average for
cash benefits in all cases paying cash benefits in 2004
was from $37,319 per case in North Carolina to $9,367
per case in Utah.

The information in Table 1, Column (4) and the pre-
viously unpublished data on the national averages for
cash benefits in all cases paying cash benefits for ten
years are interesting, including the evidence of an in-
crease in the national average from $11,512 per claim
in 1995 to $19,791 per claim in 2004. However, the
amount of information in these tables is difficult to as-
similate, and so we have categorized the state average
benefits per claim into the categories shown in Table
5B.

The entries in Table 5B indicate that some states
consistently have cash benefits that are higher than the
national average. No jurisdiction was consistently well
above (that is more that 50 percent above) the national
average. However, three jurisdictions (New York, North
Carolina, and the USL&HW) had cash benefits that
were either well above or above average (at least 25
percent above) in all seven years in the table. Two
states (Indiana and Utah) had cash benefits that were
well below the national average in all seven years, and
seven jurisdictions (Arkansas, Hawaii, Idaho, New
Hampshire, Oregon, South Dakota, and Wisconsin)
were well below or below average in all the years with
data. There were 13 states that were near the national
average in all years in the table. The most variable
states in terms of cash benefits per 100,000 workers
was the District of Columbia which ranged from aver-
age in one year to well above the national average in
another year and California which ranged from below
average to above average over the seven years.

Cash Benefits Per 100,000 Workers. The infor-
mation in Table 5, Column (7) is presented in a format
that facilitates interstate comparisons among states in
the cash benefits of all types per 100,000 workers. The
range in 2004 was from $89,494,439 in the Longshore
and Harbor Workers program to $8,970,165 in Indiana
per 100,000 workers in 2004.

The information in Table 1, Column (7) and the pre-
viously published data on the national averages for
cash benefits jurisdictions for ten years are interesting,
including the evidence of an increase in the national
average from $19,814,624 per 100,000 workers in 1995
to $23,020,797 per 100,000 workers in 2004. However,
the amount of information in these tables is difficult to
assimilate, and so we have categorized the state total
benefits per 100,000 workers into the categories shown
in Table 5C.

The entries in Table 5C indicate that some states
consistently pay more cash benefits per 100,000 work-
ers than the national average. Only one jurisdiction,
the USL&HW program, was consistently well above
(that is more that 50 percent above) the national aver-
age. In two states, Alaska and New York, the TTD
cash benefits per 100,000 workers were above the na-
tional average (at least 25 percent about the national
average) or well above the national average in all
seven years. In contrast, TTD cash benefits per
100,000 workers were well below the national average
for all seven years for Arkansas, Indiana, and Utah and
below average or well below average in seven states
(Alabama, Arizona, the District of Columbia, Kansas,
South Dakota, Virginia, and Wisconsin) for 1998 to
2004. In seven states, the TTD cash benefits per
100,000 workers were near the national average in
every year with data. There were six states where the
averages relative to the national average changed by
more than one category over the seven years. Califor-
nia, Montana, Nevada, Oklahoma, and Rhode Island’s
cash benefits ranged from average to well above the
national average during the seven years. Texas’ cash
benefits were average in 1998, dropped to below aver-
age from 1999-2002, and dropped again in 2003 and
2004 to well below average.

Medical Benefits in All Cases

Frequencies. In addition to the four types of cases
with cash benefits, there are workers’ compensation
cases that pay medical benefits but no cash benefits.
These medical-only cases typically involve relatively
minor injuries that require medical treatment but that do
not result in enough lost days for the worker to meet the
waiting period for TTD benefits. These medical-only
cases are relatively common. In 2004, for example,
when the national averages of cases per 100,000 work-
ers were 747 TTD, 449 PPD, 9.4 PTD, and 3.9 fatal
cases (for a total of 1,210 cases per 100,000 workers
paying cash benefits), there were an additional 3,527
medical only cases per 100,000 workers.

The sum of the cases paying cash benefits and
cases paying medical benefits only in 2004 was 4,737
cases per 100,000 workers, as shown in Table 6, Col-
umn (1).? Factors such as the prevalence of high-risk
industries and the legal standards used to determine
whether an injury qualifies for workers’ compensation
benefits affect the frequency of compensable cases in
various jurisdictions. These and other factors are re-
flected in the substantial interjurisdictional variations in
the prevalence of total claims shown in Table 6, Col-
umn (1). In 2004, the range was from 10,539 total
claims per 100,000 workers in the USL&HW program to
1,253 total claims per 100,000 workers in the District of
Columbia.
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Table 6, Column (1) and previously published data
provide considerable useful information, including the
decrease in the national average from 7,115 total
claims per 100,000 workers in 1995 to 4,737 per
100,000 workers in 2004.

Examination of differences among states is facili-
tated by the information in Table 6A, which categorizes
states in terms of their frequency of total claims relative
to the national average for total claims in each year.
Only the USL&HW program had total frequencies that
were well above the national average in all years be-
tween 1998 and 2004, but five other jurisdictions
(Alaska, Idaho, Maine, Montana, and Wisconsin) had
total frequencies that were above average or well
above average in all seven years with data. In contrast,
only the District of Columbia was well below average in
all years, and only Maryland and New York were below
average in all seven years in terms of their total claims
compared to the national average. There were 26
states that had total claim rates near the national aver-
age in all seven years. The limited volatility at this level
of aggregation is reinforced by the few number of states
that varied between categories over the seven years.
There were two states (Idaho and Montana) that were
above average or well above average in all seven
years; seven states (California, Indiana, Oregon, Penn-
sylvania, Rhode Island, South Dakota, and Utah) that
were near average or above average in all years; and
four states (Louisiana, New Jersey, Texas and Virginia)
that were near average or below average in all seven
years. The only state where the state’s averages rela-
tive to the national average changed by more than one
category over the seven years was Nevada, where the
state’s total frequencies were near the national average
in one year and well above or above the national aver-
age in the other years.

Average Medical Benefits per Claim. Medical
benefits are paid both in cases in which the worker re-
ceives cash benefits and in medical-only cases, in
which the worker has medical expenses because of the
work-related injury or disease but the worker does not
qualify for cash benefits. The averages for medical
benefits in a jurisdiction will be affected inter alia by the
general cost of medical care in the state, the use of
managed care in the workers’ compensation program,
the use of medical fee schedules, and (arguably) the
decision about whether the worker or the employer con-
trols the choice of the treating physician.

These factors help explain the considerable varia-
tions among states in the averages for medical benefits
in total cases (medical-only cases plus cases with cash
as well as medical benefits) shown in Table 6, Column
(4). The range of average medical benefits in 2004

was from $17,821 per case in Delaware to $2,471 per
case in Rhode Island.

The information in Table 6, Column (4) and previ-
ously published data on the averages of medical bene-
fits for all claims for 47 jurisdictions for ten years are
valuable, including the evidence of the increase in the
national average from $2,767 per case in 1995 to
$6,910 per claim in 2004. However, the amount of in-
formation in these tables is difficult to assimilate, and so
we have categorized the state average medical benefits
per claim into the categories shown in Table 6B.

The entries in Table 6B indicate that some states
consistently have medical benefits that are higher than
the national average. There were no states that were
well above the national averages for medical benefits
for all seven years. Two jurisdictions (Alaska and
Texas) were above or well above the national average
of medical benefits for all years. One state (Indiana)
was consistently well below the national average for
medical benefits, and five states (ldaho, Massachu-
setts, Michigan, Rhode Island, and Utah) were below
average or well below average for medical benefits in
all seven years. Most states were relatively stable in
terms of their medical benefits compared to the national
average: seven states were near average in all seven
years. The most volatile jurisdictions were California,
Delaware, Florida, Kentucky, Montana, and the
USL&HW (which varied between average and well
above average).

Medical Benefits Per 100,000 Workers. Table 6,
Column (7) provides the medical benefits per 100,000
workers for cases receiving medical benefits in medi-
cal-only cases or in cases with cash benefits for the 47
jurisdictions in our study for the year 2004. The range
of medical benefits per 100,000 workers in 2004 was
from $104,715,504 in the USL&HW program to
$6,509,703 in the District of Columbia.

The information in Table 6, Column (7) and previ-
ously published data on the medical benefits per
100,000 workers for 47 jurisdictions for ten years are
instructive, including the evidence of an increase in the
national average from $19,177,813 in 1995 to
$32,166,405 in 2004. However, the amount of informa-
tion in these tables is difficult to assimilate, and so we
have categorized the state medical benefits per
100,000 workers into the categories shown in Table 6C.

The entries in Table 6C indicate that some states
consistently pay more medical benefits per 100,000
workers than the national average. Two jurisdictions
(Alaska and the USL&HW program) were consistently
well above (that is more that 50 percent above) the na-
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tional average from 1998 to 2004. In contrast, the Dis-
trict of Columbia had medical benefits per 100,000
workers that were well below the national average in all
seven years. In four other jurisdictions (Indiana, Mas-
sachusetts, New Jersey, and Rhode Island) medical
benefits per 100,000 workers were below or well below
the national average from 1998 to 2004. There were
ten states with medical benefits that were near the na-
tional average in all seven years. The states were rela-
tively stable in terms of the relationship between their
medical benefits per 100,000 workers and the national
averages for various years. The most volatile states
were Delaware, Florida, Kentucky, Montana, and New
Hampshire where medical benefits relative to the na-
tional average varied between average and well above
average in the seven years reported; Maryland, where
medical benefits relative to the national average varied
between well below average and average; and Nevada,
where medical benefits relative to the national average
ranged between below average and above average.

Conclusions

The 2004 data in Tables 1 to 6, plus similar data for
2003 in Blum and Burton (2007); 2002 in Blum and Bur-
ton (2006b); 2001 in Blum and Burton (2006a); 2000 in
Blum and Burton (2004); and earlier data from 1995 to
1999 in Blum and Burton (2002) and Blum and Burton
(2003); indicate that states differ widely in the fre-
quency, average benefits, and benefits per 100,000
workers for four different types of cash benefits and for
medical benefits. One particularly striking result is the
decline in the total frequency (cases paying cash bene-
fits and/or medical benefits) from 7,115 cases per
100,000 workers in 1995 to 5,024 cases per 100,000
workers in 2004. Another compelling result is the sub-
stantial variations among jurisdictions in the frequen-
cies and benefits of the various types of cash and medi-
cal benefits.

ENDNOTES

1. The methodology used to produce the data in this
article is explained in Burton and Blum (2007: 25-31).

2. The NCCI publishes average medical benefits for
medical only cases, for cases with cash benefits, and for all
cases. In states with a short waiting period, the medical only
cases involve relatively minor injuries and therefore the aver-
age medical benefits for the medical only cases as well as the
averages for the cases with cash benefits are artificially low
compared to states with longer waiting periods. Using the
average medical benefits for all cases removes this artificial
impediment to interstate comparability.
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Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware

Dis. Of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho

lllinois

Indiana

lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
USL&HW
Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Wisconsin

Note:

Source:

Table 1A

Temporary Total Frequency Relative to National Average

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

0 0 0 0
++ ++ ++ ++
0 0 - -
0 0 0 0
0 + 0 +
- 0 0 0
+ 0 0 0
+ + + +
0 0 0 0
++ ++ ++ ++
++ ++ + ++
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
+ + + +
0 0 0 0
+ + + +
0 + + 0
0 0 0 0
+ 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 + +
0 - - -
0 0 0 0
++ + + +
0 - - -
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
+ + + 0
+ + + +
0 0 + 0
++ ++ ++ ++
0 - - 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
++ ++ ++ ++
0 0 0 0
+ + + +
++ ++ ++ ++

++
125.1 - 150.0% of Nat'l Avg.

0 75.0 - 125.0% of Nat'l Avg.

- 50.0 - 74.9% of Nat'l Avg.

- 49.9% or less of Nat'l Avg.

Data Not Available

Tables 1.1985 - 1.2004

150.1% or more of Nat'l Avg.

O OO +

+ OO0 O0OO0O + 0O + 00

OO + O

o

0 0
++ ++
0 0
+ ++
0 0
0 0
+ +
0 0
++ ++
+ ++
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
+ +
0 0
+ 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
+ +
0 0
+ +
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
++ ++
0 +
++ ++
0 0
0 0
0 0
++ ++
0 0
+ +
+ 0

Well Above Avg.
Above Avg.
Average

Below Avg.

Well Below Avg.

Table 1B

Temporary Total Average Cash Benefits Per Case
Relative to National Average

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware

Dis. Of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho

lllinois

Indiana

lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
USL&HW
Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Wisconsin

Note:

Source:

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

0 0 0 0
- - 0 0
-- - - 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 - -
0 0 0 0
+ + + +
0 + 0 0
0 0 0 0
++ + 0 0
0 0 0 +
0 0 0 0
+ 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
+ ++ ++ ++
+ + + 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 -
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
+ 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 - - -
+ + 0 0
0 0 0 0
+ 0 0 0
+ ++ + ++
0 - - -
0 + + +
+ + + +
+ 0 0 0

o O
o o
o o
o o

++
125.1 - 150.0% of Nat'l Avg.

0 75.0 - 125.0% of Nat'l Avg.

- 50.0 - 74.9% of Nat'l Avg.

- 49.9% or less of Nat'l Avg.

Data Not Available

Tables 1.1985 - 1.2004

150.1% or more of Nat'l Avg.

o o

O+ 1 o1 oo,

OOOOO:O+OOOOOIO++I

o O

0 0
0 0
0 -
++ +
0 0
0 0
0 0
+ +
+ +
- 0
+ +
+ +
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
+ +
0 0
0 -
+ +
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0

o + OO0 O
O + OO0 O

0 0
- 0
++ ++
- 0
+ 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0

Well Above Avg.
Above Avg.
Average

Below Avg.

Well Below Avg.
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Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware

Dis. Of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho

lllinois

Indiana

lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
USL&HW
Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Wisconsin

Note:

Source:

Table 1C

Temporary Total Cash Benefits per 100,000 Workers

Relative to National Average

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

0 0 0 0
+ + ++ ++
- - 0 0
- 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
+ + + +
+ + + +
+ + ++ ++
++ ++ ++ ++
0 0 0 0
0 0 - -
0 0 0 -
0 - - -
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
++ ++ ++ ++
0 0 0 0
++ ++ ++ ++
++ ++ ++ +
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 - - -
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 - - -
0 0 - -
+ + + 0
- - 0 -
++ ++ ++ +
+ + ++ +
+ 0 0 0
0 - - -
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
++ ++ ++ ++
++ ++ + +

++
125.1 - 150.0% of Nat'l Avg.

0 75.0 - 125.0% of Nat'l Avg.

- 50.0 - 74.9% of Nat'l Avg.

- 49.9% or less of Nat'l Avg.

Data Not Available

Tables 1.1985 - 1.2004

150.1% or more of Nat'l Avg.

0 0 0
++ ++ ++
0 0 0
0 + 0
0 0 0
+ + 0
++ ++ +
0 0 0
++ ++ ++
++ ++ ++
0 0 0
- - 0
- - 0
- 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
++ ++ ++
0 0 0
++ 0 0
+ ++ ++
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 +
0 0 0
0 - 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
- 0 0
+ + ++
++ ++ ++
+ + ++
- - 0
0 0 0
0 0 -
++ ++ ++
- 0 -
++ + +
0 0 0

Well Above Avg.

Above Avg.
Average

Below Avg.
Well Below Avg.

Table 2A

Permanent Partial Frequency Relative to National Average

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware

Dis. Of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho

lllinois

Indiana

lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
USL&HW
Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Wisconsin

Note:

Source:

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

- - 0 -
++ ++ ++ ++

o
'
1
1

o

o
o
o

+
+
+
+

0 - - -
0 - - -
++ ++ ++ ++
++ 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
+ 0 0 0
0 0 0 +
0 0 0 0
0 - - -
++ + + +

+
+
o
o

++
125.1 - 150.0% of Nat'l Avg.

0 75.0 - 125.0% of Nat'l Avg.

- 50.0 - 74.9% of Nat'l Avg.

- 49.9% or less of Nat'l Avg.

Data Not Available

Tables 1.1985 - 1.2004

150.1% or more of Nat'l Avg.

0 0
++ ++
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
- 0
0 0
- 0
++ ++
++ ++
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
++ ++
0 +
0 0
0 0
0 0
++ ++
0 0
0 0

Well Above Avg.
Above Avg.
Average

Below Avg.

Well Below Avg.

WORKERS’ COMPENSATION POLICY REVIEW




July/August 2008

21

Table 2B

Permanent Partial Average Cash Benefits Per Case
Relative to National Average

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware

Dis. Of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho

lllinois

Indiana

lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
USL&HW
Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Wisconsin

Note:

Source:

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

0
0
0

QOO0 + + ©OO0OO0O

+ o

o+

++

0 0 0
0 0 +
0 0
0 0 0
0 0 -
0 0 0
0 0 +
+ 0 +
0 - 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
- - 0
0 0 0
++ ++ +
+ ++ ++
0 0 0
0 0 0
++ ++ ++
0 0 0
0 0 0
- - 0
0 0 -
0 0 +
- - 0
+ + +
0 0 0
++ ++ ++
++ + 0
- - 0
0 0 0
++ ++ ++
0 0 0
0 0 0

150.1% or more of Nat'l Avg.

125.1 - 150.0% of Nat'l Avg.
75.0 - 125.0% of Nat'l Avg.
50.0 - 74.9% of Nat'l Avg.
49.9% or less of Nat'l Avg.
Data Not Available

Tables 1.1985 - 1.2004

0
+

o

+ + O

+ o

+ + O

0 0
+ 0
- 0
- 0
0 0
++ ++
++ ++
+ +
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
++ ++
++ ++
0 0
+ +
++ ++
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 -
0 0
+ 0
- 0
0 0
+ +
++ +
- 0
++ ++
+ ++
0 0
0 0
+ +
0 0
+ +

Well Above Avg.
Above Avg.
Average

Below Avg.

Well Below Avg.

Table 2C

Permanent Partial Cash Benefits per 100,000 Workers
Relative to National Average

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware

Dis. Of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho

lllinois

Indiana

lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
USL&HW
Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Wisconsin

Note:

Source:

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

++

++ ++ ++
++ ++ ++
0 0 0
0 0 +
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
- - 0
-- - 0
0 0 0
- - 0

0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 - 0
0 0 0
- - 0
- - 0
++ ++ ++
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 - -
0 0 0
++ 0 0
- 0 0
0 0 0
++ ++ ++
0 0 0

150.1% or more of Nat'l Avg.

125.1 - 150.0% of Nat'l Avg.
75.0 - 125.0% of Nat'l Avg.
50.0 - 74.9% of Nat'l Avg.
49.9% or less of Nat'l Avg.
Data Not Available

Tables 1.1985 - 1.2004

++

++

1 O+ 00+ O

o

OO OO + O

-+
+

O O OO

++ +
++ 0
- 0
+ +
0 +
0 0
0 0
0 +
0 0
- 0
0 0
0 0
+ 0
0 0
0 +
- 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
+ ++
0 0
+ +
0 0
0 0
- 0
++ ++
+ +
++ ++
0 0
0 +
0 0
0 +
0 0
++ ++
0 +
0 -

Well Above Avg.
Above Avg.
Average

Below Avg.

Well Below Avg.
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Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware

Dis. Of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho

lllinois

Indiana

lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
USL&HW
Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Wisconsin

Note:

Source:

Table 3A

Permanent Total Frequency Relative to National Average

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

++

-- -- N/A  N/A
++ ++ ++ ++
-- - 0 --
0 0 0 -
- - - 0
0 ++ ++ -
- -- 0 -
- -- 0 0
0 - --
-- ++ 0 ++
0 -- -- --
0 - - 0
-- -- -- ++
-- - 0 --
0 0 + +
0 0 - 0
-~ -- NA --
++ + + ++
- -- N/A N/A
++ 0 + ++
++ ++ ++ N/A
-~ NA - -

150.1% or more of Nat'l Avg.
125.1 - 150.0% of Nat'l Avg.
75.0 - 125.0% of Nat'l Avg.
50.0 - 74.9% of Nat'l Avg.
49.9% or less of Nat'l Avg.
Data Not Available

Tables 1.1985 - 1.2004

- 0
++ ++
-- 0
++ ++
-- N/A
+ ++
N/A  N/A
-- 0
0 0

- 0

- 0
N/A -
0 0
0
0 +
0 +
N/A  N/A
+ ++

- 0
+ 0
N/A N/A
0 0
-- +

Well Above Avg.

Above Avg.
Average
Below Avg.

Well Below Avg.

Table 3B

Permanent Total Average Cash Benefits Per Case
Relative to National Average

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware

Dis. Of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho

lllinois

Indiana

lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
USL&HW
Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Wisconsin

Note:

Source:

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

++

+ 0 - 0
0 0 0 -
++ ++ + 0
++ ++ ++ +
++ ++ ++ ++

+ + N/A  N/A
0 - - 0
0 0 0 0
-- -- - ++
0 - - 0
0 0 ++ ++
0 + ++ -
0 0 0 -
. - 0
++ ++ 0 0
++ ++ ++ ++
++ 0 0 0
0 0 - --
- 0 + 0
++ -- 0 --
- + 0 -
++ ++ ++ 0
++ + - --
-- -- 0 ++
- 0 - --
+ 0 0 0
0 - 0 0
0 0 - 0
0 + + ++
++ ++ ++ ++
+ -- N/A 0
- 0 - -
-- -- N/A N/A

++ ++ 0 N/A
++ 0 -- 0
0 N/A  ++ 0
- 0 -
+ 0 - 0

150.1% or more of Nat'l Avg.
125.1 - 150.0% of Nat'l Avg.
75.0 - 125.0% of Nat'l Avg.
50.0 - 74.9% of Nat'l Avg.
49.9% or less of Nat'l Avg.
Data Not Available

Tables 1.1985 - 1.2004

0 -
- 0
0 -
0 -
+ 0
- 0
++ ++
++ N/A
0 -
0 0
N/A  N/A
0 0
0 ++
- 0
0 0
+ ++
++ 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
+ +
NA  --
+ 0
+ ++
+ -
- +
0 0
0 0
0 ++
++ ++
N/A  N/A
0 0
++ ++
N/A N/A
+ +
0 -
0 0

Well Above Avg.
Above Avg.
Average

Below Avg.

Well Below Avg.
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Table 3C Table 4A
Permanent Total Cash Benefits per 100,000 Workers Fatal Frequency Relative to National Average

Relative to National Average

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Alabama 0 - 0 - 0 - - |Alabama 0 + + + ++ ++ ++
Alaska ++ 0 - ++ 0 0 - |Alaska ++ ++ ++ + 0 + +
Arizona -- - - -- -- -- - |Arizona - 0 - - 0 0 0
Arkansas -- -- -- -- -- -- -- |Arkansas 0 + + 0 0 ++ ++
California ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ | California 0 0 0 0 0 + ++
Colorado ++ ++ ++ + + - - |Colorado - 0 - 0 0 0 0
Connecticut -- 0 - - - -- - | Connecticut 0 - 0 0 0 -
Delaware -- ++ 0 0 0 0 0 |Delaware -- 0 -- 0 - - --
Dis. Of Columbia - - -- -- N/A N/A - N/A |Dis. Of Columbia - -- - -- 0 0 -
Florida ++ ++ ++ + ++ ++ ++ | Florida 0 0 0 ++ 0 0 0
Georgia -- - - -- - - - |Georgia - 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hawaii -- -- -- -- -- -- - - |Hawaii -- ++ ++ 0 0 0 -
Idaho -- -- -- -- -- N/A N/A |ldaho ++ ++ ++ ++ + + +
lllinois -- 0 0 - 0 - ++ | lllinois + 0 0 - - 0 -
Indiana -- -- -- -- -- -- -- |Indiana - 0 - 0 0 0 0
lowa -- -- -- - -- -- 0 |lowa 0 0 0 - 0 0 0
Kansas -- -- -- -- -- -- -- |Kansas ++ 0 0 0 0 0 0
Kentucky -- -- - 0 0 0 0 |Kentucky 0 + ++ ++ ++ 0 0
Louisiana + + ++ ++ - - + |Louisiana ++ ++ ++ 0 + ++ ++
Maine -- -- -- -- -- -- 0 |Maine ++ ++ + ++ ++ 0 -
Maryland 0 0 - -- -- - 0 |Maryland 0 0 ++ 0 0 - -
Massachusetts -- -- -- - - - 0 |Massachusetts - -- -- -- - - -
Michigan -- -- -- -- - - - |Michigan 0 0 0 -- - - -
Minnesota - -- -- -- 0 - ++ | Minnesota - - 0 0 0 - 0
Mississippi -- - - - -- -- - - |Mississippi ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
Missouri 0 - 0 - - - - | Missouri + + 0 0 + + +
Montana - 0 + 0 + N/A -- |Montana ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
Nebraska 0 - -- -- -- - 0 |Nebraska + 0 ++ ++ 0 0 0
Nevada 0 ++ ++ ++ ++ 0 ++ |Nevada ++ 0 0 -- 0 0 ++
New Hampshire -- -- -- -- -- -- - | New Hampshire 0 -- -- 0 0 0 --
New Jersey - -- -- 0 0 - -- |New Jersey - -- - - - - 0
New Mexico -- -- -- -- -- -- -- |New Mexico + + ++ ++ ++ + +
New York 0 + 0 + ++ - 0 |New York 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
North Carolina + 0 0 - + 0 + | North Carolina 0 0 0 ++ 0 0 0
Oklahoma - -- -- -- -- 0 ++ |Oklahoma ++ + ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
Oregon -- -- - - -- -- - 1 Oregon 0 0 + - 0 + 0
Pennsylvania ++ ++ ++ + 0 0 0 |Pennsylvania - - - - 0 - 0
Rhode Island - -- -- N/A -- N/A  N/A |Rhode Island + 0 - -- -- - N/A
South Carolina 0 0 + 0 + + ++ | South Carolina 0 + 0 0 + 0 0
South Dakota 0 -- -- N/A N/A + 0 |South Dakota + + ++ 0 ++ 0 0
Tennessee -- - - - - - - |Tennessee 0 0 + 0 0 0 0
Texas - - - - - -- - |Texas + + 0 0 + + 0
USL&HW ++ ++ ++ ++ N/A N/A  N/A |USL&HW ++ ++ ++ ++ N/A  ++ --
Utah -- - -- -- -- -- -- |Utah + - 0 0 0 0 0
Vermont - -- N/A - - -- - |Vermont + - - ++ ++ - 0
Virginia 0 - -- -- -- -- 0 |Virginia - 0 - - 0 - -
Wisconsin -- -- -- -- -- -- -- | Wisconsin -- - - -- 0 0 -
Note: ++ 150.1% or more of Nat'l Avg. Well Above Avg. | Note: ++ 150.1% or more of Nat'l Avg. Well Above Avg.

125.1 - 150.0% of Nat'l Avg. Above Avg. + 125.1 - 150.0% of Nat'l Avg. Above Avg.

0 75.0 - 125.0% of Nat'l Avg. Average 0 75.0 - 125.0% of Nat'l Avg. Average

- 50.0 - 74.9% of Nat'l Avg. Below Avg. - 50.0 - 74.9% of Nat'l Avg. Below Avg.

- 49.9% or less of Nat'l Avg. Well Below Avg. - 49.9% or less of Nat'l Avg. Well Below Avg.

N/A Data Not Available N/A Data Not Available
Source: Tables 1.1985 - 1.2004 Source: Tables 1.1985 - 1.2004
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Table 4B

Fatal Average Cash Benefits Per Case

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware

Dis. Of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho

lllinois

Indiana

lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
USL&HW
Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Wisconsin

Note:

Source:

Relative to National Average

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

++ ++ ++ ++ +
++ -- ++ 0 ++
++ + 0 ++ ++
-- 0 - - 0
- - 0 0 0
0 - - -- --
0 0 ++ 0 +
0 - 0 0 0
++ 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 ++
0 0 0 .
-- - 0 0 +
+ ++ ++ ++ ++
0 0 0 0 0
++ ++ 0 ++ 0
+ + ++ ++ +
- + 0 0 0
+ ++ ++ + ++
++ ++ ++ ++ ++
0 -- ++ 0 0
0 0 0 ++ 0
+ 0 0 - -
0 0 0 0 0
0 - 0 0 -
0 + 0 0 0
++ ++ + ++ ++
+ + 0 0 +
++ ++ ++ ++ ++
- - - 0 0
- 0 ++ - ++
0 0 0 0 +
++ 0 ++ ++ N/A
0 + ++ ++ ++
++ ++ - - 0
- - - - 0
- - 0 0 0

++ 150.1% or more of Nat'l Avg.
125.1 - 150.0% of Nat'l Avg.
0 75.0 - 125.0% of Nat'l Avg.

- 50.0 - 74.9% of Nat'l Avg.

- 49.9% or less of Nat'l Avg.

Data Not Available

Tables 1.1985 - 1.2004

+ 0
++ 0
0 0
++ ++
++ ++
++ ++
0 -
0 0
++ 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
+ -
0 0
0 -
+ 0
0 +
++ 0
++ 0
++ ++
+ ++
0 +
0 0
0 0
0 ++
0 +
++ N/A
++ ++
0 +
++ --
++ ++
++ ++
0 0
0 0

Well Above Avg.
Above Avg.
Average

Below Avg.

Well Below Avg.

Table 4C

Fatal Cash Benefits per 100,000 Workers
Relative to National Average

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware

Dis. Of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho

lllinois

Indiana

lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
USL&HW
Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Wisconsin

Note:

Source:

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

- 0 0 0
++ ++ ++ ++
- 0 0 -

0 + 0 0
++ ++ ++ ++
- a- - 0
++ - - ++
- - - 0
-- - 0 -
-- ++ 0 -
0 - - -
- 0 0 --
0 0 ++ 0
+ 0 0 0
+ + ++ ++
++ ++ + +
++ + 0 ++
-- - + 0
0 - 0 0
0 0 0 --
0 + 0 ++
-- - 0 -
++ ++ ++ ++
+ ++ + ++
++ ++ ++ ++
++ ++ ++ 0
- - - 0 +
- -- 0 0
++ + ++ +
+ 0 0 0
0 - 0 ++
++ ++ ++ ++
++ ++ ++ 0
0 0 0 0
++ ++ + ++
- 0 - 0
- + ++ -
+ + + +
++ ++ ++ ++
++ 0 ++ ++
++ ++ - 0

++
125.1 - 150.0% of Nat'l Avg.

0 75.0 - 125.0% of Nat'l Avg.

- 50.0 - 74.9% of Nat'l Avg.

- 49.9% or less of Nat'l Avg.

Data Not Available

Tables 1.1985 - 1.2004

0

o

o

o o

N/A

150.1% or more of Nat'l Avg.

0
++

0

. o+ o

[eNeNeNe]

o1 O+ O 1 O

[« ]

++
++

Well Above Avg.
Above Avg.

Average

Below Avg.
Well Below Avg.
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Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware

Dis. Of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho

lllinois

Indiana

lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
USL&HW
Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Wisconsin

Note:

Source:

Table 5A

All Cash Frequencies Relative to National Average

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

0 0 0 0 0 0 0
++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
0 0 0 0 - -

O OO + v
[N eNe]
[oNeNe]
[oNoNe]
o O o
[N eNe]
[oNeNe]

o
o
o
1 O
o
o
o

1
+

1
+
T
+

+ 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 - - - - 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 - - - 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 + 0 0
+ 0 0 + + + +
0 - 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
+ + + + + + +
+ + + + + + ++
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
++ + ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 - - -
++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
+ + 0 + + 0 +
+ + + + 0 0 0

++ 150.1% or more of Nat'l Avg. Well Above Avg.

125.1 - 150.0% of Nat'l Avg. Above Avg.

0 75.0 - 125.0% of Nat'l Avg. Average

- 50.0 - 74.9% of Nat'l Avg. Below Avg.

- 49.9% or less of Nat'l Avg. Well Below Avg.

Data Not Available

Tables 1.1985 - 1.2004

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware

Dis. Of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho

lllinois

Indiana

lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
USL&HW
Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Wisconsin

Note:

Source:

Table 5B
All Cash Benefits Per Case

Relative to National Average

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

0 0 0 -
0 0 0 0
0 0 -

+ + + +
+ 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 +
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0
0 - - -
- - 0 0
0 + + +
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
- 0 - -
- 0 - -
0 - - 0
0 0 0 0
+ 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
- - - 0
+ + + +
++ + + +
0 0 - 0
+ 0 0 0
0 0 - -
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 -
++ ++ ++ ++

++
125.1 - 150.0% of Nat'l Avg.

0 75.0 - 125.0% of Nat'l Avg.

- 50.0 - 74.9% of Nat'l Avg.

- 49.9% or less of Nat'l Avg.

Data Not Available

Tables 1.1985 - 1.2004

150.1% or more of Nat'l Avg.

o o

+ OO OO OO

o

+

o

0 0
0 0
0 -
0 0
0 0
0 0
++ +
0 0
+ +
0 +

OO 1 OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO + +0 ' O
[eNeNENeNoNoNoNeNo No No o Nl HoNoNo)

++ ++
++ ++
0 0
+ +
+ +
0 0
+ +
0 0
0 0

Well Above Avg.
Above Avg.
Average

Below Avg.

Well Below Avg.
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Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware

Dis. Of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho

lllinois

Indiana

lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
USL&HW
Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Wisconsin

Note:

Source:

Table 5C

Relative to National Average

All Cash Benefits per 100,000 Workers

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

o O o
[N eNe]
[oNeNe]
[oNoNe]

0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 - - -
0 0 0 0
0 - - 0
- - - 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 - 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
- 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 - - -
++ + 0 0
0 - - 0
- - - 0
++ + + +
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 - - -
+ 0 0 0
++ ++ 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 - - -
++ ++ ++ ++

++
125.1 - 150.0% of Nat'l Avg.

0 75.0 - 125.0% of Nat'l Avg.

- 50.0 - 74.9% of Nat'l Avg.

- 49.9% or less of Nat'l Avg.

Data Not Available

Tables 1.1985 - 1.2004

150.1% or more of Nat'l Avg.

o1 oo, ocoo

+ O1 O OO0 + 00 ' O

1 OO 0o

cocooooof

o

++

++ +
++ 0
0 0
0 +
0 +
0 0
0 0
0 0
- 0
0 +
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
- 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
+ ++
0 0
0 +
0 0
0 0
- 0
+ +
+ +
+ ++
0 0
0 +
0 0
0 +
0 0
++ ++
0 +
Well Above Avg.
Above Avg.
Average
Below Avg.
Well Below Avg.

Table 6A

Total Frequency Relative to National Average

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware

Dis. Of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho

lllinois

Indiana

lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
USL&HW
Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Wisconsin

Note:

Source:

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

0 0 0 0
+ + + +
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
++ + + +
0 0 0 0
+ + + +
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
+ + + +
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
++ + ++ ++
0 0 0 0
++ + 0 +
0 0 0 0
- - - 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
+ 0 + 0
+ 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 + +
0 0 0 0
0 0 - -
++ ++ ++ ++
+ 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 - - -
+ + + +

++
125.1 - 150.0% of Nat'l Avg.

0 75.0 - 125.0% of Nat'l Avg.

- 50.0 - 74.9% of Nat'l Avg.

- 49.9% or less of Nat'l Avg.

Data Not Available

Tables 1.1985 - 1.2004

150.1% or more of Nat'l Avg.

OO O + OO0 + O

+ OO0 0O + 0O + O0OO0O0o

OO OO OoO

IO+OOO+OOIOOO+01

oo &

+

OO O + OO0 + O
OO O + OO0 + O

+o0o0co0co0co0co +o000 ,
+1 ocoocoofooco;

OO OO OoO
OO OO OoO !

++ ++
0 0
+ ++
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
+ +
0 +
0 0
0 0
+ +
0 0
++ ++
0 +
0 0
+ +

Well Above Avg.
Above Avg.
Average

Below Avg.

Well Below Avg.
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Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware

Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho

lllinois

Indiana

lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
USL&HW
Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Wisconsin

Note:

Source:

Table 6B

Average Medical Benefits Per Case

Relative to National Average

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

Dis. Of Columbia

+ + 0 0
+ + + +
0 0 0 0
+ + ++ ++
0 0 - -
- 0 0 0
+ + 0 +
+ 0 0 0
++ ++ 0 0
0 0 - -
0 0 - -

0 0 - 0
- 0 - -
- 0 0 0
0 0 - -
0 ++ 0 0
0 - - -
0 0 - 0
0 0 0 0
0 - 0 0
0 0 - -
0 0 0 0
0 - - 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 - -
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
++ ++ ++ ++
++ + ++ +
0 0 0

0 0 0 0

++
125.1 - 150.0% of Nat'l Avg.

0 75.0 - 125.0% of Nat'l Avg.

- 50.0 - 74.9% of Nat'l Avg.

- 49.9% or less of Nat'l Avg.

Data Not Available

Tables 1.1985 - 1.2004

150.1% or more of Nat'l Avg.

0

O OO +

co1r ocoocoocooco |

O O OO

0 +
++ +
- 0
0 -
+ 0
0 0
++ ++
+ 0
+ 0
0 0
0 -
0 0
0 0
++ ++
+ +
0 0
0 +
0 0
0 0
0 0
+ ++
0 0
0 +
0 0
- 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 -
0 0
+ +
0 +
0 0
0 0
0 -

Well Above Avg.
Above Avg.
Average

Below Avg.

Well Below Avg.

Table 6C

Medical Benefits per 100,000 Workers
Relative to National Average

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware

Dis. Of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho

lllinois

Indiana

lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
USL&HW
Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Wisconsin

Note:

Source:

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

+ OO + 1 O

+
+

O OO

O OO0 OOoO !

O+ 0+ 0000 !

loocoocooi i coco: oo

O O O

++

+ 0 0
++ ++ ++
0 0 0
++ ++ ++
0 0 0
0 0 -
0 0 0
++ 0 0
0 - -
0 0 0
0 - -
0 - -
0 - -
0 + +
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 -
++ 0 ++
0 0 -
0 0 0
+ 0 0
0 0 -
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
- 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
++ ++ ++
0 0 0
0 0 0

150.1% or more of Nat'l Avg.

125.1 - 150.0% of Nat'l Avg.
75.0 - 125.0% of Nat'l Avg.
50.0 - 74.9% of Nat'l Avg.
49.9% or less of Nat'l Avg.
Data Not Available

Tables 1.1985 - 1.2004

+
++
0

++

o O o

o1 foooo,, ocooco:

o

+ +
++ ++
0 0
0 -
++ ++
- 0
- 0
++ ++
+ 0
0 0
0 -
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
++ ++
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
++ ++
0 0
0 0
++ ++
0 0
0 0
0 +
0 +
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
++ ++
- 0
0 0
0 0
0 0

Well Above Avg.
Above Avg.
Average

Below Avg.

Well Below Avg.
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A Book of Possible Interest to Subscribers

Employment Law: Cases and Materials: Fourth Edition has recently been published by LexisNexis. The
volume, written by Steven L. Willborn, Steward J. Schwab, John F. Burton, Jr., and Gillian L. L. Lester, is widely
used in courses in law schools and graduate programs in employment relations, and should be valuable for prac-
ticing attorneys and others interested in an overview of employment law. John Burton was the lead author on
Part VIII of the book, which contains these headings:

Part VIII. Workplace Injuries and Diseases
Chapter 21. The Prestatutory Approaches

A. The Labor Market
B. Tort Suits

Chapter 22. Workers’ Compensation

The Origins of Workers’ Compensation

An Overview of Current Workers’ Compensation Programs
The Exclusivity of Workers’ Compensation

Which Injuries are Compensable?

Which Diseases are Compensable?

Injuries and Diseases for Which Compensability is Problematic
Cash Benefits

Medical and Rehabilitation Benefits

ITOMMOOwW>

Chapter 23. The Occupational Safety and Health Act

An Overview of the Act

Substantive Criteria for OSHA Standards

Legal Challenges to Permanent Standards

The General Duty Clause

Enforcement

Employee Rights and Responsibilities

Federal Versus State Authority for Workplace Safety and Health

EMMUO®»

Chapter 24. Rethinking the Approaches to Workplace Injuries and Diseases

A. The Labor Market

B. Tort Suits

C. Workers’ Compensation

D. The Occupational Safety and Health Act

Employment Law: Cases and Materials: Fourth Edition. 1167 Pages plus Table of Cases and Index.
$94.00 hardcover. ISBN 0-8205-7089-3. Published 2007.

Employment Law: Selected Federal and State Statutes. 2007 Edition. 482 Pages. $24.00 paperback.
ISBN 0-8205-7091-5.

Available from LexisNexis, 1275 Broadway, Albany, NY 12204. Phone: 1-800-223-1940. Online:
www.lexisnexis.com

WORKERS’ COMPENSATION POLICY REVIEW (ISSN 1532-9984) is published by Workers’ Disability Income Systems, Inc., 56 Primrose
Circle, Princeton, NJ 08540-9416, tel 732-274-0600/ fax 732-274-0678 or editor@workerscompresources.com. Copyright 2008 Workers’ Disabil-
ity Income Systems, Inc. Photocopying or reproducing in any form in whole or in part is a violation of federal copyright law and is strictly prohib-
ited without the publisher’s consent. Editorial inquiries should be directed to John F. Burton, Jr., Editor; or Florence Blum, Production Coordinator,
at 56 Primrose Circle, Princeton, NJ 08540-9416 732-274-0600; fax 732-274-0678; email: editor@workerscompresources.com.

WORKERS’ COMPENSATION POLICY REVIEW is not intended to be and should not be used as a substitute for specific legal advice, since

legal opinions may only be given in response to inquiries regarding specific factual situations. If legal advice is required, the services of counsel
should be sought.
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