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WORKERS COMP:  RESERVE OFFICERS S.B. 387: 

 COMMITTEE SUMMARY 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Senate Bill 387 (as introduced 5-23-13) 

Sponsor:  Senator Tonya Schuitmaker 

Committee:  Reforms, Restructuring and Reinventing 

 

Date Completed:  9-24-13 

 

CONTENT 

 

The bill would amend the Worker's Disability Compensation Act to include a 

reserve or auxiliary police officer as an employee of the State for purposes of the 

Act when he or she was performing duties in that capacity.  

 

Under the Act, an employer is generally responsible for paying wage loss and medical 

benefits to an employee who receives a personal injury arising out of and in the course of 

employment.  As a rule, the employee's recovery of these benefits is the employee's 

exclusive remedy against the employer for a work-related personal injury or occupational 

disease.  Unless an employer is a self-insurer (as the State is), the employer must obtain 

worker's compensation insurance.   

 

The bill would amend the Act's definition of "employee" to require a reserve or auxiliary 

officer to be considered an employee of the State when engaged in the performance of 

duties or services as a reserve or auxiliary officer.  The State would have to exercise all the 

rights and obligations of an employer and carrier under the Act. 

 

"Reserve or auxiliary officer" would mean an individual authorized on a voluntary or 

irregular basis by a duly authorized police agency of this State or a political subdivision of 

the State to act as a law enforcement officer, who is responsible for the preservation of the 

peace, the prevention and detection of crime, and the enforcement of the general criminal 

laws of this State. 

 

For purposes of calculating a weekly rate of compensation, the bill would require a reserve 

or auxiliary officer to be considered to be receiving his or her average weekly wage at the 

time of injury or death, or the State average weekly wage at the time of injury or death, 

whichever was greater.  

 

("Average weekly wage" means the weekly wage earned by the employee at the time of the 

employee's injury in all employment, including overtime, premium pay, and cost-of-living 

adjustment, and excluding any fringe or other benefits that continue during the disability.  

The average weekly wage must include any fringe or other benefits that do not continue 

during the disability to the extent that the inclusion will not result in a weekly benefit 

amount greater than two-thirds of the State average weekly wage at the time of injury.  

The average weekly wage is determined by calculating the average of the highest-paid 39 

weeks of the 52 weeks immediately preceding the date of the injury.  Specific provisions 

apply if that calculation cannot be made.  

 



 

Page 2 of 2 Bill Analysis @ www.senate.michigan.gov/sfa sb387/1314 

The State average weekly wage is the average weekly wage in covered employment as 

determined by the Michigan Employment Security Commission for the 12 months ending 

June 30 of the previous year.) 

 

MCL 418.161 Legislative Analyst:  Glenn Steffens 

 

FISCAL IMPACT 

 

The bill would have a minor negative fiscal impact on State government and no fiscal impact 

on local units of government.  Under the bill, reserve or auxiliary police officers would be 

considered State employees making at least the State average weekly wage for purposes of 

determining eligibility for worker's compensation benefits.  Officers making more than the 

State average weekly wage would have their benefits calculated based on their actual 

wages.   By making reserve or auxiliary police officers eligible for worker's compensation 

benefits, the bill would increase the number of employees covered under the State's 

worker's compensation program, which would result in increased costs to the system.  It is 

unknown at this time how many reserve or auxiliary police officers are employed in the 

State, or how many of those officers would be injured and begin collecting benefits under 

the bill.  It would be reasonable to expect the bill to result in a relatively small number of 

new claims, which would have a minor, but negative fiscal impact on State government. 

 

 Fiscal Analyst:  Josh Sefton 
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