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August 19, 1976
Morning Session

.

The Committee was called to order by the Chairman, Representative Lynn Whiteside
shortly after 10:00 a.m.

Representative Whittaker made a motion to approve the minutes as corrected.
The motion was seconded by Representative Reardon. After some discussion, the motion
carried.
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The Chairman introduced Dr. James McCain, Secretary of the Department of
Human Resources. Dr. McCain noted that the Department of Human Resources' Employment
Division has an Advisory Council composed of four members of labor, four members rep-
resenting management, and four members representing the general public. He explained
that traditionally this group has met prior to the legislative sessions to formulate
recommendations for the improvement of the employment compensation law. He said that
during the past year he has received a number of suggestions for the improvement of
the employment compensation law. He noted this Advisory gouncil will be meeting in
September to review a number of these suggestions.

Dr. MecCain explained that there was a major shift in the emphasis of the
administration of the unemployment compensation law due to the high unemployment rates
during the past several years. 'Forty-two personnel were shifted from their jobs of
quality control in the area of unemployment compensation to the area of actually handl-
ing claims of persons unemployed. Due to the low unemployment rates in recent months,
Dr. McCain noted that these 42 persons have been shifted back to their jobs in the
area of quality control to insure that persons who are not eligible to receive compen-
sation will be denied benefits. In addition, he said his department has asked forx 14
additional personnel to work in the area of quality control.

Mr. Bill Clawson, Chief of Benefits in the Division of Employment, distributed
a number of forms that individuals who apply for unemployment compensation must fill
out. Copies of these forms are on file in the Legislative Research Department. In re-
sponse to a question, Mr. Clawson noted that a non-teacher employee may file for un-
employment benefits. A Committee member said that he knew of a number of school
cafeteria employees that had filed for unemployment benefits and have done this for a
number of years. Mr. Clawson noted that the reasons a person quits a job are important
and if the reasons do not establish good cause, the person would be denied benefits for
a period of seven weeks. The reason has to be an immediate compelling personal situa-
tion in order for the individual to collect unemployment benefits without a waiting
period of seven weeks.

Mr. Clawson reported that the only way a person could collect employment
benefits if he had been fired without waiting for seven weeks was for reasons other
than breech of duty. He noted that if a person was fired for gross misconduct he would
not be eligible to collect benefits unless he went back to work and earned eight times
his weekly benefit amount. Mr. Clawson explained that there is anin depth interview
with an employee at the time of his initial claim. Following that interview the last
employer of the individual is contacted.

The question was asked as to what happens when there is total disagreement
between parties as to the facts of an individual case. Mr. Clawson noted that normally
the employee knows most about the reasons why he has chosen to quit, and in a discharge
situation normally the employer knows more of the facts concerning why the employee
was fired. . He said these are tough cases to handle administratively even through the
appeal's stage.

Mr. Carl Losey, of the Employment Division, noted that during FY 1976 there
were 115,000 unemployment claims filed. Of these, 55,000 claims involved non-monetary
determinations. Moreover, of these 55,000 claims, 52.1 percent were disqualified.

A question was asked whether any consideration was given to the fact that the
spouse of a claimant may be working. Mr. Clawson explained that unemployment compensa-
tion is an insurance program not based on need in any way, but rather is based on
eligibility. In response to a question, he noted that as long as a person remained an
officer of a corporation, the person would not be eligible to draw unemployment insur-
ance. He explained that the maximum benefit duration of a regular employment compen-
sation benefit program is 26 weeks. A person may be eligible for extended benefits for
an additional 13 weeks. Mr. Losey noted that the average duration of a claim in the
State of Kansas is about 12 weeks. In response to a question, Mr. Losey noted that in
FY 1976 the rate of exhaustees ran about one-third of those who were drawing unemploy-
ment compensation benefits. He explained that this was a very high rate; normally only
about 20 to 25 percent of those drawing unemployment benefits are exhaustees, 1.8
those who had exhausted their regular unemployment benefits.

Dr. McCain stated that the department is subject to federal law and rules
and regulations in the administration of the unemployment insurance program. He noted,
however, that the state does not blindly accept every federal regulation. He said one




regulation was challenged last year and the state won that battle. In response to a
question, Dr. McCain said that the Unemployment Compensation Board of Review is an in-
dependent board that hears contested unemployment compensation claims. It has no
superior administrative authority. Appeals from Board of Review decisions are heard
in the district court. 1In response to a question, Dr. McCain said that approximately
20 or 30 cases a year that are appealed to the district court result in a reversal of
the decisions of the Board of Review. .

Mr. James McClure, Vice-President of the International Cold Storage Company
of Andover, was introduced. Mr. McClure explained that his company employs about 70
people in the Wichita area. He said he had two major concerns. One was the amount of
tax dollars his firm is paying for unemployment compensation insurance: the second
concern was that the unemployment insurance laws in the State of Kansas were detrimen-
tal to the society. He explained that his firm was paying the maximum unemployment
compensation rate of 3.6 percent. He said his firm customarily employs unskilled labor
at a starting wage of between $2.80 and $3.00 per hour and has a very high turnover
rate.

Mr. McClure explained that the unskilled work that his firm offers attracts
a number of young people in the lower economic scale. He said the work histories of
these people are very erratic and that the major problem is with their absenteeism re-
cords. Mr. McClure thought that the American work ethic was disappearing and that many
of the young people he deals with do not think they have to work for a living. He said
the average employee earns about $95 a week take-home pay and, if they are eligible for
unemployment insurance, they can receive approximately $65 or $70 per week by drawing
unemployment compensation. He said that with only a $10 or $20 difference these people
think it is stupid to work for this amount of money. He said unemployment insurance is
handed out to almost anyone that asks for it. He said the only way a person cannot
collect unemployment insurance in Kansas is if he just quits coming to work.

Mr. McClure stated that he had a lady who sat on a ladder for a two-week period
and refused to work. The company finally fired her and she was able to collect unemploy-
ment compensation benefits. He said another case involved a man who had retired from
working and moved to Arkansas, and he collected benefits on his Kansas employment in
that state. He said another person employed by his company tore up a $4,000 truck and
was fired and he was able to collect unemployment compensation benefits.

The Chairman asked Mr, McClure what specifically he would do to change the
Kansas law. Mr. McClure said that he would amend the law to make it conform to the
original concept of unemployment compensation insurance, i.e., being a temporary source
of income for employees who are out of work. :

Representative Whittaker passed out information that had been provided by
Mr. Max McConoche, President of the Andover State Bank who was unable to attend the
meeting. The handout showed the unemployment insurance rate of the Andover State Bank
for the past several years. Representative Whittaker noted that, in his own optometric
practice, he pays a 3.6 percent unemployment insurance rate and his firm has never had
an unemployment insurance claim filed against it. Representative Whittaker recommended
that the Committee consider the creation of a maximum rate increase and a minimum rate
decrease that could be allowed against an employer in any particular year to avoid
sharp fluctuations from year to year. He also suggested that employers with high layoff
rates pay more than they are- currently charged. He further suggested that consideration
be given to increase the maximum tax rate from 3.6 percent to 4.5 percent.

After some discussion the Committee adjourned at 12:00 noon for lunch.

Afternoon Session

The meeting was called to order at 1:15 p.m.,.by the Chairman, Representative
Whiteside. The Chairman asked Mr. Ernie Maxwell and Mr. Lyle Phillips of the Employment
Division to comment on the statements made by Mr. McClure prior to lunch. Mr. Maxwell
and Mr. Phillips both agreed that Mr. McClure was mistaken in some of the facts he pre-
sented,



Mr. George Trombold, a member of the Employment Division Board of Review,
was introduced. Mr. Trombold reviewed the process used by the Board of Review to hear
contested cases, explained some of the typical kind of cases that the Board of Review
hears, and made several recommendations for the improvement of the process for the
handling of unemployment compensation claims. A copy of Mr. Trombold's statement is
attached to the minutes as Attachment No. I.

In reply to a question, Mr. Trombold noted that there are approximately 50
cases pending before the district court involving appeals from the Board of Review.
Mr. Marlin White, attorney for the Board of Review, explained that there are approx-
imately 65 cases heard in the district court each fiscal year that appeal decisions
of the Board of Review. He added that approximately 10 percent of the referees' de-
cisions are appealed to the Board of Review. He explained that approximately 70 per-
cent of the appeals are made by employees and 30 percent of the appeals are made by
employers. Most of the appeals by employers involve a contest of their tax rate. Mr.
White explained that in approximately 5 percent of the cases heard by the Board of Re-
view, attorneys are present to represent the parties involved.

In response to a question, Mr. Trombold noted that there were no figures
available on how many employees or employers win cases. He said the Board has almost
deliberately not kept score. In response to another question, Mr. Trombold stated
that a number of employees are refused compensation because of a breech of duty problem.

The question was asked if there was any record of the number of people that
work up to the time they qualify for unemployment insurance benefits and then quit and
make application for benefits. Mrs. Cora Hobble, a member of the Board of Review,
said there were no such records. She noted that if an attempt was made to tighten up
the law to the extent that these types of claims would be excluded, the law would also
deny benefits for a number of people that actually deserve benefits. She said only a
small number of people abuse the system.

Mr. Trombold agreed with Mrs. Hobble's statement that only a small number of
persons abuse the system, and any attempt to tighten up the law to exclude the cheaters
would hurt those who actually deserve benefits.

A question was asked of Mr. Phillips if the complaint that a number of people
work until they are eligible to draw benefits is often heard. Mr. Phillips said that
this is not a typical complaint that his office receives. He explained that persons
earning low wages are going to receive low benefits for a shorter duration of time.

He noted that 50 percent of a states' average wage was the maximum benefit the person
could draw until July 1 of this year. Now 60 percent of the state's average weekly
wage is the maximum. He noted that a person's benefit amount is determined by multi-
plying 4 percent of his high quarter wages subject to the maximum and minimum benefit
amounts contained in the law.

Mr. Maxwell then explained the process for determining the individual unemploy-
ment insurance tax rates for Kansas employers. He explained that there are approximately
4,000 employers in Kansas that are paying a zero rate and that there are approximately
20,000 employers paying the maximum rate of 3.6 percent. He noted that Kansas is collect-
ing $7,000,000 each year in interest on its unemployment insurance funds. Mr. Mazxwell,
in response to a question, noted that he had several unofficial recommendations for the
improvement of the unemployment compensation law. He then recommended that the 3.6 per-
cent maximum tax rate be eliminated and that the zero percentage rate be eliminated so
as to require all employers to pay at least a minimum tax rate. He explained that the
majority of the states have a higher tax rate than the 3.6 percent used in Kansas. Mr.
Maxwell then distributed information showing the financial impact that H.R. 10210 would
have on the State of Kansas, local governments in Kansas; and Kansas employers. Copies
of that information are attached as Attachment II.

After some discussion, the Committee adjourned at 4:00 p.m.

-

August 20, 1976
Morning Session

The Committee was called to order at 9:00 a.m. by the Chairman, Representative
Whiteside. The Chairman explained to the Committee that the members would tour the Job



Service Office at 1309 Topeka Avenue and then proceed to the District Job Insurance
Office at 1507 West 21st Street for a tour of that facility.

Mr. Steve Howie and Mr. Harley Holmes, at the Job Service Office, explained
the procedures used at that office to help unemployed persons find jobs. Mr. Howie
noted that the first thing an individual does when he arrives at the Job Service
Center is to complete a work history form. After that he is asked to complete a job
information request form. He is then asked to review a list of jobs that are available
in this employment area. Mr. Howie noted that job information is updated daily. He
said that the center handles approximately 15,000 job applicants per month.

The Committee then proceeded to the District Job Insurance Office where Mr.
Ralph Edmonds and Mr. Dean Peer provided the Committee with a tour of that facility.
In response to a question, Mr. Edmonds noted that if there is a definite recall date
for a union member that has been layed off, they are not required to register for a
job at the Job Service Center. If the recall date, however, is of considerable dura-
tion, they are then asked to register for a job at the Job Service Center. He explained
that a lot of unions have their own placement services for their members. He noted
that business agents in this area are good about reporting members that refuse to accept
jobs.

In response to a question, Mr. Edmonds noted that his office handles more
than 1,000 special unemployment assistance claims in some weeks. He explained that his
district office. sends itinerate representatives to other cities in this area to handle
job insurance claims. Mr. Peer noted that the Topeka District Office handles approx-
imately 4,500 claims per week. He said this compares to approximately 10,000 to 11,000
claims per week handled by the District Office in Kansas City, Kansas.

Following the tour of the facilities, the Committee agreed to submit a list of
suggestions to the Employment Security Advisory Ceuncil for consideration at its meeting
on September 8. Staff was directed to prepare a list of recommendations that had been
made to the Committee by various conferees and by Committee members during the course
of the meetings on unemployment compensation insurance.

" Staff then distributed copies of a draft of the final report on value engineer-
ing. The Committee, after some discussion, agreed to meet on September 14 and 15 on the
topic of rural revitalization. This meeting is to be in addition to the Committee
meeting scheduled for September 23 and 24.% After further discussion the Committee ad-
journed at 12:00 noon.

Prepared by Mike Heim

Approved by Committee on:

(Déte)

* Subsequently changed to September 22 and 23.



.{”.. _i-adﬁrw - ' L | : e :f o 41222224»£5;~*4*

FUNCTION OF THE EMPLOYMENT SECURITY BOARD OF REVIEW

. APPELLATE PROCEDURE

The appellate procedure for matters reaching tﬁe Board

commences at the examiner level, which is the initial determi-

nation for both claimant and employer° An examiner generally

" arrives at his dec131on through written information furnished the

_agency by the claimant and employer, together with OCCaSlonal

telephone calls to either party in the event .the examiner would

be unable to make a correct decision without additional infor—

" mation.

If either party, claimant or employer, is aggrieved by the

examlner s dec351on, thls is appealed to the referee lcvel All

parties are then duly notlfled of a hearing to be held by the

‘referee and must receive at least five days prioxr notice,' At

the Referee's hearing testimony is taken under oath from both

parties and a tape recording is made of all testimony. The

El

referee then renders a writteh decision which is duly mailed to

all interested parties.

A

If either party is aggrleved by the refereef s de01510n, an

‘appeal must be filed w1th the Board wrthln 12 days from the date
- the referee's dec151on was maJled. Upon appeal to the Board

" the tape of the referee's hearing is transcribed and a transcrlpt

of the testlmony is mailed to the Board s members and 1ts attorney.
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tn addition to the transcript, the'Board is also furnished'with
copies of any exhibits introduced by either party, togetner with
the referee's and examlner's determinations in the case- .The
transcripts'are periodically mailed so that the Board ﬁembers are
able to have all of themnm read and examlned prior.to the‘the of |

their meeting. The Board prcsently meets twice a month, generally

¢ for one day. at Wthh time the decisions are made on the pending

cases. All cases ppealea to the ‘Board are dlscussed by the
Board members prior to a vote belng taken as to the decision in the

matter.

In the fiscal year 1976, which ended July 1, 1976, 940 appeals

were filed to the Board. The length of the transcripts of the various

appeals vary a great deal as to size and amountk of time necessary
to fully analyze the problem. Short transcrlpts mlght be as small
as 10 pages of various exhibxts, testimony oxr agency records. - How-

ever, hotly contested issues might very well encompass 60-80 pages

" of testimony in one case. - The Board has kept time records of the

- past year which indicate that the average amount of time spent per

case prior to the meetlngs_on_eadh appeal would be approx1mately

'30 35 minutes. Presently in excess of 907 of appeals to the Board

are belng handled W1th1n 30 days of the time the appeal reaches

the Board. This type of prompt action has been the Board‘s deSLre .
- for some perlod of tlme, however, prlor to the last approx1mately
-4 months- the Board dld not have sufficient clerlcal help to fac1ll~

- tate this type of timely handling of appeal matters. Presently

the clerical help is adequate to provide both claimant and employer

g4, ey st
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with prompt and timely handling of their appeals. to the Board. .

gither party may'appeal a decision of the Boaxrd to the

pistrict Court.: This must be done within 12 days from the date

of mailing of the Board's decision. There are presently approxi-

mately 50 Court appeals in various stages of appeal at the pistrict

court level. This numbex has slightly increased over the past

year due to the great number of decisions that have been handed

down by the Board during flscal 1976. From the various District

Coux t appaals there are generally a few each year that are appealed

to the Kansas Supreme Court. The Board's attorney handles all

District and Supreme Court éppeals, together with the writing of

all decisions rendered by,the Boaxd. . B

—a

Eor the stcal yPar enaed Jaly L1 1976? rééoxds'sﬁow
- t 'I )

78% of the decmslons handed down from Dlstrlct Couxrt have affirmed

‘the Board. 's decisions.

. qypEs OF CASES HANDLED ON APPEAL

The Board's decisions generally are to establlsh if a'cléim—

ant is eligible for benefits and if an employer's experlence

rating account should.be charged For beneflts paid certaln clalmants.

"

The quﬂstlon of ellgiblllty for beneflts is generally covered

in K.S5.A. 44-705. The main area of appeal tends to be from deci-

=3

x

ions 1nvolv1ng whether élaimants are able, available and maklng

easonable efforts to obtaln employment.

s

-
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Types of Cases, cont‘d. Pagelli.

tn the area of being "able" to work, this freguently goes

to the physical condltlon of the varlous clalmanhs and on numer-

ous occasions doctor's statements are utilized in arrlv1ng at the

specific times.Wherein claimants may not be able to work. The
guestion of being able TO work also arises in vaxious cases.where—
1n the clalmant may be of adVanced years and there is a factual
dispute as to his present ablllty in nOW'handllng the type of

. work he previously performed.

- In the area of “available to work," some. eppeals en this issue
go to the cldlmant s actual phySLcal presence during any week of
eligibilityn An example would be a claimant who might be out of
town on personal_busihess %or s few days during a week in which

he claims :benefits.

" The majorlty of the cases, however, OI eligibility issues

concern a claimant's course of action most reasondbly calculated

to result in his xe—employﬁent; Problems in this area vary greatly-
It is imposeible to set any standard guidelines ae to the number of
contacts an indivi@ual must make to demonstrate he is ettempting

to find employment. The Board must take 1nto consideration the

general area in which the inleldual lives and the p0551b111ty of .
" obtaining employment in that area. The number of job contacts

necessary in an area such as Kansas C
be more to make the claimant ellglble than might be necessary if

the individual lives in a rural area and had, in fact, been employed

in the rural area. The Board must also consider the. claimant's

L

ity or Wichita should generailj'
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job experience, trdlnlng and prior earnlng abllltles in arr1v1ng
at this determlnatlon. A general pollcy of the Board has been
that as the period of unemployment 1ncreases, ‘the necessity to
‘seek vork over - broader area and possible lower wage scale also
increases. - .

Tﬁe Board of Review has found a nuber of cases in thch
_.;job search evidenee indicates a need for tightening feperting'
requirenents and- related records. | Presently there is little |
or 5o evidence in a number of cases at the Board level of detﬁel
:search for -employment by 1ndLV1dual claimants. We feel that the
basic premise of Employment gecurity is the protectlon of 1nd1v1—
"~ duals against being vjnvoluntarily" unemployed. 1In order to

avcertaln ;if in fact unemployment remains'"lnvoluntary“, it ls
-necessary that addltlonal evidence be supplled by the lnd1v1dual
" claimant in regard to his- actlon in attemptlng to secure galnful

employment. | -

The next broad erea ef claimant appeals.in reéérd to-the

‘provisions of K.S5.A. 44 706 is the area of disqualificetion for

- the establishment of beneflts. This section dloquallfles certaln'

claimants regardless of thelr ellgiblllty ig they terminate their
employment under certain cixcumstances OT 1f they retuse sultable

employment while drawing benefits. One of the problem areas in

this portion of the law jnvolves the situation wherein a claimant '

‘may be dis quallfled untll he has earned at least 8 times the

weekly benefit amount. The law provides that this be assessed

against individuals termlnatlng foxr domestlc or family responsxbllltyJ

sl

-
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self-enployment, retirement because of disability or old age,

and if they terminate to attend school. A 1973 Kansas Supreme

Court case has given some indication that the ceurts-are not in
Fall accord'witﬁ this secfion of the law. fhe Federel UI Distriet
Office has also made some indication that they do not feel tﬁe
Kansas law should contein this partieular provision.

A better solutlon for this type of dlsquallflcatlon might pos—'
sibly be to levy the perlod of dlsquallflcatlon provided in the b//
remalnder_of the law with the added stipulation that a clalmantl-
must be eligible aslérovided-by K.S.A. 44-705 during the period of

time that they would sexrve the 6 weeks disqualification penalty.

The effect of this would make it mandatory that they seek employ-

ment for a period of77'weeks before they would be eligible to re-

ceive unemployment benefits. However if this change is made it

should be acaompanled by a qtrlct enforcement of the Board's recom-

'mendatlon shown above in 1egard to the record of adequate search.

The 7 weeks used in .the law was arrived at by utilizing the aVerage'

period of unemployment for all rec1p1ents, It weuld therefore,

appear that perhaps a majorlty of the 1n61Vlduals that mlght -

presently receive the 8 times: dlsquallflcatlon would be galnfully
employed beFore the 7 weeks of ineligibility had expired. It
would appear that this section of the law is somewhat 1nequ1table
in that 1t penalizes 1nd;v1duals terminating for the aforesald
reasons in the very same it penalizes a persen diecharged ey his
empioyefrfor gross misconduct on the job. ‘The majority of the cases
coming to the Board under K.S.A. 44-706 involve the-disquali—

cation provisions contained in
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Section (b) of the said statute. This calls upon the Board to
make a factual determlnatlon from the eV1dence iE & cldlmant has

been dlscharged for breach of duty connected with his work and

[

'reasonably owed an employer. Thls area brlngs about a vast number

PR

of appeals from both claimants and employers in’ that the décision
rendered willhave direct efféct on the employer's experience
ratlng account. If a claimant is found to have been discharged

for -a breach of duty owed the employer, the claimant is disqualified

for a total period of 7 weeks from receiving benefits. Also, any

future benefits paid this claimant will not be charged to the

. employer's experience rating account. The term "breach of duty"

N

is, of course, subjecL to a wide variety of definitions. .The Board
has attempted to formulate certain guidelines 1n this area 1nd I
doing so they have formulated their own definition of what might
constitute breach of duty. V

A breachrof duty is an act or oombination of acts or omissioﬁe

that will result in a tangible disadvantage or detriment to an

' .employer. These actions or omissions can establish a disregard on the

. Jpait of the employee towards the employer's best 1nterest if they

tend to dlsxupt the malntenace of a continued bu51ness enterprise.
A breach of duty must also 1nclude some element 555 1neent on the part

of the employee. Intent may. however, be 1nferred by the employees

- own actlons or inactions in complylng with the general condltlons of

employment All ox a portlon (a5t thlS broad definition is utlllzed

by the Board when faced with cases 1nvolv1ng a breach of duty.

., .
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The majority of the snlit‘dedisione, or 2—1 votes of the Board
come from this area of the 1aw in that on numerous occasions
-the evidence of clalmant and employer will be vastly dlfferent.
The Board, as a trler of fact, must, therefore, arrive dt its
, dEClSan by weighing the truth of each partﬁ's statement.

- fhere is a small amount of cases that reach the Board in
regard to the area of gross misconéuct- Gross misconduct is |
seldom used unless the evidence indicates a crime to have been
- comnuitted against the:employer by the employee, or 1if the actions
" of the employee indicate a willful and wanton disregard ef the
. employer's 1nterest8, This might come about where an employee

deliberately did damage to equ1pment or merchandlse belonéing to

his employer. The Roard suggests no change in the present penalty

for gross mlsconduct, .

The provisions of K.S.A. 44-7006 (c); being the refueel of
_an offer of sultable employment, come before the Board with some
B degree of freguency but do not generally constltute a prleem
area in arriving at dEClSlonS., The law in thls area is well deﬂr
fined and evidence in these type of cases generally is not in
2 dispnte. The Board, therefore,- must only apply the law to the

evidence Lo arrive at its dec1¢10n.'

There are a few cases brought befofe the Board.eech_yeerAin
regards to the provmsmons of K.S.A. 44-706 (4a) . hGenerelly; however;
when an appeal is made in regard to 1abox disputes it will involve
a vast numbexr of 1nﬁ1v1dual claimants and the Board's dEClSlon may

have far-reaching effects. The remalnlng pxov151ons of K.S.A. 44-706

-
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seldon come before the Board.

Employer appeals to the Board are ganerally in regard to
theﬁnon—ChérgefprovisiOn of K.S5.A. 44-710 (c). ThlS pIOVldeS that
an employer's experience:rating account will not be charged fox
benefits paid a claimant if the claimant was discﬁarged for breach
,of duty, discharged for gross misconduct, or left work without

3 gbod cause attribLtable té the employer. There are, of course,
some of the provisions contained in K.5.A. 44- 706 that would dis-
quallfy claimants to receive benefits for certaln per:ods. There-
fore, generally the éecisions arrived at under K.S.A. 44-706
would control the findings‘as to X.S.A. 44-710 (c). The Boa?d
has utilized in rare 1nstdnces a decision threln a claimant is
found to have termlnated hlS employment for good personal cause
but not with good cause attributable to the employment, which in

; essence would hold the claimant eligible for the receipt of bene-
fits paid the claimant. Theluse of this is very 1iﬁited to cases
'Where justice and fairplay to all concerned could 5@ best served
'1n this manner.' : ‘ |

The Board's comments in the forgoing paragraphs have addressed
dnly those portions of the law with which lt_is-speczglcallyfconcerned.
The Board believes that changes in the aréas discussed should'ber
serioﬁsly considered and it is-availﬁble to assist further in
gudh consideration. -

Some guestions havé arisen with the Board as to the organi-

zational placement of its quasi-judicial function. within the

Lo




é'of cases cont'd.

rage '10.

Department of Human Resources- These concerns have been communi-

cated to the Secretary of

be given appropriate study in the neax Futire.

e .

august 19, 1976

Human Resources and we understand wili

Respectfully submitted

' ‘Employment Security Board of Review

George J. Trombold, Vice Chairman

Cora L. Hobble, Membex




Estimated Effect of Federal ' Kansaes
Unemployment Insurance Amendments of 1976 ' Department of Human Resources
HR 10210 . ) . ' Research and Analysis Section

I. Coverage and Employer Costs

ol Wages E'er Costs
Present Law ' Increase (Millions) (Thousands)
Employed Covered Number  FPer Cent | Total Taxable - Amount Rate
‘ . (ToW) (Txi)
Total Wege/Salary _,......... £834,000 a/ 618,000 140,000 23 $800 $4,600 -
GoveTnment, , s sass s pevwsrs e 166,000 19,200 " 125,000 750 — 4,000
Staten-.lcnlcuo-.louooo-. QQ,ODD 18,600 25,008 255 i ],ODU . D.z;’?é —EO‘,'J
LOCal---------..o.---lol' lD?_,OOO— SDO lUG,DDO 500 —— 3,{]5{] G. .DEI TOH
Hired Farm....l..l..."'.'..l lG,DDU O B,DUO 40 20 I:’—’O 2‘1?{" Tx"‘:‘
Domesticeessssvases sesssssss 17,000 0 5,000 10 5 ' 120 2.3% TxW
Nonprofit Elementary ,
and Secondary Schools..... 2,700 0 2,000 10 - _ 60 0.6% ToV!

g/ Kansas Employment Security Law; additional coverages of 15,000 Railroad and 26,000 UCFE (Federal government) increases
total coverage to about 660,000 or 79 per cent. The 140,000 added by the amendments would bring the total to about
800,000 or 96 per cent covered. ‘




JI. Benefit Costs

An estimated increase of about eight per cent, $5 million at the record
high of CY 1975: .

: Present lLaw Increase
Regular BenefitsS.:veeeciaaa, v $60,100,000
Extended Benefits.evevnne.. — 92,400,000
Kamsas Coste o s s s 5 5 5.5 4,700,000 :
Total Kansas Cost..... Wi § % i F64,500,000 $5,000, 000
Ratio to Total Vages..... . 1.2% . 0.1%

Most of the added benefit costs (80 per cent or more) would be reimbursable
costs of state and local government shown above.

It is not expected that the modifications of the trigger mechanism would

make any significant change in Kansas' extended benefits. It should be noted,
however, that thé costs of any extended benefits to state and local government
workers would have to be borne 100 per cent (rather than,50-50 state-federal)
by Kansas.

III1. -Financing

The increase in taxable wage base from $4,200 to $6,000 will resull in
a maximum increase "in taxable wages of 43 per cent, an average increase
for Kansas employers of about 25 per cent.

The increase in FUTA rate from 3.2 to 3.4 per cent (net 0.5 to 0.7 per cent)
is an increase of 40 per cent.

Combined, the FUTA tax will increase 100 per cent at the maximum (employers
paying all workers $6,000 or more annually), about 75 per cent at the average.

At CY 1975 wage levels ‘the amended provisions would have added
$9 million to FUTA taxes paid by Kansas employers -- $5 million from
the increase in rate (change in base alone would have added $3 million):

Wages
Total
Bll Employertcvee v s s $5,428,000,000
Contributing Employers. 5,114,000,000
Taxable
$4,2000 . 000unn. ceseesss 2,440,000,000

6,000 (este)eesesne... 3,050,000,000




, FUTA Taxes

Present ($4,200 @ 0.5).... $12,200,000
Amended ($6,000 @ 0.7).... 21,400,000

jan}
i
[

o=

Increase
AOUITE v o 5 4 wvimen & 5 % @mws 9,200,000
Per CE0le s veme o s suvwas 75

IV, Administrativq

The increase in coverags of about 25 per cent, additional benefit
payments of eight per cent, might add $) million to the present
costs of about $4.5 million annually for administration of the
Kansas unemployment insurance program. The subject legislation
denies reimbursement for administrative expsnses and extended
“benefits (noted above) related to state and local government. An
additional scurce of revenue -- from state and local government or
general revenue -- may be required. 4 ‘




