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Underwriting results for the workers’ compensation insurance industry im-
proved for the fourth year in a row, as discussed in the article by John Burton.  
As shown in Figure A, the overall operating ratio, which is the most comprehen-
sive measure of underwriting results because it considers investment income, 
was 90.6 in 2005.  This is a sharp improvement from the overall operating ratio 
of 108.1 in 2001 and is also significantly better than the operating ratios of 98.1 
in 2003 and 94.5 in 2004. 

 
When the overall operating ratio is greater than 100, carriers lose money 

even when investment income is considered.  In 2001, workers’ compensation 
carriers lost $8.10 for every $100 of premium.  Conversely, when the overall 
operating ratio is less than 100, the industry is profitable when investment in-
come is considered.  In 2005, carriers made $9.40 of profit for every $100 in 
premium. 

 
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 data are for 47 jurisdictions in 2002.  Differ-
ences among jurisdictions are substantial:  for example, three jurisdictions had 
permanent partial disability (PPD) benefits per 100,000 workers that were at 
least 50 percent above the national average and five jurisdictions had PPD 
benefits that were at least 50 percent below the national average.  
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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.1  In our most recent 
article (Blum and Burton 2006), we presented 2001 
data for 47 jurisdictions using a different format than in 
the earlier articles.  Each of six tables contains the fre-
quency, average benefits, and benefits per 100,000 
workers for a particular type of benefit.  We continue 
the layout used in our earlier article this year, and pre-
sent tables showing the frequency, average benefits, 
and benefits per 100,000 workers for six types of bene-
fits, including the cash benefits for temporary total dis-
ability, permanent partial disability, permanent total dis-
ability, and fatal cases and the medical benefits for all 
cases.2  

 
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 six years, 1997 to 2002, and catego-
rizes each state’s result into five classifications relative 
to the national average.  

 
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.3    

 
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 2002 Connecticut had 964 TTD cases per 
100,000 workers, while New Jersey had 606 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 
1,229 TTD cases per 100,000 workers in 2002, consid-
erably more than the 964 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 47 jurisdictions with data available for 2002, plus 
the national average of 830 TTD cases per 100,000 
workers for 47 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 2,407 TTD 
cases per 100,000 workers in the USL&HW program to 
339 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 eight 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 830 TTD claims per 100,000 workers in 2002.  
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 1997 to 2002.  A state receives a “++” for a 

Workers’ Compensation Benefits:  Frequencies and Amounts in 
2002 
 
by Florence Blum and John F. Burton, Jr. 
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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-
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 six years in the table, 
and seven states (Delaware, Idaho, Massachusetts, 
New Hampshire, Oregon, Vermont, and Wisconsin) had 
TTD frequencies that were above average or well 
above average for all six years.  In contrast, the District 
of Columbia had TTD frequencies that were well below 
average for the six years, and five states (Georgia, 
Kansas, North Carolina, Texas, and Virginia) had TTD 
frequencies that were below average for all six years.  
There were 17 states with TTD frequencies near the 
national averages in all six years with data.  There were 
several states where over time the frequency relative to 
the national average changed between adjacent cate-
gories: examples are Idaho (where the TTD frequen-
cies ranged from above to well above the national aver-
age); Connecticut (where the TTD frequencies dropped 
from above average to average); and Oklahoma and 
Pennsylvania (where TTD frequencies ranged from av-
erage to above average over the six years).  Thus, 
most jurisdictions had relatively stable TTD frequencies 
relative to the national averages.   

 
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 
2002 the average benefit for workers who obtained 
TTD benefits in Connecticut was $3,948 while in New 
Jersey the average TTD benefit was $5,962.  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 $2,984 in the average TTD 
case in 2002, considerably less than the $3,948 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 2002 was 
$8,409 per case in South Carolina to $2,319 per case 
in Arizona.  The information in Table 1 and the previ-
ously published data on the averages for TTD claims 
for 47 jurisdictions for eight years are interesting, in-
cluding the evidence of an increase in the national av-
erage from $3,016 per TTD claim in 1995 to $5,312 per 
TTD claim in 2002.  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 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, four jurisdictions (Florida, Massa-
chusetts, South Carolina, and Texas) had TTD average 
benefits that were either well above or above average 
(at least 25 percent above) in all six years in the table.  
There was no state with TTD benefits that were well 
below the national average in all six years, but eight 
jurisdictions (Arizona, the District of Columbia, Iowa, 
Minnesota, New Hampshire, Oregon, Utah, and Wis-
consin) 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 en-
tries in Table 1B indicate that states were relatively sta-
ble in the relationship between average TTD benefits in 
a state and the national average: only two states shifted 
more than one category over the six years.  California’s 
TTD benefits ranged from well below average to aver-
age and Idaho ranged from average TTD benefits to 
well above average benefits in the six years in the ta-
ble. 

 
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 
2002.  The derivation of the data in Table 1, Column (7) 
can be illustrated by focusing on the Oregon entry for 
2002.  There were 1,260 temporary total disability 
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cases per 100,000 workers in Oregon in 2002 (as 
shown in Table 1, Column (1)); the average of the cash 
benefits for temporary total disability cases in Oregon in 
2002 was $2,467 (as shown in Table 1, Column (4)); 
the product of 1,260 cases times $2,467 per case is 
$3,108,420 of temporary total disability benefits per 
100,000 workers in Oregon in 2002 (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 2002 was $12,499,551 in the USL&HW pro-
gram to $1,221,953 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 eight years pro-
vide evidence of an increase in the national average 
from $3,563,498 in 1995 to $4,313,366 in 2002.  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.  Four jurisdictions 
(Idaho, Maine, Massachusetts, and the USL&HW pro-
gram) were consistently well above (that is more that 
50 percent above) the national average.  In six other 
states (Alaska, Florida, 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 six years.  In contrast, 
TTD cash benefits per 100,000 workers were well be-
low the national average for all six years for Arizona 
and the District of Columbia, and below average or well 
below average in four states (Arkansas, Minnesota, 
Utah, and Virginia) for 1997 to 2002.  In 15 states, the 
TTD cash benefits per 100,000 workers were near the 
national average in every year with data.  The only 
state where the state’s averages relative to the national 
average changed by more than one category over the 
six years was Hawaii where the state’s benefits were 
near the national average in 1997, increased to above 
average in 1998 and 1999, and then increased again to 
well above average from 2000 to 2002. 

 
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 2002, the range was from 
1,246 PPD claims per 100,000 workers in the USL&HW 
to 123 per 100,000 workers in the District of Columbia. 

 
Table 2, Column (1) and the previously published 

data provide considerable useful information, including 
a slight decrease in the national average of PPD claims 
per 100,000 workers from 524 in 1995 to 498 in 2002.  
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 six years between 
1997 and 2002.  In addition, Oklahoma had PPD fre-
quencies that were above the national average or well 
above the national average in all years. In contrast, four 
jurisdictions (the District of Columbia, Michigan, Penn-
sylvania, and Virginia) had PPD frequencies that were 
well below the national average for all six years, and 
fourteen states (Alabama, Arizona, Delaware, Georgia, 
Idaho, Indiana, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, Missis-
sippi, New Hampshire, New Mexico, South Dakota, and 
Utah) had PPD frequencies below the national average 
or well below the national average in all years with 
data.  There were only ten states that had PPD fre-
quencies that were near the national average in all six 
years.  Most states were relatively stable in their PPD 
frequencies compared to the national averages over 
this period.  There were exceptions, however.  Massa-
chusetts’ PPD frequencies ranged from well below av-
erage to average during the six years.  In contrast, 
Montana and Nevada’s PPD frequencies ranged from 
average to well above average from 1997 through 
2002. 

 
Average Benefits Per Claim.  The permanent par-

tial disability (PPD) cash benefits paid to a worker are 
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 



   6                       September/October 2006 

WORKERS’  COMPENSATION POLICY REVIEW 

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 duration (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 ca-
pacity; some PPD benefits are related to the actual loss 
of earnings; often states use more than one of these ap-
proaches depending on the nature of the injury or other 
factors. 

 
The resulting differences in weekly PPD benefits and 

durations among states explain the considerable varia-
tions among states in the average cash benefits for PPD 
claims shown in Table 2, Column (4). The range of aver-
age PPD benefits in 2002 was from $139,926 per case in 
Maine to $17,561 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 eight years are valuable, including the 
evidence of an increase in the national average from 
$31,074 per PPD claim in 1995 to $43,449 per PPD 
claim in 2002.  However, the amount of information 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.  Three jurisdictions (Michigan, Pennsyl-
vania, and the USL&HW program) were well above (that 
is more that 50 percent above) the national average in 
the six years from 1997 to 2002.  In addition, three juris-
dictions (Louisiana, Maine, and New York) were above 
average or well above average in all years with data.  In 
contrast, three states (Indiana, Kansas, and Missouri) 
were well below average in all six years, and ten states 
(Arkansas, Iowa, Nebraska, New Jersey, Oklahoma, 
Oregon, South Dakota, Texas, Utah, and Wisconsin) 
were below average or well below average in all six 
years.  There were 11 states that were near the national 
average for PPD benefits in all years with data.  The only 
state where the state’s averages relative to the national 
average changed by more than one category over the six 
years was Rhode Island, where the state’s benefits were 
above average or well above average from 1997 through 
2000 and then dropped to average for the last two years 
in the study. 

 
Cash Benefits Per 100,000 Workers.  Table 2, Col-

umn (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 2002.  
The range of PPD cash benefits per 100,000 workers in 

2002 was from $81,370,030 in the USL&HW program to 
$4,558,485 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 eight years are 
valuable, including the evidence of an increase in the 
national average from $14,338,590 in 1995 to 
$19,558,362 in 2002.  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.  Three jurisdictions 
(California, New York, and the USL&HW program) were 
well above (that is more that 50 percent above) the na-
tional average for all six years, and Alaska was above or 
well above the national average for all years.  In sharp 
contrast, five jurisdictions (Arkansas, the District of Co-
lumbia, Indiana, South Dakota, and Utah) paid PPD 
benefits per 100,000 workers that were well below the 
national average for all six years.  An additional ten 
states (Alabama, Arizona, Idaho, Kansas, Michigan, Mis-
sissippi, New Mexico, Texas, Virginia, and Wisconsin) 
paid PPD benefits per 100,000 workers that consistently 
were below or well below the national average.  There 
were six states that paid near the national average in all 
six years.   

 
Four states had relatively volatile PPD benefits per 

100,000 workers, changing by more than one category 
over the six years.  Nevada had two years of well above 
average benefits in 1997 and 1998 before dropping to 
average benefits in the next four years.  Maine and Mon-
tana’s benefits ranged from below average to above av-
erage while Kentucky’s ranged from well below average 
to average.  One state, Rhode Island, spanned four cate-
gories during the six years in the study.  From 1997 
through 1999 their benefits were well above average, 
they dropped to average in 2000 and 2001, and then 
dropped again to below average in 2002.  

 
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 stan-
dards used to determine whether an injury qualifies for 
PTD benefits affect the frequency of these cases in vari-
ous jurisdictions.  There are also relatively few PTD 
cases, which can result in substantial year-to-year varia-
tions in a state.  These and other factors are reflected in 
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the substantial interjurisdictional variations in the preva-
lence of PTD claims shown in Table 3, Column (1).  In 
2002, the range was from 24 PTD claims per 100,000 
workers in Texas to zero PTD claims per 100,000 work-
ers in the District of Columbia, South Dakota, and the 
USL&HW program.. 

 
Table 3, Column (1) and the previously published 

data provide considerable useful information, including 
the stability in the national average of 6 to 9.3 PTD 
claims per 100,000 workers between 1995 and 2002.  
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.   

 
Florida was the only program that had PTD fre-

quencies that were well above the national average in 
all six years between 1997 and 2002.  In contrast, there 
were ten jurisdictions (Arizona, Connecticut, Delaware, 
the District of Columbia, Indiana, Iowa, Maryland, Mas-
sachusetts, Vermont, and Wisconsin)  with PTD fre-
quencies that were well below the national average in 
all six years with data.  There were also 12 states 
(Arkansas, Georgia, Hawaii, Kansas, Maine, Minne-
sota, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Oregon, South Dakota, 
Utah, and Virginia) that had PTD frequencies below or 
well below the national average in all six years.  There 
were no states that had PTD frequencies that were 
near the national average in all six years.  The volatility 
of PTD frequencies is well illustrated by the experience 
in three jurisdictions (Montana, New Hampshire, and 
South Carolina), where the PTD frequencies ranged 
from well above to well below the national averages 
over the six 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 2002 was from 
$1,061,200 per case in Delaware to $48,640 in Texas.  
(The $0 per case entries for the District of Columbia, 
South Dakota, and the USL&HW program are because 

there were no PTD cases in those jurisdictions in 
2002.)   Because PTD cases are so uncommon, un-
usual results in a few cases may significantly 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 eight years are valuable, includ-
ing the evidence of an increase in the national average 
from $210,480 per PTD claim in 1995 to $270,303 per 
PTD claim in 2002.  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.  Massachusetts and Pennsylvania 
had PTD benefits that were well above the national av-
erage in the six years from 1997 to 2002.  In addition, 
two jurisdictions (Connecticut, and Delaware) were 
above average or well above the national average in 
the six years from 1997 to 2002.  In contrast, two states 
(Arkansas and Kansas) were below average or well 
below average for all years.  There were no states 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, eight states (Alaska, 
Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, New Hampshire, New Jersey, 
Rhode Island, and Utah) 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 
2002.  The range of PTD cash benefits per 100,000 
workers in 2002 was from $3,807,336 in New York to 
$186,542 in Indiana. (The $0 entries for the District of 
Columbia, South Dakota, and the USL&HW program 
reflect the absence of PTD cases in those jurisdictions 
in 2002.) 

 
The information in Table 3, Column (7) and previ-

ously published data on the PTD cash benefits per 
100,000 workers for 47 jurisdictions for eight years are 
valuable, including the evidence of an increase in the 
national average from $1,295,722 in 1995 to 
$1,858,276 in 2002.  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. 
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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, Colorado, and Florida) were above or well 
above the national average from 1997 to 2002.   In con-
trast to these states with above or well above average 
PTD cash benefits, six jurisdictions (Arkansas, the Dis-
trict of Columbia, Indiana, Kansas, Maine, and New 
Mexico) paid well below the national average in PTD 
cash benefits per 100,000 workers.  In addition, 15 
states (Arizona, Georgia, Iowa, Massachusetts, Michi-
gan, Mississippi, New Hampshire, Oklahoma, Oregon, 
Rhode Island, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Vermont, and 
Wisconsin) paid PTD cash benefits per 100,000 work-
ers that were below or well below the national average 
in 1997 to 2002. There was no state that paid PTD 
cash benefits near the national average in all six years.  
The most volatile jurisdictions were Delaware, Nevada, 
and New Jersey, 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 2002, the range was 
from 17 death claims per 100,000 workers in Maine to 
zero death claims per 100,000 workers in the 
USHL&HW program. 

 
Table 4, Column (1) and the previously published 

data provide considerable useful information, including 
the stability in the national average of 4 or 5 death 
claims per 100,000 workers between 1995 and 2002.  
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.   

 
Three programs (Mississippi, Montana, and the 

USL&HW program) had fatal frequencies that were well 
above the national average in all six years between 
1997 and 2002.  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 New Jersey had fatal frequencies 
that were below or well below the national average in 
all six years.  Only two states (California, and New 
York) had death rates near the national average in all 
six years.  There was considerable variability among 
years in some states in their death claims compared to 
the national average: the extremes were Hawaii and 
Nevada, 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 2002 was from 
$673,459 per case in Rhode Island to $68,432 per case 
in Mississippi.   (The $0 per case entry for the 
USL&HW program is because there were no fatal 
cases reported in 2002.)  Because death cases are so 
uncommon, unusual results in a few cases may signifi-
cantly 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 eight years are 
instructive, including the evidence of an increase in the 
national average from $155,015 per death claim in 
1995 to $183,384 per death claim in 2002.  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.  

 
The entries in Table 4B indicate that some states 

consistently have death benefits that are higher than 
the national average.  Only one state (Nevada) had well 
above the national average for death benefits for all six 
years with data.  In addition, five jurisdictions 
(Connecticut, Missouri, Nebraska, Oregon, and Rhode 
Island) had death benefits that were above average or 
well above the national average in 1997 to 2002.  In 
contrast, three states (Arkansas, Florida, and Missis-
sippi) had death benefits that were consistently well 
below the national average, and four states (Alabama, 
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California, Idaho, and Tennessee) had death benefits 
that were below average or well below average in all six 
years.  There was considerable variability among years 
in some states in their death benefits compared to the 
national average: the extremes were Delaware, New 
Hampshire, and South Dakota, which were well above 
the national average in one year and well below in an-
other 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 2002.  The range 
of death cash benefits per 100,000 workers in 2002 
was from $3,089,760 in South Dakota to $286,616 in 
Florida.  (The $0 per case entry for the USL&HW pro-
gram is because there were no fatal cases reported in 
2002.)   

 
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 eight years indi-
cate there was a decrease in the national average from 
$803,231 in 1995 to $708,374 in 2002.  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.  Four juris-
dictions (Connecticut, Missouri, Nebraska, and the 
USL&HW program) were consistently well above (that 
is more that 50 percent above) the national average for 
all years with data.  In contrast, six states (Arkansas, 
California, Indiana, Tennessee, Virginia, and Wiscon-
sin) paid death benefits per 100,000 workers that were 
below or well below average in all six years.  The most 
variable states in terms of death benefits per 100,000 
workers were Hawaii, Maine, New Hampshire, and 
South Dakota, where the state benefits were well above 
the national average in one year and well below the 
national average in another 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 2002, 
plus the national average of 1,341 cash benefit cases 
per 100,000 workers for 47 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 3,653 cash benefit cases per 100,000 
workers in the USL&HW program to 466 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 eight 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 1,341 claims per 100,000 workers in 
2002.  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 1997 
and 2002, and four other jurisdictions (California, Okla-
homa, Oregon, and Rhode Island) had total frequencies 
that were above average or well above average in all 
six years with data. In contrast, only the District of Co-
lumbia was well below average in all years, and only 
Georgia, North Carolina, and Virginia were below aver-
age in all six years in terms of their total claims com-
pared to the national average.  There were 24 states 
that had total claim rates near the national average in 
all six years.  There was limited variability among years 
in some states in their total claims compared to the na-
tional average:  three states (California, Oklahoma, and 
Rhode Island) were above average or well above aver-
age in all six years, six states (Idaho, Missouri, Mon-
tana, Nevada, Vermont, and Wisconsin) were near av-
erage or above average in all years; and six states 
(Arizona, Arkansas, Indiana, Louisiana, Nebraska, and 
Texas) were near average or below average in all six 
years.  There were no states where the state’s aver-
ages relative to the national average changed by more 
than one category over the six years. 

 
Average Benefits Per Claim.  The information in 

Table 5, Column (4) is presented in a format that facili-
tates interstate comparisons. The range of average for 
cash benefits in all cases paying cash benefits in 2002 
was from $33,387 per case in New York to $8,662 per 
case in Utah. 
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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 eight 
years are interesting, including the evidence of an in-
crease in the national average from $11,512 per claim 
in 1995 to $19,585 per claim in 2002.  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 six years in the table.  Two states 
(Indiana and Utah) had cash benefits that were well 
below the national average in all six years, and eight 
jurisdictions (Arkansas, Hawaii, Idaho, Iowa, New 
Hampshire, Oregon, South Dakota, and Wisconsin) 
were well below or below average in all the years with 
data.  There were 14 states that were near the national 
average in all years in the table.  There were no states 
that shifted more than one category over the six 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 2002 was from $93,869,581 in the Longshore 
and Harbor Workers program to $8,689,398 in Indiana 
per 100,000 workers in 2002. 

 
The information in Table 1, Column (7) and the pre-

viously published data on the national averages for 
cash benefits jurisdictions for eight years are interest-
ing, including the evidence of an increase in the na-
tional average from $19,814,624 per 100,000 workers 
in 1995 to $26,438,377 per 100,000 workers in 2002.  
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 catego-
ries 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.  Two jurisdictions 
(California, and the USL&HW program) were consis-
tently well above (that is more that 50 percent above) 
the national average.  In two other states (Alaska and 
New York) 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 six years.  In contrast, TTD cash benefits 
per 100,000 workers were well below the national aver-
age for all six years for Arkansas, the District of Colum-
bia, Indiana, and Utah and below average or well below 
average in seven states (Arizona, Kansas, Mississippi, 
New Mexico, South Dakota, Virginia, and Wisconsin) 
for 1997 to 2002.  In 11 states, the TTD cash benefits 
per 100,000 workers were near the national average in 
every year with data.  There were two states (Nevada 
and Rhode Island) where the state’s averages relative 
to the national average changed by more than one 
category over the six years.  Both states’ cash benefits 
were above or well above the national average in the 
first three years before dropping to average in the last 
three years. 

 
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 2002, for example, 
when the national averages of cases per 100,000 work-
ers were 830 TTD, 498 PPD, 9.3 PTD, and 4.0 fatal 
cases (for a total of 1,341 cases per 100,000 workers 
paying cash benefits), there were an additional 3,858 
medical only cases per 100,000 workers. 

 
The sum of the cases paying cash benefits and 

cases paying medical benefits only in 2002 was 5,199 
cases per 100,000 workers, as shown in Table 6, Col-
umn (1).4  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 2002, the range was from 9,700 total 
claims per 100,000 workers in the USL&HW program to 
1,352 total claims per 100,000 workers in the District of 
Columbia. 

 
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 5,199 per 
100,000 workers in 2002.   

 
However, examination of differences among states 

is facilitated by the information in Table 6A, which cate-
gorizes states in terms of their frequency of total claims 
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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 
between 1997 and 2002, but six other jurisdictions 
(Alaska, Idaho, Indiana, Maine, Montana, and Wiscon-
sin) had total frequencies that were above average or 
well above average in all six years with data. In con-
trast, only the District of Columbia was well below aver-
age in all years, and only Maryland and New York were 
below average in all six years in terms of their total 
claims compared to the national average.  There were 
26 states that had total claim rates near the national 
average in all six years.  The limited volatility at this 
level of aggregation is reinforced by the few number of 
states that varied between categories over the six 
years. There were two states (Idaho and Montana) that 
were above average or well above average in all six 
years; seven states (California, Kentucky, Oregon, 
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Dakota, and Utah) 
that were near average or above average in all years; 
and three states (New Jersey, Texas and Virginia) that 
were near average or below average in all six years.   
The only state where the state’s averages relative to 
the national average changed by more than one cate-
gory over the six years was Nevada, where the state’s 
benefits were near the national average in one year 
and well above and above the national average in the 
other years. 

 
Average Benefits per Claim.  Medical benefits are 

paid both in cases in which the worker receives cash 
benefits and in medical-only cases, in which the worker 
has medical expenses because of the work-related in-
jury or disease but the worker does not qualify for cash 
benefits.  The averages for medical benefits in a juris-
diction 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 controls 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 plus cases with cash as 
well as medical benefits) shown in Table 6, Column (4).  
The range of average medical benefits in 2002 was 
from $13,058 per case in Delaware to $2,046 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 eight years are 
valuable, including the evidence of the increase in the 
national average from $2,767 per case in 1995 to 
$6,293 per claim in 2002.  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.  Only Texas was well above the 
national averages for medical benefits for all six years.  
Two jurisdictions (Alaska and the USL&HW) was 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 
eight states (Arkansas, Iowa, Massachusetts, Michigan, 
Rhode Island, South Dakota, Utah, and Wisconsin) 
were below average or well below average for medical 
benefits in all six years.  Most states were relatively 
stable in terms of their medical benefits compared to 
the national average: seven states were near average 
in all six years. The most volatile jurisdictions were Ala-
bama, California, Delaware, Florida, and Montana 
(which varied between average and well above aver-
age). 

 
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 2002.  The range 
of medical benefits per 100,000 workers in 2002 was 
from $107,272,300 in the USL&HW program to 
$7,550,808 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 eight years are 
instructive, including the evidence of an increase in the 
national average from $19,177,813 in 1995 to 
$32,010,903 in 2002.  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-
tional average from 1997 to 2002.  In contrast, the Dis-
trict of Columbia had medical benefits per 100,000 
workers that were well below the national average in all 
six years.  In six other jurisdictions (Arkansas, Georgia, 
Indiana, Massachusetts, New Jersey, and Rhode Is-
land) medical benefits per 100,000 workers were below 
or well below the national average from 1997 to 2002.  
There were nine states with medical benefits that were 
near the national average in all six years.  The states 
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were relatively stable in terms of the relationship be-
tween their medical benefits per 100,000 workers and 
the national averages for various years.  The most vola-
tile states were Alabama, California, Delaware, Florida, 
Kentucky, Montana, and Oregon, where medical bene-
fits relative to the national average varied between av-
erage and well above average in the six years reported; 
Maryland, where medical benefits relative to the na-
tional 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 2002 data in Tables 1 to 6, plus similar data for 

2001 in Blum and Burton (2005), 2000 in Blum and Bur-
ton (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 frequency, average bene-
fits, 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 fre-
quency (cases paying cash benefits and/or medical 
benefits) from 7,115 cases per 100,000 workers in 
1995 to 5,199 cases per 100,000 workers in 2002.  An-
other compelling result is the substantial variations 
among jurisdictions in the frequencies and benefits of 
the various types of cash and medical benefits.   
 
ENDNOTES 

 
1.  In Blum and Burton (2002) we provided three types of 

data not previously published. The first was state data on 
frequency of claims per 100,000 workers for four types of 
cash benefits and for medical benefits; the second was state 
data on average benefits per claim for the four types of cash 
benefits and for medical benefits; the third was state data on 
cash benefits per 100,000 workers for four types of cash 
benefits.  In Blum and Burton (2002) we presented these 
three types of data for 1995 to 1998 (Tables 1A-15A).  In 
Blum and Burton (2003) we updated Tables 1A-15A to 1999 
and published four years of data (1996-1999).  In Blum and 
Burton (2004), we updated the data to 2000 but presented the 
data in a different format.  Table 1 included 2000 state data 
on frequency of claims per 100,000 workers for four types of 
cash benefits.  Table 2 included 2000 state data on average 
benefits per claim for the four types of cash benefits.  Table 3 
included 2000 state data on cash benefits per 100,000 work-
ers for four types of cash benefits.  Finally, Table 4 included 
2000 state data on medical benefits for all three types of data.  

 
2.  The methodology used to produce the data in this 

article is explained in Burton and Blum (2006: 24-27).  
 
3.  Some of the tables in Blum and Burton (2003) include 

data on West Virginia, which has an exclusive state fund. 
   
 

4.  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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WORKERS’  COMPENSATION POLICY REVIEW 

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Alabama 0 0 0 0 0 0
Alaska ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
Arizona 0 0 0 - - -
Arkansas 0 0 0 0 0 0
California 0 0 + 0 + +
Colorado 0 - 0 0 0 0
Connecticut + + 0 0 0 0
Delaware + + + + + +
Dis. Of Columbia - - - - - - - - - - - -
Florida 0 0 0 0 0 0
Georgia - - - - - -
Hawaii ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
Idaho + ++ ++ + ++ +
Illinois 0 0 0 0 0 0
Indiana 0 0 0 0 0 0
Iowa 0 0 0 0 0 0
Kansas - - - - - -
Kentucky 0 0 0 0 0 0
Louisiana 0 0 0 0 0 0
Maine 0 + + + + +
Maryland 0 0 0 0 0 0
Massachusetts + + + + + +
Michigan 0 0 + + 0 0
Minnesota 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mississippi 0 + 0 0 0 0
Missouri 0 0 0 0 0 0
Montana 0 0 0 + + +
Nebraska - 0 - - - -
Nevada 0 0 0 0 0 0
New Hampshire ++ ++ + + + +
New Jersey - 0 - - - -
New Mexico 0 0 0 0 0 0
New York 0 0 0 0 0 0
North Carolina - - - - - -
Oklahoma + + + + 0 0
Oregon ++ + + + + ++
Pennsylvania 0 0 0 + 0 +
Rhode Island ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
South Carolina 0 0 - - 0 0
South Dakota 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tennessee 0 0 0 0 0 0
Texas - - - - - -
USL&HW ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
Utah 0 0 0 0 0 0
Vermont + + + + + +
Virginia - - - - - -
Wisconsin ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ +

Note: ++ 150.1% or more of National Avg. Well Above Average
+ 125.1 - 150.0% of National Avg. Above Average
0 75.0 - 125.0% of National Avg. Average
- 50.0 - 74.9% of National Avg. Below Average
-- 49.9% or less of National Avg. Well Below Average
N/A Data Not Available

Source: Tables 1.1985 - 1.2002

Table 1A
Temporary Total Frequency Relative to National Average

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Alabama 0 0 0 0 0 0
Alaska - - - 0 0 0
Arizona - - - - - - - - - -
Arkansas 0 - - - - -
California - - - - - - 0 0
Colorado 0 0 0 0 0 0
Connecticut 0 0 0 - - -
Delaware 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dis. Of Columbia - - - - - -
Florida + + + + + +
Georgia 0 0 + 0 0 0
Hawaii - 0 0 0 0 -
Idaho 0 ++ + 0 0 +
Illinois 0 0 0 0 + +
Indiana - 0 0 0 0 0
Iowa - - - - - -
Kansas + + 0 0 0 0
Kentucky 0 0 0 0 0 0
Louisiana 0 0 0 0 0 0
Maine + 0 0 0 0 0
Maryland 0 0 0 0 0 0
Massachusetts + + ++ ++ ++ +
Michigan + + + + 0 0
Minnesota - - - - - - - - - - -
Mississippi 0 0 0 0 0 0
Missouri 0 0 0 0 0 0
Montana 0 0 0 0 - 0
Nebraska 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nevada - 0 0 0 0 0
New Hampshire - - - - - -
New Jersey 0 + 0 0 0 0
New Mexico 0 0 0 0 0 0
New York 0 0 - - - -
North Carolina 0 + + 0 0 0
Oklahoma 0 0 0 0 0 0
Oregon - - - - - - - - - -
Pennsylvania + + 0 0 0 0
Rhode Island 0 - - - - -
South Carolina + + ++ + ++ ++
South Dakota - 0 - - - -
Tennessee 0 0 + + + +
Texas + + + + + +
USL&HW 0 + 0 0 0 0
Utah - - - - - - -
Vermont 0 0 0 0 0 0
Virginia 0 0 0 0 0 0
Wisconsin - - - - - -

Note: ++ 150.1% or more of National Avg. Well Above Average
+ 125.1 - 150.0% of National Avg. Above Average
0 75.0 - 125.0% of National Avg. Average
- 50.0 - 74.9% of National Avg. Below Average
-- 49.9% or less of National Avg. Well Below Average
N/A Data Not Available

Source: Tables 1.1985 - 1.2002

Table 1B
Temporary Total Average Cash Benefits Per Case

Relative to National Average
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1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Alabama 0 0 0 0 0 0
Alaska + + + ++ ++ ++
Arizona - - - - - - - - - - - -
Arkansas - - - - - - - -
California - - - 0 0 0
Colorado 0 - 0 0 0 0
Connecticut 0 0 0 0 0 0
Delaware 0 + + + + +
Dis. Of Columbia - - - - - - - - - - - -
Florida + + + + + ++
Georgia 0 - - - - 0
Hawaii 0 + + ++ ++ ++
Idaho ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
Illinois 0 0 0 0 0 0
Indiana 0 0 0 - - -
Iowa 0 0 0 0 - -
Kansas 0 0 - - - -
Kentucky 0 0 0 0 0 0
Louisiana 0 0 0 0 0 0
Maine ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
Maryland 0 0 0 0 0 0
Massachusetts ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
Michigan ++ ++ ++ ++ + +
Minnesota - - - - - - -
Mississippi 0 0 0 0 0 0
Missouri 0 0 0 0 0 0
Montana + 0 0 0 0 0
Nebraska - 0 - - - -
Nevada 0 0 0 0 0 0
New Hampshire 0 0 0 0 0 0
New Jersey 0 0 0 0 0 0
New Mexico 0 0 0 0 0 0
New York 0 0 - - - -
North Carolina - 0 0 - - 0
Oklahoma 0 + + + 0 0
Oregon 0 - - 0 - -
Pennsylvania ++ ++ ++ ++ + +
Rhode Island ++ + + ++ + ++
South Carolina 0 + 0 0 0 +
South Dakota - 0 - - - -
Tennessee 0 0 0 0 0 0
Texas 0 0 0 0 0 0
USL&HW ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
Utah - - - - - -
Vermont ++ ++ ++ + + ++
Virginia - - - - - - - -
Wisconsin 0 0 0 0 0 0

Note: ++ 150.1% or more of National Avg. Well Above Average
+ 125.1 - 150.0% of National Avg. Above Average
0 75.0 - 125.0% of National Avg. Average
- 50.0 - 74.9% of National Avg. Below Average
-- 49.9% or less of National Avg. Well Below Average
N/A Data Not Available

Source: Tables 1.1985 - 1.2002

Table 1C
Temporary Total Cash Benefits per 100,000 Workers

Relative to National Average

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Alabama - - - - - - -
Alaska + + + + + 0
Arizona - - - - - -
Arkansas - - - 0 - -
California ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
Colorado 0 0 0 0 0 0
Connecticut 0 0 0 0 0 0
Delaware - - - - - -
Dis. Of Columbia - - - - - - - - - - - -
Florida 0 0 - - - -
Georgia - - - - - -
Hawaii + 0 0 0 0 0
Idaho - - - - - - - -
Illinois 0 + + + + 0
Indiana - - - - - -
Iowa 0 0 0 0 0 0
Kansas 0 0 0 0 0 0
Kentucky - - - - - - - - -
Louisiana - - - - - - -
Maine - - - - - - - - - -
Maryland 0 0 - - - 0
Massachusetts - 0 - - - - -
Michigan - - - - - - - - - - - -
Minnesota 0 - - - - -
Mississippi - - - - - -
Missouri ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
Montana + ++ 0 0 0 ++
Nebraska 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nevada ++ + 0 0 0 0
New Hampshire - - - - - -
New Jersey 0 0 0 0 + +
New Mexico - - - - - -
New York 0 0 0 0 0 0
North Carolina - 0 - - - -
Oklahoma ++ ++ + + + ++
Oregon + + + 0 0 0
Pennsylvania - - - - - - - - - - - -
Rhode Island - 0 - - - -
South Carolina 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Dakota - - - - - -
Tennessee 0 0 0 0 0 0
Texas 0 0 0 0 0 0
USL&HW ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
Utah - - - - - - - - - -
Vermont 0 0 0 0 0 0
Virginia - - - - - - - - - - - -
Wisconsin - 0 0 0 0 0

Note: ++ 150.1% or more of National Avg. Well Above Average
+ 125.1 - 150.0% of National Avg. Above Average
0 75.0 - 125.0% of National Avg. Average
- 50.0 - 74.9% of National Avg. Below Average
-- 49.9% or less of National Avg. Well Below Average
N/A Data Not Available

Source: Tables 1.1985 - 1.2002

Table 2A
Permanent Partial Frequency Relative to National Average
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1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Alabama + 0 0 0 0 0
Alaska 0 0 0 0 + +
Arizona 0 0 0 0 - -
Arkansas - - - - - - - - - - -
California 0 0 0 0 0 0
Colorado 0 0 0 0 - -
Connecticut 0 0 0 0 0 0
Delaware + + 0 0 + +
Dis. Of Columbia + + + 0 + +
Florida 0 0 0 - 0 -
Georgia 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hawaii 0 0 0 0 0 0
Idaho - 0 - - 0 0
Illinois - - - - - 0
Indiana - - - - - - - - - - - -
Iowa - - - - - -
Kansas - - - - - - - - - - - -
Kentucky 0 0 0 0 0 0
Louisiana ++ ++ ++ ++ + ++
Maine ++ ++ + ++ ++ ++
Maryland 0 0 0 0 0 0
Massachusetts 0 0 0 0 0 0
Michigan ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
Minnesota 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mississippi 0 0 0 0 0 0
Missouri - - - - - - - - - - - -
Montana - - - - 0 -
Nebraska - - - - - -
Nevada 0 0 0 0 - 0
New Hampshire + + 0 0 + +
New Jersey - - - - - -
New Mexico - - - - 0 0
New York ++ + + + + +
North Carolina 0 0 0 0 0 +
Oklahoma - - - - - -
Oregon - - - - - - - -
Pennsylvania ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
Rhode Island ++ + ++ + 0 0
South Carolina - - - - 0 0
South Dakota - - - - - - - -
Tennessee 0 0 0 0 0 0
Texas - - - - - - - - -
USL&HW ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
Utah - - - - - - -
Vermont 0 0 0 0 0 0
Virginia + 0 0 0 0 0
Wisconsin - - - - - -

Note: ++ 150.1% or more of National Avg. Well Above Average
+ 125.1 - 150.0% of National Avg. Above Average
0 75.0 - 125.0% of National Avg. Average
- 50.0 - 74.9% of National Avg. Below Average
-- 49.9% or less of National Avg. Well Below Average
N/A Data Not Available

Source: Tables 1.1985 - 1.2002

Table 2B
Permanent Partial Average Cash Benefits Per Case

Relative to National Average

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Alabama - - - - - - -
Alaska + + ++ ++ ++ ++
Arizona - - - - - - - - - -
Arkansas - - - - - - - - - - - -
California ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
Colorado 0 0 0 0 0 -
Connecticut 0 0 0 0 + +
Delaware 0 - 0 0 0 0
Dis. Of Columbia - - - - - - - - - - - -
Florida - 0 - - - -
Georgia - - - - - 0
Hawaii + 0 0 0 0 0
Idaho - - - - - - - - - -
Illinois 0 0 0 0 0 0
Indiana - - - - - - - - - - - -
Iowa - 0 - - 0 0
Kansas - - - - - - -
Kentucky - - - - - - - 0 0
Louisiana 0 0 0 0 0 0
Maine 0 0 - - 0 +
Maryland 0 0 - - 0 0
Massachusetts 0 0 - - - -
Michigan - - - - - -
Minnesota 0 - 0 0 0 0
Mississippi - - - - - -
Missouri - 0 0 0 0 0
Montana 0 0 0 - 0 +
Nebraska - - - - - 0
Nevada ++ ++ 0 0 0 0
New Hampshire 0 0 - - 0 0
New Jersey - - - - 0 0
New Mexico - - - - - - - - - -
New York ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
North Carolina 0 0 0 0 0 0
Oklahoma + 0 0 0 0 0
Oregon - 0 0 - - 0
Pennsylvania 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rhode Island ++ ++ ++ 0 0 -
South Carolina - - - 0 0 0
South Dakota - - - - - - - - - - - -
Tennessee 0 0 0 0 0 0
Texas - - - - - - - -
USL&HW ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
Utah - - - - - - - - - - - -
Vermont 0 0 0 0 0 0
Virginia - - - - - - - - -
Wisconsin - - - - - - -

Note: ++ 150.1% or more of National Avg. Well Above Average
+ 125.1 - 150.0% of National Avg. Above Average
0 75.0 - 125.0% of National Avg. Average
- 50.0 - 74.9% of National Avg. Below Average
-- 49.9% or less of National Avg. Well Below Average
N/A Data Not Available

Source: Tables 1.1985 - 1.2002

Table 2C
Permanent Partial Cash Benefits per 100,000 Workers

Relative to National Average



   22                       September/October 2006 

WORKERS’  COMPENSATION POLICY REVIEW 

 

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Alabama ++ 0 0 0 0 0
Alaska 0 - + 0 0 +
Arizona - - - - - - - - - - - -
Arkansas - - - - - - - - - -
California + ++ + ++ ++ ++
Colorado ++ ++ + 0 0 0
Connecticut - - - - - - - - - - - -
Delaware - - - - - - - - - - - -
Dis. Of Columbia - - - - - - - - N/A N/A
Florida ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
Georgia - - - - - - - - -
Hawaii - - N/A - - - - - - -
Idaho - - - - - - - 0 - -
Illinois - - 0 0 0 -
Indiana - - - - - - - - - - - -
Iowa - - - - - - - - - - - -
Kansas - - - - - - - - - -
Kentucky - - - - - - - - - 0
Louisiana 0 0 0 ++ ++ -
Maine - - - - - - - - - -
Maryland - - - - - - - - - - - -
Massachusetts - - - - - - - - - - - -
Michigan - - - - - - - - 0 -
Minnesota - - - - - - - - - - -
Mississippi - - - - - - 0 0
Missouri - - 0 0 - - -
Montana ++ ++ - - ++ 0 ++
Nebraska - - - 0 - - - - - -
Nevada - - - - 0 - - 0
New Hampshire ++ 0 - - - - - - ++
New Jersey 0 - - - - 0 - -
New Mexico - - - - - - - - - -
New York + 0 0 0 + +
North Carolina 0 0 0 0 - 0
Oklahoma - - - - - - - - - - -
Oregon - - - - - - - - - - -
Pennsylvania + + - - - - - - -
Rhode Island 0 - - - - - - N/A - -
South Carolina - - 0 ++ + + ++
South Dakota - - - - - - N/A N/A
Tennessee 0 0 - - - -
Texas 0 0 ++ 0 + ++
USL&HW 0 ++ ++ ++ ++ N/A
Utah - - - - - - - - - -
Vermont - - - - - - N/A - - - -
Virginia - - - - - - - - - -
Wisconsin - - - - - - - - - - - -

Note: ++ 150.1% or more of National Avg. Well Above Average
+ 125.1 - 150.0% of National Avg. Above Average
0 75.0 - 125.0% of National Avg. Average
- 50.0 - 74.9% of National Avg. Below Average
-- 49.9% or less of National Avg. Well Below Average
N/A Data Not Available

Source: Tables 1.1985 - 1.2002

Table 3A
Permanent Total Frequency Relative to National Average

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Alabama - - 0 - - - -
Alaska ++ ++ - - + - -
Arizona 0 + + 0 - 0
Arkansas - - - - - - - - - -
California 0 0 0 0 0 -
Colorado ++ + ++ ++ + 0
Connecticut ++ + ++ ++ ++ +
Delaware + + ++ ++ ++ ++
Dis. Of Columbia 0 - + + N/A N/A
Florida 0 - 0 - - 0
Georgia - 0 0 0 0 0
Hawaii ++ N/A - - - - - - -
Idaho ++ 0 - - - - - ++
Illinois - - 0 - - 0
Indiana - 0 - - - - - - - -
Iowa 0 + 0 0 ++ ++
Kansas - - - - - - - - - - -
Kentucky - 0 0 + ++ -
Louisiana 0 0 0 0 0 -
Maine - - - - - - - - - 0
Maryland + ++ ++ ++ 0 0
Massachusetts ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
Michigan - 0 - - - - -
Minnesota + ++ ++ 0 0 0
Mississippi - - - 0 0 - - -
Missouri 0 + - 0 + 0
Montana ++ - - ++ - - 0 - -
Nebraska 0 ++ - + 0 -
Nevada ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ 0
New Hampshire - - - - ++ + - - -
New Jersey ++ + - - - - 0 ++
New Mexico - 0 - 0 - - - -
New York 0 0 + 0 0 0
North Carolina + + 0 - 0 0
Oklahoma 0 + 0 0 - 0
Oregon 0 0 0 + + ++
Pennsylvania ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
Rhode Island - ++ + - - N/A 0
South Carolina - - - 0 - -
South Dakota - + - - - - N/A N/A
Tennessee - - - 0 0 0 0
Texas 0 - - - - - - - - - -
USL&HW - - ++ ++ 0 N/A
Utah 0 - - ++ 0 - - 0
Vermont 0 + 0 N/A ++ 0
Virginia ++ + - - 0 -
Wisconsin ++ ++ + 0 - 0

Note: ++ 150.1% or more of National Avg. Well Above Average
+ 125.1 - 150.0% of National Avg. Above Average
0 75.0 - 125.0% of National Avg. Average
- 50.0 - 74.9% of National Avg. Below Average
-- 49.9% or less of National Avg. Well Below Average
N/A Data Not Available

Source: Tables 1.1985 - 1.2002

Table 3B
Permanent Total Average Cash Benefits Per Case

Relative to National Average
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1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Alabama 0 0 - 0 - 0
Alaska ++ ++ 0 - ++ 0
Arizona - - - - - - - - - -
Arkansas - - - - - - - - - - - -
California + ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
Colorado ++ ++ ++ ++ + +
Connecticut 0 - - 0 - - -
Delaware - - - ++ 0 0 0
Dis. Of Columbia - - - - - - - - N/A N/A
Florida ++ ++ ++ ++ + ++
Georgia - - - - - - - - -
Hawaii 0 N/A - - - - - - - -
Idaho 0 - - - - - - - - - -
Illinois - - - 0 0 - 0
Indiana - - - - - - - - - - - -
Iowa - - - - - - - - - - -
Kansas - - - - - - - - - - - -
Kentucky - - - - - - - 0 0
Louisiana 0 + + ++ ++ -
Maine - - - - - - - - - - - -
Maryland - - 0 0 - - - - -
Massachusetts - - - - - - - - - -
Michigan - - - - - - - - - - -
Minnesota - - - - - - - - - 0
Mississippi - - - - - - - - -
Missouri - 0 - 0 - -
Montana ++ - 0 + 0 +
Nebraska - - 0 - - - - - - -
Nevada - - 0 ++ ++ ++ ++
New Hampshire - - - - - - - - - - -
New Jersey ++ - - - - - 0 0
New Mexico - - - - - - - - - - - -
New York + 0 + 0 + ++
North Carolina 0 + 0 0 - +
Oklahoma - - - - - - - - - -
Oregon - - - - - - - - -
Pennsylvania ++ ++ ++ ++ + 0
Rhode Island - - - - - - N/A - -
South Carolina - - 0 0 + 0 +
South Dakota - - 0 - - - - N/A N/A
Tennessee - - - - - - -
Texas - - - - - -
USL&HW 0 ++ ++ ++ ++ N/A
Utah - - - - - - - - - -
Vermont - - - - - N/A - -
Virginia 0 0 - - - - - - -
Wisconsin - - - - - - - - - - -

Note: ++ 150.1% or more of National Avg. Well Above Average
+ 125.1 - 150.0% of National Avg. Above Average
0 75.0 - 125.0% of National Avg. Average
- 50.0 - 74.9% of National Avg. Below Average
-- 49.9% or less of National Avg. Well Below Average
N/A Data Not Available

Source: Tables 1.1985 - 1.2002

Table 3C
Permanent Total Cash Benefits per 100,000 Workers

Relative to National Average

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Alabama ++ 0 + + + ++
Alaska ++ ++ ++ ++ + 0
Arizona - - 0 - - 0
Arkansas + 0 + + 0 0
California 0 0 0 0 0 0
Colorado 0 - 0 - 0 0
Connecticut - 0 - 0 0 0
Delaware - - - - 0 - - 0 -
Dis. Of Columbia - - - - - - - - 0
Florida 0 0 0 0 ++ 0
Georgia 0 - 0 0 0 0
Hawaii - - - - ++ ++ 0 0
Idaho ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ +
Illinois ++ + 0 0 - -
Indiana 0 - 0 - 0 0
Iowa 0 0 0 0 - 0
Kansas ++ ++ 0 0 0 0
Kentucky 0 0 + ++ ++ ++
Louisiana ++ ++ ++ ++ 0 +
Maine 0 ++ ++ + ++ ++
Maryland 0 0 0 ++ 0 0
Massachusetts 0 - - - - - - - -
Michigan 0 0 0 0 - - -
Minnesota 0 - - 0 0 0
Mississippi ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
Missouri 0 + + 0 0 +
Montana ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
Nebraska 0 + 0 ++ ++ 0
Nevada + ++ 0 0 - - 0
New Hampshire 0 0 - - - - 0 0
New Jersey - - - - - - -
New Mexico + + + ++ ++ ++
New York 0 0 0 0 0 0
North Carolina 0 0 0 0 ++ 0
Oklahoma ++ ++ + ++ ++ ++
Oregon 0 0 0 + - 0
Pennsylvania - - - - - 0
Rhode Island - + 0 - - - - -
South Carolina 0 0 + 0 0 +
South Dakota 0 + + ++ 0 ++
Tennessee 0 0 0 + 0 0
Texas 0 + + 0 0 +
USL&HW ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ N/A
Utah 0 + - 0 0 0
Vermont 0 + - - ++ ++
Virginia 0 - 0 - - 0
Wisconsin - - - - - - - 0

Note: ++ 150.1% or more of National Avg. Well Above Average
+ 125.1 - 150.0% of National Avg. Above Average
0 75.0 - 125.0% of National Avg. Average
- 50.0 - 74.9% of National Avg. Below Average
-- 49.9% or less of National Avg. Well Below Average
N/A Data Not Available

Source: Tables 1.1985 - 1.2002

Table 4A
Fatal Frequency Relative to National Average
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1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Alabama - - - - - - -
Alaska + ++ ++ ++ + 0
Arizona 0 0 + 0 0 +
Arkansas - - - - - - - - - - - -
California - - - - - -
Colorado ++ 0 0 0 0 0
Connecticut ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ +
Delaware ++ ++ - - ++ 0 ++
Dis. Of Columbia ++ ++ + 0 ++ ++
Florida - - - - - - - - - - - -
Georgia 0 - - - - -
Hawaii + - - 0 - - 0
Idaho - - - - - - - - - -
Illinois - - - - 0 0 0
Indiana - 0 - - - - - -
Iowa 0 0 0 ++ 0 +
Kansas - - 0 - 0 0 0
Kentucky ++ ++ 0 0 0 0
Louisiana 0 0 0 0 0 ++
Maine - - 0 0 0 - - - -
Maryland 0 - - - 0 0 +
Massachusetts 0 + ++ ++ ++ ++
Michigan 0 0 0 0 0 0
Minnesota ++ ++ ++ 0 ++ 0
Mississippi - - - - - - - - - - - -
Missouri + + + ++ ++ +
Montana 0 - + 0 0 0
Nebraska ++ + ++ ++ + ++
Nevada ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
New Hampshire + 0 - - ++ 0 0
New Jersey - 0 0 0 ++ 0
New Mexico - + 0 0 - -
New York + 0 0 0 0 0
North Carolina - 0 - 0 0 -
Oklahoma 0 0 + 0 0 0
Oregon ++ ++ ++ + ++ ++
Pennsylvania + + + 0 0 +
Rhode Island + ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
South Carolina - - - - 0 0
South Dakota - - - 0 ++ - ++
Tennessee - - - - - - - - - - -
Texas + 0 0 0 0 +
USL&HW ++ ++ 0 ++ ++ N/A
Utah ++ 0 + ++ ++ ++
Vermont 0 ++ ++ - - 0
Virginia - - - - - - - 0
Wisconsin - - - 0 0 0

Note: ++ 150.1% or more of National Avg. Well Above Average
+ 125.1 - 150.0% of National Avg. Above Average
0 75.0 - 125.0% of National Avg. Average
- 50.0 - 74.9% of National Avg. Below Average
-- 49.9% or less of National Avg. Well Below Average
N/A Data Not Available

Source: Tables 1.1985 - 1.2002

Table 4B
Fatal Average Cash Benefits Per Case

Relative to National Average

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Alabama 0 - 0 0 0 0
Alaska ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ 0
Arizona - - 0 0 - 0
Arkansas - - - - - - - - - - -
California - - - - - -
Colorado ++ 0 + 0 0 +
Connecticut ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
Delaware - - - - - - - - 0 +
Dis. Of Columbia 0 ++ - - ++ ++
Florida - - - - - - - - 0 - -
Georgia 0 - - - 0 - -
Hawaii - - - ++ 0 - 0
Idaho ++ 0 - - - -
Illinois 0 - 0 0 - - -
Indiana - - - - - - - - - -
Iowa 0 0 0 ++ 0 0
Kansas - + 0 0 0 0
Kentucky ++ + + ++ ++ ++
Louisiana ++ ++ ++ + + ++
Maine - - ++ + 0 ++ ++
Maryland 0 - - - + 0 0
Massachusetts 0 0 - 0 0 0
Michigan 0 0 0 0 - - - -
Minnesota ++ 0 + 0 ++ 0
Mississippi - - - - - 0 - -
Missouri ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
Montana ++ + ++ + ++ ++
Nebraska ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
Nevada ++ ++ ++ ++ 0 0
New Hampshire ++ - - - 0 + 0
New Jersey - - - - - 0 0 - -
New Mexico 0 ++ + ++ + 0
New York 0 + 0 0 0 0
North Carolina 0 0 - 0 ++ -
Oklahoma ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ +
Oregon ++ ++ ++ ++ 0 ++
Pennsylvania 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rhode Island 0 ++ ++ + ++ 0
South Carolina - - 0 - 0 0
South Dakota - - - + ++ - ++
Tennessee - - - - - - - - -
Texas ++ + + + + ++
USL&HW ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ N/A
Utah ++ ++ 0 ++ ++ ++
Vermont 0 ++ ++ - 0 +
Virginia - - - - - - - - - -
Wisconsin - - - - - - - - - -

Note: ++ 150.1% or more of National Avg. Well Above Average
+ 125.1 - 150.0% of National Avg. Above Average
0 75.0 - 125.0% of National Avg. Average
- 50.0 - 74.9% of National Avg. Below Average
-- 49.9% or less of National Avg. Well Below Average
N/A Data Not Available

Source: Tables 1.1985 - 1.2002

Table 4C
Fatal Cash Benefits per 100,000 Workers

Relative to National Average
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1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Alabama 0 0 0 0 0 0
Alaska ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
Arizona 0 - - - - -
Arkansas 0 - 0 0 0 0
California + + ++ ++ ++ ++
Colorado 0 0 0 0 0 0
Connecticut 0 0 0 0 0 0
Delaware 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dis. Of Columbia - - - - - - - - - - - -
Florida 0 0 0 0 0 0
Georgia - - - - - -
Hawaii ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
Idaho 0 + 0 0 0 0
Illinois 0 0 0 0 0 0
Indiana 0 0 0 - - -
Iowa 0 0 0 0 0 0
Kansas 0 0 0 0 0 0
Kentucky 0 0 0 0 0 0
Louisiana 0 0 0 0 - -
Maine 0 0 0 0 0 0
Maryland 0 0 0 0 0 0
Massachusetts 0 0 0 0 0 0
Michigan 0 0 0 0 0 0
Minnesota 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mississippi 0 0 0 0 0 0
Missouri 0 0 0 0 0 +
Montana 0 + 0 0 + +
Nebraska 0 0 - 0 0 0
Nevada + 0 0 0 0 0
New Hampshire 0 0 0 0 0 0
New Jersey 0 0 0 0 0 0
New Mexico 0 0 0 0 0 0
New York 0 0 0 0 0 0
North Carolina - - - - - -
Oklahoma ++ + + + + +
Oregon + + + + + +
Pennsylvania 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rhode Island ++ ++ + ++ ++ ++
South Carolina 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Dakota 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tennessee 0 0 0 0 0 0
Texas 0 0 0 0 0 -
USL&HW ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
Utah 0 0 0 0 0 0
Vermont 0 + + 0 + +
Virginia - - - - - -
Wisconsin + + + + + 0

Note: ++ 150.1% or more of National Avg. Well Above Average
+ 125.1 - 150.0% of National Avg. Above Average
0 75.0 - 125.0% of National Avg. Average
- 50.0 - 74.9% of National Avg. Below Average
-- 49.9% or less of National Avg. Well Below Average
N/A Data Not Available

Source: Tables 1.1985 - 1.2002

Table 5A
All Cash Frequencies Relative to National Average

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Alabama 0 0 0 0 - 0
Alaska 0 0 0 0 0 0
Arizona 0 0 0 - - -
Arkansas - - - - - - -
California 0 + + + + 0
Colorado + + 0 0 0 0
Connecticut 0 0 0 0 0 0
Delaware - 0 0 0 0 0
Dis. Of Columbia 0 0 0 0 + 0
Florida 0 0 0 0 0 0
Georgia 0 0 0 0 0 +
Hawaii - - - - - -
Idaho - - - - - -
Illinois 0 0 0 0 0 0
Indiana - - - - - - - - - - - -
Iowa - - - - - -
Kansas - 0 - - - -
Kentucky - - - 0 0 0
Louisiana 0 0 + + + 0
Maine 0 0 0 0 0 +
Maryland 0 0 0 0 0 0
Massachusetts 0 0 0 0 0 0
Michigan 0 0 0 0 0 0
Minnesota 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mississippi - - 0 - - -
Missouri - - 0 - - 0
Montana 0 0 - - 0 0
Nebraska 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nevada + + 0 0 0 0
New Hampshire - - - - - -
New Jersey 0 0 0 0 0 0
New Mexico - - - - 0 0
New York ++ + + + + ++
North Carolina + ++ + + + ++
Oklahoma 0 0 0 - 0 0
Oregon - - - - - -
Pennsylvania + + 0 0 0 0
Rhode Island 0 0 0 - - -
South Carolina 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Dakota - - - - - - - - - -
Tennessee 0 0 0 0 0 0
Texas 0 0 0 0 - -
USL&HW ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ +
Utah - - - - - - - - - - - -
Vermont 0 0 0 0 0 0
Virginia 0 0 0 0 0 0
Wisconsin - - - - - - - - - - -

Note: ++ 150.1% or more of National Avg. Well Above Average
+ 125.1 - 150.0% of National Avg. Above Average
0 75.0 - 125.0% of National Avg. Average
- 50.0 - 74.9% of National Avg. Below Average
-- 49.9% or less of National Avg. Well Below Average
N/A Data Not Available

Source: Tables 1.1985 - 1.2002

Table 5B
All Cash Benefits Per Case

Relative to National Average
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1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Alabama 0 - - - - -
Alaska + ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
Arizona - - - - - - - - -
Arkansas - - - - - - - - - - - -
California ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
Colorado + 0 0 0 0 0
Connecticut 0 0 0 0 0 0
Delaware 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dis. Of Columbia - - - - - - - - - - - -
Florida 0 0 0 0 0 0
Georgia - - - - - 0
Hawaii 0 0 0 0 0 0
Idaho 0 0 - - - -
Illinois 0 0 0 0 0 0
Indiana - - - - - - - - - - - -
Iowa - 0 - - 0 0
Kansas - - - - - -
Kentucky - - - - 0 0
Louisiana 0 0 0 0 0 0
Maine 0 0 0 0 0 +
Maryland 0 0 0 - 0 0
Massachusetts 0 0 0 0 0 0
Michigan 0 0 0 0 0 -
Minnesota - - 0 0 0 0
Mississippi - - - - - -
Missouri 0 0 0 0 0 0
Montana 0 0 0 0 0 +
Nebraska - 0 - - - -
Nevada ++ ++ + 0 0 0
New Hampshire 0 0 - - 0 0
New Jersey 0 - - - 0 0
New Mexico - - - - - -
New York ++ ++ + + + ++
North Carolina 0 0 0 0 0 0
Oklahoma + 0 0 0 0 0
Oregon 0 0 - - - 0
Pennsylvania + + 0 0 0 0
Rhode Island + ++ ++ 0 0 0
South Carolina - 0 0 0 0 0
South Dakota - - - - - - - - - - -
Tennessee 0 0 0 0 0 0
Texas 0 0 - - - -
USL&HW ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
Utah - - - - - - - - - - - -
Vermont 0 0 0 0 0 0
Virginia - - - - - - - -
Wisconsin - - - - - -

Note: ++ 150.1% or more of National Avg. Well Above Average
+ 125.1 - 150.0% of National Avg. Above Average
0 75.0 - 125.0% of National Avg. Average
- 50.0 - 74.9% of National Avg. Below Average
-- 49.9% or less of National Avg. Well Below Average
N/A Data Not Available

Source: Tables 1.1985 - 1.2002

Table 5C
All Cash Benefits per 100,000 Workers

Relative to National Average

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Alabama 0 0 0 0 0 0
Alaska + + + + + +
Arizona 0 0 0 0 0 0
Arkansas 0 0 0 0 0 0
California 0 0 0 0 0 +
Colorado 0 0 0 0 0 0
Connecticut 0 0 0 0 0 0
Delaware 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dis. Of Columbia - - - - - - - - - - - -
Florida 0 0 0 0 0 0
Georgia 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hawaii 0 0 0 0 0 0
Idaho + ++ + + + +
Illinois 0 0 0 0 0 0
Indiana + + + + + +
Iowa 0 0 0 0 0 0
Kansas 0 0 0 0 0 0
Kentucky + 0 0 0 0 0
Louisiana 0 0 0 0 0 0
Maine + + + + + +
Maryland - - - - - -
Massachusetts 0 0 0 0 0 0
Michigan 0 0 0 0 0 0
Minnesota 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mississippi 0 0 0 0 0 0
Missouri 0 0 0 0 0 0
Montana + ++ + ++ ++ ++
Nebraska 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nevada ++ ++ + 0 + +
New Hampshire 0 0 0 0 0 0
New Jersey - - - - 0 0
New Mexico 0 0 0 0 0 0
New York - - - - - -
North Carolina 0 0 0 0 0 0
Oklahoma 0 0 0 0 0 0
Oregon 0 0 0 0 0 +
Pennsylvania + + 0 + 0 0
Rhode Island 0 + 0 0 0 0
South Carolina 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Dakota + 0 0 + + +
Tennessee 0 0 0 0 0 0
Texas 0 0 0 - - -
USL&HW ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
Utah 0 + 0 0 0 0
Vermont 0 0 0 0 0 0
Virginia - 0 - - - -
Wisconsin + + + + + +

Note: ++ 150.1% or more of National Avg. Well Above Average
+ 125.1 - 150.0% of National Avg. Above Average
0 75.0 - 125.0% of National Avg. Average
- 50.0 - 74.9% of National Avg. Below Average
-- 49.9% or less of National Avg. Well Below Average
N/A Data Not Available

Source: Tables 1.1985 - 1.2002

Table 6A
Total Frequency Relative to National Average
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1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Alabama ++ + + 0 0 0
Alaska + + + + + ++
Arizona 0 0 0 0 0 0
Arkansas - - - - - -
California 0 + + ++ ++ +
Colorado 0 0 0 - - -
Connecticut 0 - 0 0 0 0
Delaware + + + 0 + ++
Dis. Of Columbia + + 0 0 0 0
Florida ++ ++ ++ 0 0 0
Georgia 0 0 0 - - 0
Hawaii 0 0 0 - - 0
Idaho 0 - - - - -
Illinois 0 0 0 0 0 0
Indiana - - - - - - - - - - - -
Iowa - - - - - -
Kansas 0 0 - - - -
Kentucky 0 0 0 0 0 +
Louisiana + + + 0 0 0
Maine 0 - - - - 0
Maryland 0 0 0 - 0 0
Massachusetts - - - - - - - - -
Michigan - - - - - -
Minnesota - - 0 - - 0
Mississippi 0 - 0 0 0 0
Missouri 0 0 0 - - 0
Montana 0 0 ++ 0 0 0
Nebraska 0 0 - - - 0
Nevada 0 0 0 - 0 -
New Hampshire 0 0 0 0 0 0
New Jersey 0 0 - 0 0 0
New Mexico 0 0 0 - - -
New York 0 0 0 0 0 0
North Carolina 0 0 - - 0 0
Oklahoma 0 0 0 0 0 0
Oregon + 0 0 0 0 0
Pennsylvania 0 0 0 - - -
Rhode Island - - - - - - - - - -
South Carolina - 0 0 0 0 0
South Dakota - - - - - -
Tennessee 0 0 0 0 0 0
Texas ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
USL&HW ++ ++ + ++ + ++
Utah - - - - - - - -
Vermont 0 0 0 0 - -
Virginia 0 0 0 0 0 0
Wisconsin - - - - - -

Note: ++ 150.1% or more of National Avg. Well Above Average
+ 125.1 - 150.0% of National Avg. Above Average
0 75.0 - 125.0% of National Avg. Average
- 50.0 - 74.9% of National Avg. Below Average
-- 49.9% or less of National Avg. Well Below Average
N/A Data Not Available

Source: Tables 1.1985 - 1.2002

Table 6B
Total Medical Average Cash Benefits Per Case

Relative to National Average

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Alabama ++ + + 0 0 +
Alaska ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
Arizona 0 0 0 0 0 0
Arkansas - - - - - -
California 0 + ++ ++ ++ ++
Colorado 0 0 0 0 0 -
Connecticut 0 0 0 0 - 0
Delaware + + 0 0 0 ++
Dis. Of Columbia - - - - - - - - - - - -
Florida ++ ++ ++ 0 0 0
Georgia - - - - - -
Hawaii 0 0 0 - - 0
Idaho 0 0 0 0 0 0
Illinois 0 0 0 - - -
Indiana - - - - - -
Iowa 0 0 0 - - -
Kansas 0 0 0 - - -
Kentucky 0 0 0 + + ++
Louisiana 0 0 0 0 0 0
Maine 0 0 0 0 0 +
Maryland - 0 - - - - -
Massachusetts - - - - - - - - - -
Michigan 0 0 - - - -
Minnesota - 0 0 0 0 0
Mississippi 0 0 0 0 0 0
Missouri 0 0 0 0 - 0
Montana + + ++ 0 ++ ++
Nebraska 0 0 0 0 - 0
Nevada 0 + 0 0 0 -
New Hampshire + 0 + 0 0 +
New Jersey - - - - - -
New Mexico 0 0 0 0 - -
New York 0 0 - - - -
North Carolina - - - - - 0
Oklahoma 0 0 0 0 0 0
Oregon ++ 0 0 0 0 0
Pennsylvania 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rhode Island - - - - - - - - -
South Carolina - 0 - - - 0
South Dakota - 0 - 0 0 0
Tennessee 0 0 0 0 0 0
Texas + 0 0 0 0 0
USL&HW ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
Utah 0 - - - - -
Vermont 0 0 0 0 0 0
Virginia 0 0 - - - -
Wisconsin 0 0 0 0 0 0

Note: ++ 150.1% or more of National Avg. Well Above Average
+ 125.1 - 150.0% of National Avg. Above Average
0 75.0 - 125.0% of National Avg. Average
- 50.0 - 74.9% of National Avg. Below Average
-- 49.9% or less of National Avg. Well Below Average
N/A Data Not Available

Source: Tables 1.1985 - 1.2002

Table 6C
Total Medical Benefits per 100,000 Workers

Relative to National Average
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www.workerscompresources.com 
 
 John Burton’s Workers’ Compensation Resources currently provides two services to workers’ 
compensation aficionados. The first is this bi-monthly publication, the Workers’ Compensation Policy Review. 
The second is a website at www.workerscompresources.com. Access to portions of the website is currently free. 
Other parts of the site are available to subscribers only. The website offers several other valuable features: 
 
 • Summaries of the contents of Workers’ Compensation Policy Review and an Author’s Guide 

for those interested in submitting articles for consideration of publication. 
• An extensive list of international, national, and state or provincial conferences and meetings 

pertaining to workers’ compensation and other programs in the workers’ disability system. 
• Posting of Job Opportunities and Resumes for those seeking candidates or employment in 

workers’ compensation or related fields. 
• The full text of the Report of the National Commission on State Workmen’s Compensation 

Laws. The report was submitted to the President and the Congress in 1972 and has long been 
out of print. 

A Book of Possible Interest to Subscribers 
 
 
Workplace Injuries and Diseases: Prevention and Compensation: Essays in Honor of Terry Thomason has 

been published by the W.E. Upjohn Institute for Employment Research.  The volume, edited by Karen Roberts, 
John F. Burton, Jr., and Matthew M. Bodah, is based on a conference held at the University of Rhode Island in 
honor of Terry Thomason, who was a distinguished scholar of workers’ compensation, workplace safety, and 
collective bargaining before his untimely death in 2002. 

 
The book contains 11 chapters, including “Economic Incentives and Workplace Safety” by Terry Thomason, 

which is an insightful review of the literature on topics such as the effect of experience rating in workers’ compen-
sation on safety. “The Adequacy of Workers’ Compensation Cash Benefits” by Leslie I. Boden, Robert T. Reville, 
and Jeff Biddle documents the inadequacy of permanent partial disability benefits in California, New Mexico, Ore-
gon, Washington, and Wisconsin.  “Health Care and Workers Compensation” by Cameron Mustard and Sandra 
Sinclair examines the relatively low cost of health care for injured workers in Canada compared to the U.S.  Peter 
Barth, in “Revisiting Black Lung: Can the Feds Deliver Workers’ Compensation for Occupational Disease?”, ex-
amines the role of the Federal Government in providing benefits to workers who arguably have not been well 
served by state workers’ compensation programs.  Karen Roberts explores “The Structure of and Incentives from 
Workers’ Compensation Pricing” in her chapter.  John Burton, in “Permanent Partial Disability Benefits,” pro-
poses five criteria for evaluating PPD benefits, including delivery system efficiency and affordability. 

 
301 Pages.  $20.00 paper. ISBN 0-88099-324-3.  Published July 2005. Available from the W. E. Upjohn Insti-

tute for Employment Research, 300 S. Westnedge Avenue, Kalamazoo, MI 49007-4686. Phone: 888-227-8569.  
Fax: 269-343-7310. Online: http://www.upjohninstitute.org/publications/titles/wid.html 
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The underwriting results for the workers’ compen-
sation insurance industry improved in 2005, according 
to results from A.M. Best. The overall operating ratio, 
which is the most comprehensive measure of under-
writing experience for insurance carriers, dropped from 
98.1 in 2003 to 94.5 in 2004 to 90.6 in 2005, as shown 
in Figure A and Table 1 (column (8)).  

 
The overall operating ratio is calculated as (1) the 

total of all carrier expenditures (2) minus investment 
income (3) as a percentage of premiums.1 When the 
overall operating ratio is greater than 100, carriers lose 
money even when investment income is considered. 
Conversely, an operating ratio of less than 100 indi-
cates that the industry is profitable when investment 
income is included. The underwriting results mean the 
workers’ compensation insurance industry improved 
from marginally profitable in 2003 to the most profitable 
year in almost a decade in 2005. 

 
Underwriting Results Vary Over Time 

 
The overall operating ratio for the workers’ compen-

sation industry for 1976 to 2005 is shown in Figure A 
and Table 1, and the cyclical nature of profitability in the 
industry is evident. Two years of losses in 1976-1977 
were followed by six years of profits through 1983. For 
example, the operating ratio was below 90 in 1981 and 
1982, indicating that carriers had profits that exceeded 
$10 for every $100 of premiums in those years. 

The workers’ compensation insurance industry was 
then unprofitable in every year from 1984 to 1992. Dur-
ing this nine-year stretch of unfavorable results, carri-
ers’ losses ranged from $3.40 to $8.70 for every $100 
of workers’ compensation premiums. One result of this 
unfavorable experience is that the workers’ compensa-
tion industry took the lead in “reform” efforts that re-
duced benefits and tightened eligibility standards in 
many states.2 Also, because insurance regulators re-
fused to allow insurance rates to increase as rapidly as 
losses in many jurisdictions, which resulted in under-
writing losses in these states, workers’ compensation 
carriers pursued and achieved deregulation of the 
workers’ compensation insurance markets in most 
states.3 

 
The results of deregulation and the various other 

reforms of workers’ compensation in the early to mid- 
1990s are evident in the underwriting results for 1993 to 
2000, when the overall operating ratio was less than 
100 in every year. This was the longest string of profit-
able years for the workers’ compensation insurance 
industry in the last half-century (and probably in the 
history of workers’ compensation). The best years were 
1995 to 1997, when on average carriers had profits of 
more than $17.00 per $100 of premium. 

 
The underwriting experience of workers’ compen-

sation carriers deteriorated for several years after 1997.  
Indeed, between 1997 and 2001, the overall operating 

Workers’ Compensation Insurance Industry Increases Profitability 
in 2005 
 
by John F. Burton, Jr. 

Figure A
Overall Operating Ratio as a Percent of Premiums, 1976-2005
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Note:  The Overall Operating Ratio is the total of all underw riting expenses and income from investments as a percentage of premiums.
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Losses and
Loss Adjustment Underwriting Combined Net Inv. Overall 

Year Losses Adjustment Expenses Expenses Dividends to Ratio After Gain/Loss and Operating
Incurred* Expenses* Incurred* Incurred** Policyholders* Dividends Other Income* Ratio

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

1973 68.5 8.5 77.0 19.8
1974 71.6 8.7 80.3 19.6
1975 74.0 8.2 82.2 18.9 6.3 107.4
1976 78.2 8.4 86.6 17.6 5.4 109.6 6.9 102.6
1977 78.0 8.9 86.9 16.7 5.1 108.6 7.4 101.2
1978 74.4 8.7 83.0 16.4 5.6 105.0 7.8 97.2
1979 70.4 9.2 79.6 16.8 6.5 103.0 9.2 93.7
1980 67.6 8.4 76.1 17.4 8.0 101.4 10.8 90.7
1981 66.1 9.0 75.1 19.0 8.7 102.8 13.0 89.8
1982 64.3 9.1 73.4 20.6 9.9 103.9 15.0 88.9
1983 70.6 9.2 79.9 22.0 10.6 112.5 16.2 96.3
1984 81.0 9.8 90.8 21.2 9.9 121.9 16.7 105.2
1985 81.0 9.5 90.5 19.0 9.3 118.8 15.0 103.8
1986 85.4 10.2 95.5 18.0 7.6 121.1 13.7 107.4
1987 82.2 10.9 93.1 18.0 6.4 117.6 12.8 104.8
1988 83.4 10.8 94.2 17.8 6.4 118.4 12.7 105.7
1989 83.3 11.4 94.7 17.4 6.1 118.2 13.4 104.8
1990 83.8 10.7 94.6 17.6 5.1 117.4 13.0 104.4
1991 87.8 11.5 99.3 18.5 4.9 122.6 14.0 108.7
1992 83.9 13.2 97.1 19.8 4.6 121.5 18.1 103.4
1993 71.6 12.4 84.0 20.4 4.7 109.1 16.7 92.4
1994 60.5 13.1 73.6 21.0 7.0 101.6 15.1 86.4
1995 57.0 12.8 69.8 22.7 6.9 99.5 17.7 81.8
1996 57.5 14.5 72.1 24.9 5.4 102.4 18.6 83.8
1997 58.6 14.4 73.0 25.3 6.5 104.8 22.4 82.4
1998 62.0 16.2 78.2 26.3 6.6 111.2 18.6 92.6
1999 68.0 16.2 84.2 27.5 6.7 118.5 22.4 96.1
2000 73.5 16.0 89.5 25.8 5.4 120.7 20.9 99.8
2001 78.9 13.6 92.4 25.0 3.5 120.9 12.8 108.1
2002 74.6 12.9 87.5 22.3 2.8 112.6 12.2 100.4
2003 72.2 14.0 86.2 20.7 1.6 108.6 10.5 98.1
2004 69.7 13.4 83.1 20.8 1.3 105.1 10.6 94.5
2005 65.6 14.1 79.8 21.2 1.4 102.4 11.8 90.6

Workers' Compensation Insurance Underwriting Experience, 1973-2005
Table 1

Source:
Best's Aggregate & Averages Property/Casualty , 2005 and prior Editions, © A.M. Best Company - used with permission. 
Data for years 1996 - 2004 updated to reflect values from 2005 Edition.

Notes:
Losses Incurred (also termed the pure loss ratio) (1) plus Loss Adjustment Expenses (2) equals Losses and Adjustment 
Expenses Incurred (3).  Losses and Adjustment Expenses Incurred (3) plus Total Underwriting Expenses Incurred (4) plus 
Dividends to Policy Holders (5) equals Combined Ratio after Dividends (6).  Combined Ratio after Dividends (6) minus Net 
Investment Gain/Loss and Other Income (7) equals Overall Operating Ratio (8).  As of 1992, the methodology for allocating 
investment income changed slightly; as a result, 1992-2001 numbers in the last two columns are not directly comparable to 
those for earlier years.

*   Percentage of net premiums earned          **  Percentage of net premiums written
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ratio jumped 26 points, which is the most rapid rate of 
deterioration during the period covered by the data in 
Figure A (namely 1976 to 2005). Moreover, the overall 
operating ratio of 108.1 in 2001 indicates the underwrit-
ing losses in that year were worse than in any other 
year for which data are available. The reduction in the 
overall operating ratio from 108.1 in 2001 to 100.4 in 
2002 brought the industry to essentially a break-even 
point in that year. A further decline in that ratio in 2003 
to 98.1 returned the industry to a profitable position for 
the first time since 2000. The overall operating ratio of 
90.6 for 2004 is the lowest, and most profitable, since 
1997, as carriers had profits of $9.40 per $100 of pre-
mium last year. 

 
A full explanation of the deterioration in the under-

writing experience between 1997 and 2001 is beyond 

the scope of this article. However, there is one funda-
mental difference between the adverse experience of 
the late 1980s and early 1990s and the deteriorating 
profitability between 1997 and 2001. In the earlier pe-
riod, benefits paid to workers were increasing rapidly, 
while this was not true from 1997 to 2001. In 1984, 
benefits paid to workers were 1.21 percent of payroll 
and continued to climb until 1992, when they peaked at 
1.68 percent of payroll. In contrast, between 1997 and 
2001, when underwriting results deteriorated, benefits 
declined from 1.18 percent to 1.10 percent of payroll.4 

 
The rapid improvement in underwriting experience 

between 2001 (when the overall operating ratio was 
108.1) and 2005 (when the ratio was 90.6) is also be-
yond the scope of this article. The data provide further 
evidence of the lack of correspondence between under-

Figure B
Losses Incurred and Losses and Adjustment Expenses Incurred 

as Percent of Premiums, 1976-2005
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Figure C
Underwriting Expenses Incurred as a Percent of Premiums, 1976-2005
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writing results and benefits paid, which increased from 
1.10 percent of payroll in 2001 to 1.13 percent of pay-
roll in 2004 (Sengupta, Reno, and Burton 2006, Table 
12). 

 
Components of the Overall Operating Ratio 

 
The loss ratio is incurred losses as a percentage of 

premiums.5 When premiums drop more rapidly than 
losses (or when premiums increase less rapidly than 
losses), the loss ratio will increase. As shown in Figure 
B and Table 1 (column 1), the loss ratio increased rap-
idly from 58.6 percent in 1997 to 78.9 percent in 2001, 
and then plummeted to 65.6 percent in 2005.  

 
The total of incurred losses and incurred loss ad-

justment expenses is also shown in Figure B and in 

Table 1 (column 3). The difference between the two 
lines in Figure B is incurred loss adjustment expenses, 
which are also shown in Table 1 (column 2). Loss ad-
justment expenses include the cost of processing 
claims. From 1973 to 1985, loss adjustment expenses 
were always less than 10 percent of premium, but they 
have been at least 12 percent in every year since 1992. 
Loss adjustment expenses were 16 percent or higher in 
1998 to 2000, and averaged 13.6 percent in the five 
years from 2001 and 2005. The higher loss adjustment 
expenses since the early 1990s compared to earlier 
years reflect in part the more intensive efforts to man-
age health care costs for disabled workers.  

 
Underwriting expenses incurred as a percent of 

premiums are shown in Figure C and Table 1 (column 
4). These expenses, which include commissions and 

Figure D
Dividends to Policyholders as Percent of Premiums, 1976-2005
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Figure E
Combined Ratio After Dividends as Percent of Premiums, 1976-2005
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broker fees, have also generally increased over time. 
Between 1973 and 1992, underwriting expenses were 
greater than 20 percent of premium only thrice; since 
1993, underwriting expenses have been 20 percent or 
greater in every year. However, after averaging 27 per-
cent of premium in 1998 to 2001, underwriting ex-
penses averaged only 21.3 percent in 2002 to 2005.  

 
Dividends as a percent of premiums are presented 

in Figure D and Table 1 (column 5). Prior to deregula-
tion of the workers’ compensation insurance markets in 
recent decades, carriers were limited in their ability to 
compete by lowering insurance rates at the beginning 
of the policy period. However, both mutual and stock 
companies could compete by offering policies that paid 
dividends to policyholders after the policy period. In the 
early 1980s, dividends ranged from 8.0 to 10.6 percent 

of premiums. Since 1990, dividends have never ex-
ceeded 7.0 percent of premiums. Dividends averaged 
less than four percent of premiums in 2000 to 2003, 
reaching their lowest point in 2004 for the then 32 years 
of available data at a mere 1.3 percent of premiums, a 
figure that was barely exceeded (at 1.4 percent of pre-
miums) in 2005.  

 
The combined ratio after dividends is presented in 

Figure E and Table 1 (column 6). The combined ratio is 
the sum of the loss ratio (column 1), loss adjustment 
expenses (column 2), underwriting expenses (column 
3), and dividends (column 4). When the combined ratio 
exceeds 100 percent, insurers lose money on their un-
derwriting experience because premiums are not ade-
quate to cover losses and expenses. As shown in Fig-
ure E, the combined ratio exceeded 100 percent in 

Figure F
Net Investment Gain/Loss and Other Income

as Percent of Premiums, 1976-2005
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Figure G
Overall Operating Ratio as Percent of Premiums, 

Workers' Compensation and Commercial Lines, 1985-2005
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every year between 1975 and 1994, and 
was greater than 110 percent in every 
year from 1983 to 1992. The combined 
ratio then dropped sharply after 1992 until 
reaching a low of 99.5 in 1995. The com-
bined ratio deteriorated (increased) in 
every year between 1995 and 2001, 
reaching 120.9 percent in 2001 and aver-
aging nearly 118 percent in 1998 to 2001. 
Restated, for every $100 of premium re-
ceived by workers’ compensation carriers 
in 1998 to 2001, there was an average of 
almost $118 of losses, loss adjustment 
expenses, underwriting expenses, and 
dividends. The combined ratio then 
dropped sharply to 112.6 in 2002, to 
108.6 in 2003, and to 105.1 in 2004. A 
further improvement to 102.4 in 2005 
made this the best result since 1996.  

 
The combined ratio after dividends 

provides an incomplete report on the un-
derwriting experience in the workers’ com-
pensation insurance market, however, 
because no account is taken on invest-
ment gains (or losses) and other income 
received by workers’ compensation carri-
ers. Net investment gains (or losses) and 
other income as a percent of premium 
(“net investment income”) are shown in 
Figure F and Table 1 (column 7). From 
1981 to 2002, net investment income was 
at least 12 percent of premium in every 
year. Net investment income dropped be-
low 12 percent in 2003 to 10.5 percent, 
which was the lowest rate since 1979.  
Net investment income recovered slightly 
to 10.6 percent in 2004 and to 11.8 per-
cent in 2005. The rapid decline of net in-
vestment income from an average of 22 
percent in 1999 and 2000 reflects in part 
the low interest rates in recent years. 

 
Comparison to Other Insurance 
Lines 

 
The overall operating ratio of workers’ 

compensation is compared to all commer-
cial lines of insurance for 1985 to 2004 in 
Figure G and Table 2. The comparison 
reinforces the impression of the volatility 
of the underwriting results in the workers’ 
compensation insurance industry. The 
workers’ compensation industry  had 
smaller losses (a lower operating ratio) 
than other commercial lines in 1985; 

Overall Operating Ratio- Overall Operating Ratio-
Year Workers' Compensation Commercial Lines

1976 102.6
1977 101.2
1978 97.2
1979 93.7
1980 90.7
1981 89.8
1982 88.9
1983 96.3
1984 105.2
1985 103.8 107.5
1986 107.4 97.7
1987 104.8 93.9
1988 105.7 93.2
1989 104.8 95.7
1990 104.4 95.9
1991 108.7 96.0
1992 103.4 101.5
1993 92.4 94.2
1994 86.4 99.2
1995 81.8 95.0
1996 83.8 92.7
1997 82.4 87.3
1998 92.6 92.8
1999 96.1 97.2
2000 99.8 94.3
2001 108.1 108.0
2002 100.4 100.6
2003 98.1 93.1
2004 94.5 93.0
2005 90.6 95.0

Table 2
Underwriting Experience, Workers' Compensation

and Commercial Lines, 1991-2005

Source:
  Best's Aggregate & Averages Property/Casualty , 2005 and prior Editions, 
© A.M. Best Company - used with permission.  Data for years 1996 - 2004 
updated to reflect values from 2005 Edition.

Notes:
   The Overall Operating Ratio is the total of all underwriting expenses and 
income from investments as a percentage of premiums. 
   "Commercial Lines" includes all insurance lines except passenger auto 
and homeowner multiples peril insurance.
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workers’ compensation had losses (overall operating 
ratios were in excess of 100) while other commercial 
lines were profitable (overall operating ratios were less 
than 100) from 1986 until 1991; workers’ compensation 
had greater losses than other commercial lines in 1992; 
workers’ compensation was more profitable (a lower 
overall operating ratio) than other lines from 1993 to 
1999; workers’ compensation was profitable but less so 
than other lines in 2000; workers’ compensation had 
losses that slightly exceeded those in other commercial 
lines in 2001; and workers’ compensation had losses 
that were slightly lower than the losses in other com-
mercial lines in 2002. Both workers’ compensation and 
other commercial lines of insurance returned to a profit-
able overall operating ratio in 2003, but workers’ com-
pensation was less profitable than the other lines in 
2003 and 2004. Profitability improved more in 2005 for 
workers’ compensation than for other lines of commer-
cial insurance, and as a result, workers’ compensation 
was more profitable than these other lines in the most 
recent year. 

 
Analysis 

 
The deterioration in the underwriting results in 

workers’ compensation insurance between 1997 and 
2001 was reversed in 2002, although the industry was 
still unprofitable. The efforts to improve underwriting 
results were rewarded in 2003, when the workers’ com-
pensation insurance industry achieved profitability for 
the first time since 2000. This trend continued for 2004 
and 2005. Losses decreased in 2004 and 2005, and in 
the most recent year, the sum of losses and adjustment 
expenses were at their lowest level since 1998. Under-
writing expenses relative to premiums and dividends 
were down slightly in 2005, but net investment gains 
improved slightly. The combined effects of these devel-
opments resulted in the 9.4 percent profit experienced 
by workers’ compensation insurers in 2005. The im-
proved underwriting results should also reduce the un-
derlying pressures on carriers to increase insurance 
rates and to support regressive legislative changes. 

 
 
ENDNOTES 

 
1. More complete definitions of the overall operating ratio 

are provided subsequently in the text and the notes to Table 1.  
 
2. The reform efforts are examined in Spieler and Burton 

(1998). 
 
3. The deregulation of the workers’ compensation insur-

ance market is examined in Thomason, Schmidle, and Burton 
(2001: 39-43). 

 
 

4. The 1984 result for benefits paid to workers as a per-
cent of payroll is from Thomason, Schmidle, and Burton 
(2001: Table A.1). The 1992, 2000, and 2001 results are from 
Sengupta, Reno, and Burton (2006: Table 12). 

 
5. Incurred losses include paid losses plus reserves for 

future losses for injuries or diseases that have already oc-
curred. An extended discussion of insurance terminology is 
included in Thomason, Schmidle, and Burton (2001, Appendix 
B). 
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