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SPONSORS OF BILL:  
 
Labor & Public Employees Committee  
 
REASONS FOR BILL:  
 
The reason for this bill is to allow appeals of decisions by the CT State Employees 
Retirement Commissions, as well as decisions of the Medical Examining Board.  These 
changed would allow for individuals who feel their cases may have been improperly decided 
to have an additional appeal process in order to argue their case.  This is notable particularly 
in cases where long-time state employees may have had their retirement plans impacted by 
these decisions/ 
 
SUBSTITUTE LANGUAGE (IF APPLICABLE):  
 
The substitute language, LCO 3430, states that nothing in Section 1 subsection (d) may take 
effect without the express written agreement of the State Employees Bargaining Agent 
Coalition. 
 
RESPONSE FROM ADMINISTRATION/AGENCY:  
 
Sean Scanlon, State Comptroller, Office of the State Comptroller: Mr. Scanlon is in 
opposition of the bill, and he has many concerns with it. He states that the inquiries of the 
MED panel require the evaluation of diagnoses, functional limitations, treatment history, and 
independent medical examinations. He adds that mandating a hearing/appeals process is a 
form of providing a needed review. He explains that the proposal to make Superior Court 
reviews de novo would remove the Retirement Commission from the appeals process. He 
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adds this would undermine the MEB’s decision and would be inconsistent with how similar 
determinations are handled.  
 
NATURE AND SOURCES OF SUPPORT:  
 
Desiree Bowmann: Ms. Bowmann is in support of the bill. She states that she suffered an 
injury that forced her to retire early from her job as a social worker. She explains that Workers 
Compensation granted her case, but it was denied by the medical examining board which 
claimed she had a pre-existing injury. She adds that she is confused about the reasoning for 
this, and she has been told she cannot appeal medical decisions. She states that this whole 
process is taking a toll on her health and her finances. She believes that the passing of this 
bill will solve her problems.   
 
Jason DeMarco: Mr. DeMarco is in support of the bill. He states that while working for 
Whiting Forensic Division within DMHAS he has been injured numerous times by patients. He 
explains that he was given bad advice which led him to withdraw his retirement contributions. 
He states that he was able to file for and was granted a service-connected disability 
retirement from the medical examining board. However, this was revoked by retirement, and 
he was told at appeals will take years. He believes that this process is unfair as he has 
ongoing health issues, and he needs to rely on those around him.  
 
Russell D. Zimberlin, Attorney, Zimberlin Law LLC: Mr. Zimberlin is in support of the bill. 
He believes that the current process for applicants seeking a disability pension is unfair. He 
states that currently there is no statutory right to a hearing, decisions made by the medical 
examining board are not allowed judicial review, and if a case makes it out of court the court 
is required to defer its decision making to that of the agency. He believes that the bill will 
solve these problems. 
 
Kathleen E. Belanger: Ms. Belanger is in support of the bill. She states that she is 
diagnosed with Lymphoedema, which is a condition that causes her leg to swell making it 
difficult to work. She explains that she filed for Disability, but the Medical Examining Board 
denied her case.  
 
Patrick Butler, Juvenile Detention Officer, CSSD: Ms. Butler is in support of the bill. She 
states that she has worked the state for as a Tier 2A hazardous duty since 2007. She 
explains that she was separated from employment dude to a break down and her 
contributions were refunded. She states that she did get a lawyer who won back her 
retirement commission. However, the SERC the denied the request to allow her to return the 
withdrawn contribution. 
 
Jeffrey Scott: Mr. Scott is in support of the bill. He states that he is a retired state employee 
from Whiting Forensic Hospital. He explains that he filed and was granted service-connected 
disability following a patient assault which changed his life, however this was overturned by 
the Retirement Services Division. The injury caused him to have difficulty working which led 
him to resign but he was not able to keep the requirements of the job. The attack left him with 
many mental health issues and the lack of support left him relying on his family. 
 
NATURE AND SOURCES OF OPPOSITION:  
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Daniel Livingston, Chief Negotiator and G Counsel, SEBAC: As currently drafted Mr. 
Livingston opposes the bill. He states that in Section 1 of the bill would change the 
collectively bargained process for eligibility for pension benefits of state employees. He points 
out this would amend Section 5-159 of the General Statutes. He states that in the past when 
these changes were made the language would be conditioned on SEBAC’s agreement. He 
then suggests to add at the end of Section 1 a clause that SEBAC should have to provide 
written consent to this provision. 
  
Anonymous 12 and Anonymous 13: Opposes the bill for reasons unrelated to the bill. 
 
Anonymous 14: Opposes the bill because of increased costs.  
 
 
Reported by: Olivia Buczak  Date: 3/31/2026  

 


