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Representative Richard Duda presiding. 

Members present: Representatives: Duda, Flynn, Tiffany, Sherer, 
Miller, Chagnon 

Chairman Duda, There is only one bill to be heard before us today. 
' HB-7..96.Q AN ACT CONCERNING FUNDING THE STATE EMPLOYEES' 
RETIREMENT SYSTEM. Our first speaker of the hearing will 
be Mr. Bitzer. 

Mr. Bitzer, Fred Bitzer from Bloomfield and I am representing the 
Retirement Commission. The Retirement Commission has voted 
to file this bill. It has been developed over several years 
on a non-partisan basis when Mr. Conklin was Finance 
Commissioner, and he recommended an item in the budget for 
hiring a consultant firm which turned out to be the Martin 
Segal Co. to give a report on the Retirement Plan. When the 
first draft of the report came in Mr. Gladstone and I worked 
on it, suggested some changes and the final report was 
delivered in December. Since Mr. Agostinelli has been Comp-
troller, he has been very concerned with this and he recommends 
the passage of the bill, and has recommended to the Governor 
that this be passed. 

The cost of the bill is so planned that it won't raise the 
budget in the first two years and then gradually over a period 
of years we will work up to a funding basis. This means that 
the administration in the future, no matter which party, will 
only receive a small part of the increase and the heavy load 
will not fall, on any particular administration. I understand 
that the state employees are supporting this bill, and I 
thank Mr. Moore for his statement at one of your previous 
hearings. I think the support that it has is bi-partisan in 
nature and that it will], do more than anything else to strengthen 
the Retirement Flan and strengthen the respect for the hand-
ling of the Retirement P&an which they, the general public and 
the employees have. 

Br, John Mackin is here from the Segal Co. and he will go into 
the plan in detail and the reasons for the funding. I hope your 
committee will see fit to favor it because right now Connecticut 
ranks 5>0th among all the states in the amount of funding they 
are doing for their Retirement Plan and it is not becoming to 
Connecticut and If we pass this bill we'll be doing something 
which in the future will be a credit to our state. Thank you. 

Chairman Duda, Any questions from thE Committee? Thank you Mr. Bitzer. 
Dr. Mackin. 
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Yes sir. I am John Mackin from the Martin-Segal Co. and 
we have privileged to have worked -with the Comptroller and 
prepared an actuarial study of the State Employees' Retire-
ment System and in cooperation with the Retirement Commission 
and particularly of Fred Bitzer's work we have come up here 
with a bill which I think is realistic in terms of taking 
account of the financial situation in the State of Connecticut, 
in that it is a very gradual transition from the present 
practice of financing the pension system on what we call a 
pay-as-you-go basis where the Legislature or General Assembly 
has been appropriating only the amount needed to pay the 
pensions that are due in a given fiscal year, and in many 
years that amount has not even been appropriated so that the 
situation now is that there is not enough money in the Retire-
ment Funds to eVen return all of the employees' contributions 
in the event that they terminated service at once which is un-
realistic. But in terms of funding status Connecticut is the 
only state that does not maintain these reserves at least equal 
to the amount that the employees have contributed to the Retire-
ment System. 

If this might be helpful I might just cover a few of the major 
reasons for funding a Retirement System, and perhaps have a 
few comments on the bill itself and answer any questions you 
may have. The practice now in Connecticut is to finance the 
Retirement .System on a pay-as-you-go basis. flit might be well 
to look at what the effects of financing a system on this basis 
are. In the first place the cost of the Retirement System in-
creases rapidly for many years into the future. Every year as 
more pensioners are added to thE pension rolls, the appropriation 
requirement increases very dramatically because the pension 
rolls increase and you have a growing number of active employees 
so this process continues indefinately into the future. Some 
people have argued that since the state or municipality has 
the taxing power it can tax the public to meet the cost of 
pension payments, however, as you well know, it may prove very 
difficult to obtain adequate funds through taxation to meet 
the cost of pensions and as the appropriations required continued 
to increase dramatically. Another major reason in addition to 
thr rapidly increasing cost resulting from pay-as-you-go financ-
ing is that under the present method of future generations of 
tax payers is required to finance the pensions that are being 
earned today by the present employees rendering services. It 
may look to be an attractive short term policy to finance a 
Retirement System on this basis but I would think that the 
Legislature may want to seriously consider the results of 
shifting pension costs to a future generation in connection 
with this bill that is now under consideration. 

Another factor in funding is that under the pay-as-you-go 
practice now being followed pension costs will be much greater 
over the long run than they will be under a funded retirement 
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program. This is because there are no funds accumulated on which 
investment earnings will be available to help meet future pension 
payments. So that in effect it represents a policy decision of 
having a rapidly increasing appropriation or adopting a program 
now to set as an objective a level contribution requirement as a 
percentage of salary to recognize pension cost earned by current 
employees on a current basis and to fund accruing liabilities 
accordingly. 

Another consideration that I can touch on briefly is that the absence 
of funding tends to eliminate a realistic price tag from proposed 
changes in benefits. I think that you are all aware of many bills 
that have introduced in the past, where because the system is not 
funded in Connecticut, the price tag that is usually accompanying 
the bill merely indicates that the pension pay out may increase 
a few thousand dollars or let's say fifty thousand dollars in the 
next two fiscal years. Whereas, in enacting this legislation, 
legislators base their decision on that type of a cost figure, 
when jshey may be committing the state to an actuarial liability 
of perhaps as much as a million dollars, even though the impact 
may not be felt for several years. With the Funding Plan an actuary 
can make a real list against them at a long term cost of any 
proposed changes in benefits and experience indicates that this is 
an excellent stabilizer in assuring that decisions are made with 
respect to improvements in benefits intelligently and that the cost 
is taken into consideration before amendments are enacted. So in 
short, a policy of funding the Retirement System as is incorporated 
in this bill would have the following objectives; it would level 
the required contributions over a prolonged period of years, it 
would build up over a transitional period to a situation where the 
contribution would be stable as a percent of payroll. You would be 
financing pensions earned by present employees on a current basis. 
Assets and reserves would be accumulated to fulfill benefit committ-
ments if future contributions were to be discontinued. Now on the 
public sector, which is not as important of a factor perhaps as in 
the private sector, but given the financial condition of states and 
municipalities, at least in the current period, I would think that 
this need to accumulate assets and reserves on which you will have 
investment earnings to help pay future pensions is certainly a 
concern that everyone must share. Another advantage of funding is 
as I mentioned, that it makes it possible to realistically estimate 
the cost of proposed changes in the plan. Perhaps then to comment 
on the specifics of the bill, the bill is a modification that was 
prepared by Fred Bitzer and Retirement Commission with discussions 
with us and it is based in part on recommendations included in the 
report we submitted to the Comptroller in December. The bill provides 
that the contributions for the fiscal years ending June 30, 1972 and 
June 30, 1973 will be determined in the same basis as has been the 
practice in the past, so that the state's appropriation requirement 
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will not increase at all for two years..Based on discussions this 
morning, it appears that it might be helpful to clarify the bill 
by eliminating on page 2, lines 62 and 63, to eliminate those two 
lines which have a 30$ and a 35$ figures there, because on a quick 
reading of the bill it would appear that the contribution for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 72 would be 30$ of the normal cost, 
which is essentially the current service cost plus the amount need-
ed to amortize the unfunded liability of about 700,000,000 dollars 
over a itQmyear period, whereas, the proviso on page U of the bill 
specifically indicates that the contribution for the fiscal years 
ending June 30, 72 and June 30, 73 would be 70$ of the total retire-
ment income payments which is the same basis on which the state 
is now, would now contribute to the Flan if tibhis bill was not 
enacted. So that one suggestion your committee may want to consider 
for the bill would then provide for the fiscal years ending June 30, 
1972 and June 30, 1973, the appropriation would be 70$ as indicated 
on page U of the bill now, perhaps move this up in front of the 
schedule and than commence the funding program in the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 197U with a b0% contribution that year or U0$ of 
the full actuarial contribution which will firfet be contributed 
in the fiscal year ending in June 30, 1986, as indicated on page 3-
There will be a gradual transition to build up to what we would call 
a full funding Actuarial Reserve System where in that year the State 
would contribute to the system an amount equal to the normal cost 
which essentially in non-actuarial terms is the cost of the benefits 
earned this year, based on current service and in terms of the trans-
itional pattern we feel that this is realistic in that it takes 
account of the fact that to jump immediately from a pay-as-you-go 
to a funded would represent a very significant impact on State 
finances and we feel that this is a very gradual transitional program 
and represents a consensus of opinion as to something that is 
realistic and we would feel would at ieast change Connecticut's 
current standing among Retirement Systems as being in fact, the only 
state that is not now funded on an Actuarial basis with the except-
ion of Massachusetts. And this similar type of program was implemented 
in the State of Delaware last year where they're building up to a 
Funding Program there, they were also on a pay-as-you-go basis. The 
Federal Civil Service System or the U.S. Congress has just enacted 
legislation to begin Funding the Federal Civil Service Retirement 
System on a somewhat different and more complicated basis, but 
essentially they are going to meet the normal cost of their system 
and pay interest on the unfunded liability, but fund any beneiit 
improvements more rapidly than this Funding Progeam amortizing 
the sost of the additional liability over a 35 year period, So, I've 
tried to just touch on the major issues involved on why fund a 
System, we've also discussed with the Comptroller and the Retire-
ment Commission some of the reasons why we feel that adopting as an 
objective a full Funding Program where the intent is to amortize the 
liability is in our opinion a desirable policy because it would 
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enable the actuary to put a more realistic price tag on proposed 
changes and benefits that involve accumulative past service credits. 
If you have an interest only funding schedule at times your costs 
are under-stated if the benefit improvement relates only to past 
service. So, I would hope that this would be in effect a first 
step to treat the financing of the Retirement Sjcstem mere system-
atically and concurrently to look at legislative proposal for changes 
with an eye on the actuarial cost implications of various changes 
and also the Funding of the Retirement System will in our opinion 
also play a role in .necessitating a significant improvement in the 
data collection process that is now in practice and will require 
improved data, so that actuarial evaluations can be performed 
periodically as provided in the bill, at least every three years. 

Rep. Chagnon, Did I hear you right that you are recommending we do 
nothing for two years? 

Dr. Mackin, Well no. I was not speaking from a point of view of 
our recommendations in that respect. I was merely 
suggesting that the bill provides on pagelj.. It provides 
specifically that on lines 80, 83. It says for each of 

the the fiscal years ending June 30, 72 and June 30, 73. 
respectively shall be 10% of the total Retirement Income 
Payments. Th±i if I am right, is the same pereentage that 
is now appropriated in the Statutes, so this bill really 
provides that for two fiscal years, the appropriation 
requirement will be no different as a result of enactment 
of this bill. So to clarify the bill, I was suggesting 
that you may find it helpful and if this Committee does 
decide to report the bill out and endorse it that the 
30 and 35$ figured on lines 62 and 63 on page two of the 
bill be deleted to merely clarify the intent of the bill. 

You would then commence your Funding Program with a 
contribution in the fiscal year ending in June 30, 197U 
equal to k0% of the normal cost plus the payment required 
to amortize the liability ofrer UO years. You would do 
that now under this bill. Our suggestion merely is if you 
delete these, the intent of the bill will be clear, that 
is not to increase appropriations for two years in light 
of the current financial and general fiscal situation in 
the State of Connecticut. 

Rep. Chagnon, If it does not accomplish anything, what is the sense of 
it? 

Dr. Mackin, I think the bill has several important considerations. 
One is that the bill represents a commitment, if enacted, 
on the part of the Legislature to do several things; one 
to commence funding the Retirement System on a systematic 
basis in the fiscal year ending June 30, 197U- Secondly, 
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Rep. Sherer, 

Dr. Mackin, 

Rep.. Sherer, 

Dr. Mackin, 

Rep. Chagnon, 

Dr. Mackin, 

it represents your recognition as members of the General 
Assembly. The unfunded liability of the State Employees' 
Retirement System is a matter which should be considered 
systematically with respect to financing and you set up 
a schedule which to point to a specific objective that 
we agree will not be reached for several years, but to have 
known that this is your objective is very helpful. Third, 
I would think the bill would have the added advantage that 
any proposals for benefit changes that come along would 
then be calculated, based on the actuarial cost of these 
changes because you have committed yourself to funding the 
Retirement Program. Now whether it is actually funded, you're 
the policy makers 

Commitibents can be turned off. For instance, we have made 
an agreement with State Employees that they could have a 
thirty-five hour week. Things begin to get a little tough 
then somebody says let's go back on forty. 

Well, I would think that the importance here— 

Of course, that is not your problem. 

No. I'm saying the importance of ihaking the commitment is 
very helpful. If there is a bill introduced to substancially 
improve retirement benefits, lets say for example, this 
session or next session the bill under former procedures 
there probably would have been a cost estimate developed 
by the Retirement Commission that would have been an Actuarial 
cost estimate, the thing had no kind of Actuarial basis on which 
to tie the cost to. This bill would sayin effect, there is a 
systematic funding objective established here, If two years 
from now, the Legislature says we can't start off with that 
k.0% contribution, It would then, in our opinion, represent 
a back tracking of this commitment and I know you're in a 
position as policy makers to do this, but if we were asked 
to come to a hearing again at that point we would suggest that 
this commitment did have some meaning, it was based on a 
study, at least in our opinion, it was a serious study to 
try to explain in the text of the study some of the important 
reasons for funding. This kind of a commitment, I think, has 
some merit. 

We wonder at this moment whether we should start this thing 
or not. 
Yes, if we were the ones who could write the check for a 
couple a hundred million we would suggest that perhaps a 
couple of hundred million be put into the Retirement System 
and be invested at the nice rates of Retirement are available 
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Rep. Duda, 

Dr. Mackin, 

on fixed income investments with a good portinn going in the 
common stocks so that it could participate in the growth of 
the economy that someone be given more flexibility in terms 
of investment policy with respect to this two hundred million 
that I'm going to write you the check for and that this Funding 
Program be commenced in the very dramatic way. Of course, we 
would suggest that this would be desirable, but I would think 
we're in full agreement that this represents a serious attempt 
at at least, pointing toward what we feel is a very excellent 
and sound objective with respect to funding the System on an 
.Actuarial Reserve Basis. You are pointing toward a forty year 
amortization schedule and that represents, at least a commit-
ment. Perhaps you'll never amortize the liability and many 
states have had forty year schedules, they go along for ten 
years and they improve benefits and they start the forty years 
over again. But at least, and there are many ways in which the 
Actuarial assumptions perhaps can be modified to reflect changes 
in rates of return and other factors, so that over the years 
this is a dynamic program although when you look at it for 
legislation it looks like it is 30$ of the fixed figure. Course 
all these figures are contingent of what happens to salaries, 
how rapidly people retire, what you do in terms of improving 
benefits on the legislative side and other factors. 

Do you have an estimate of the dollar amount necessary to 
be appropriated at the end of fiscal year197U? 

No, we do not have that today. Our problem is that in doing 
the study we based that on Dec. 31, 1969 salary data, but we 
do hope to develop some figures to get an estimate of the 
third and fourth, year cost of this bill, and hope to get more 
updated salary figures and we do hope to do that relatively 
soon. 

Rep. Duda, Could you make that available to the Committee? 

Dr. Mackin, Yes, we would intend to. 

Rep. Duda, On behalf of the Committee, Dr. Mackin we thank you for 
testifying here this afternoon. Your testimony will be most 
useful. 

Dr. Mackin, Thank you very much, it was a pleasure being here. 

Rep. Duda, We will now hear from Dr. Moore. 

Dr. Moore, I waited till last to speak because I thought that several 
questions might be answered by Dr. Mackin. I think maybe 
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he did touch upon these. I'm James Moore, Legislative 
Chairman for CSEA. For many many years the CSEA has put 
into the General Assembly bills asking for some plan to 
put the Retirement System on a sound Actuarial Basis, 
and of course, they went no where because the General 
Assembly never did feel that it was imperative enough at 
that timebecause they'd been getting along for years and 
noome seemed to be without a Retirement salary and it was 
just a case of putting off the inevitable and now it seems 
as if the Retirement Commission has come to the floor here 
and feel very strongly about doing something about this and 
this of course, is a plan to place it on a sound Actuarial 
basis and I'm not sure that Dtr. Mackin said that in today's 
testimony but as I understand it this plan will actually 
take about forty years before they consider that the thing 
is home proof. Now I know that according to the tables that 
were suggested here it would take until 1 985 that the State 
would actually get to a point where it was contributing 
100$ on thisccost of the current Retirements of that year. 
There are some questions in my mind about the bill and 
perhaps they could be answered here today but the thing that 
concerned me was, there were several things. I'll mention 
something that has to do with the bill as it is now written. 
On page U, lines 96 to 100, Dr. Mackin mentioned those, no, I 
am not sure he did that either, but at least these things 
have been eliminated. Now this portion which determined, this 
is already on the Statute books, and this determined the amount 
of money that could be used from the contributions of the 
employees for paying the current retirement and the State 
would have to get up the rest. For instance, the State could 
only take by 1969 b0% of the contributions could be used for 
retirement, then only 35 and then 30 and by 1975, it was 
planned that State would have to get up 75$ of those. Now, this 
thing had two effects actually for state employees and maybe, 
maybe these were, these effects would still operate because 
of what was said either on the top of the page four in the 
first four lines, 80 through 83, perhaps that does the same 
thing or perhaps your plan starting on page two, percentage 
plan for here, maybe this effect will do the same thing for 
state employees. What I am referring to is this, that the 
survivor benefits for the survivor in case a man's wife is 
surviving him, if he dies, say that he had put in 20,000 
dollars in the Retirement System and before he died he had 
received $10,000 from his Retirement System over the period 
he had lived following his retirement, now there is still 
$10,000 left in the system which would go to his survivor, 
but in reality his survivor receives more than that because 
the State had only provided about 55 or 65 or 70$ and etc 
of the amount of moneythat was in that Retirement for him 
so therefor the state did'nt deduct the 65$ that they had 
provided, that the state could only deduct instead of $10,000 



9. 
JP 

PUBLIC PERSONNEL AND MILITARY AFFAIRS 
107 

THURSDAY MARCH 11, 1971 

$6500.00 and that mdde a difference in what his surviving 
spouse would get, it would amount to about $13,500 cause the 
State could'nt deduct the part that the employee had put in 
and this also has an effect in your income tax in computing 
your income tax. Now in completing your Retirement salary the 
the retired employee pays the tax only on the part of his salary 
he has contributed by the State because his contributions are 
not, the amount that he received back that percentage is equal 
to the percentage that he put in is not taxable. I know I am not 
being very clear on thid. There are benefits from the fact that the 
State did not contribute all of the money, in other words, if 
the State did'nt contribute 100$ of the Retirement System. Perhaps 
the attempt has been made, I did'nt get this bill till today 
so I did'nt have the time to look through it, these features 
may still be built into the bill either through this table on 
page 2 and 3 or elfie on what has been said here on lines 80 to 
83. Perhaps they are there, who ever drew the bill could give 
us this information today. The second point that I want to 
bring out about this is that you will hear tomorrow, the Committee 
has a hearing on Teacher' s Retirement in which I think one of 
the major bills is to ask for the cost of living adjustment 
to make it annual, on an annual basis. Would it be possible 
to put that feature, which we have also asked for, as you know, 
we have a bill for that, would it be possible to amend that 
section of the Retirement System to put that in, if you are 
going to do anything about this, and I heartily endorse this 
idea of starting it now instead of waiting until 1973, because 
this bill calls for going into effect July 1, 1971 and what 
Dr. Mackin said was you put it into effect but the actual 
monies expended for the next two years will not be any different 
from it would be under normal conditions. You do nothing about 
it the State is still going to it is still going to cost the 
State the same amount of money, so I would urge that you do this 
and if possible to, at the same time amend that part of the 
Retirement System that says that the cost of living adjust-
ment will be judged or studied each biennium and appropriate 
changes made, if necessary. That probably should be done at 
the same time. I hoped it would urge the Committee to consider 
Rep. Duda's bill 5585 which calls for the revision of the 
option plan which has been my pet, you understand, and of 
course, I spoke in favor of such a thing. I think it deserves 
consideration but you might see whether thought of a change 
in Retirement Sjcstem has to be made if we are going to do this 
let's get started in the right foot because the bill cautions 
against doing anything radical after if the thing has been in 
operation. Certainly it does not preclude any , that is shutting 
any changes in the Retirement System, but it means that we 
have to consider the cost of this and. the Retirement Commission 
would have a great dealto say about that, rather than the 
General Assembly, but all in all we are in favor of doing this 
and doing it now. Any questions? 
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Yes, I guess maybe I did'nt hear you right. I hope I 
did'nt. You stated that you would not like to see 100$ 
funding by the State because of the — 

Oh no,I did'nt say that. What I said was that under the 
present plan the State does not fund it entirely, but jshe 
State has been talcing the contributions from the employees 
that is the State has been taking the amount of money 
necessary for pay retirement salaries from the state employees 
contributions and this was done in the early days at a rather 
reckless rate. I'm not sure just when we did pass this 
legislation. Perhaps Mr. Hoskins could enlighten us on this 
setting the amount that the State could take out. That 
amount was gradually decreasing anyway and certainly no, what 
I am saying is that under the present plan, we have taken 
advantage of the fact that this, if you want to call it an 
advantage, is'nt the right word, the point is the State has 
only been able to deduct from a survival benefit here the 
amount that they have contributed, you see. A percentage of 
what they have contributed from whatever is left and state 
employees pay their income tax only on the amount of retire-
ment salary that the State contributes. Thank you. 

Thank you, does any one else care to speak before the 
Committee this afternoon? 
I have a rebuttal, if I may. 

Yes, certainly. Why don't you step up here so we will have 
it on the record, Mr. Bitzer. 
Yes, just to clear it up so that before we break up there 
won't be ajiite as much confusion. Mr. Moore referred to 
the lines ̂96 to 100 that are being eliminated but at the 
very top of the page in lines 80 and 81, it says the State 
payment shall not be less than 75$ of the total Retirement 
Income, so that in effect does the same thing as saying that 
the employees will not pay more than 25$. The other point 
about the death benefit after retirement is covered in section 
U, and we need a different language because now all the 
money, the employees mpney and the State's money goes through 
the Fund. These words provide that the employee does not get 
any less death benefit after retirement. We changed the percent-
ages so that the death benefit is reduced only by the portion 
xtfhich the employee's contributions themselves furnished. The 
same as it is now. It is not taking anything away. The 30$ and 
35$ were chosen so as to give cost the first two years which 
was substancially the same as under the present basis. It was 
made part of a long term system which was gradually brought 
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up to normal funding. It took us a long time to get into 
this hole and it's going to take us a long time to get 
out. This is the way we're planning it. Now, there's one 
additional factor and that is at the present time the State 
finances are in worse shape, if I can believe it what I 
read in the papers, than they have been any time for many 
years, so we put this additional provision in that it would 
not cost more these two years to give a chance for all of 
us to get things straightened out and then go on. Thank 
you. 

Rep. Duda, Thank you, Mr. Bitzer. This hearing of the Public Personnel 
and Military Affairs Committee is ended. 
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MR. MISCIKOSKI ( 1 7 4 t h ) : • 

Mr, Speaker, I would l i k e t o congratulate everyone who has voted 

f o r t h i s b i l l . This i s the p e o p l e ' s b i l l . They have been wai t ing f o r years 

and years and years and i t reminds me that the vote went j u s t the oppos i te as 

i t did in 1951. Happy Birthday to you a l l ! 

THE SPEAKER: 

I think you a l l know that was a po int o f personal p r i v i l e g e f o r 

the gentleman from the 174th. 

MR. AJELLO (118th ) : 

Mr. Speaker, I move suspension of the ru les f o r immediate transmittal 

o f the p e o p l e ' s b i l l to the Senace. , 

THE SPEAKER: 

Is there o b j e c t i o n ? Hearing none, the rules are suspended and t h i s 

b i l l as amended i s transmitted t o the Senate. 

THE SPEAKER: 

The gentleman from the 52nd. Would you c a l l these items b y - -

MR. O'NEILL (52nd) : . 

Mr. Speaker, at t h i s t ime, I move the adopt ion of the f o l l o w i n g 

J o i n t Committee f a v o r a b l e repor ts and passage of the f o l l o w i n g b i l l s , I f 

there i s any o b j e c t i o n , I would hope that the members would hold i t u n t i l the 

complete l i s t has been read and then we w i l l s t r i k e i t from t h i s p a r t i c u l a r 

l i s t . . 

I f I may, Mr. Speaker, on page 5, Calendar No. 583, H.B. No. 8464, 

F i l e 520; on page 8 , Calendar No. 1165, H.B. No. 6687, F i l e 1290; page 8 , 

Calendar No. 1184, H.B. No. 7960, F i l e 1306; page 10, Calendar No. 1304, 

H.B, No. 5578, F i l e 1444; page 12, Calendar No. 1339, H.B. No. 7907, F i l e 1446 

d j h 
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File 1608 Gal. 1365, House Bill 5578, File 1hhh; Cal. 1366, .House Bill 5697 j 

File 666; G 1. 1367, House Bill 582).;, File 775; C il. 1369, House Bill 6180, 

File 1580; Cal. 1371, House Bill 6 6 8 7 , File 1290; Cal. 1372, House Bill 6731. i 

File Ht69; Cal. 1373, House Bill 68U2, File 1659; Cal. 1375, House Bill 7031 1 

File 588; Cal. 1376, House Bill 7237, File 1629; Cal. 1.377, House Bill 7U93 

File 1623; Cal. 1379, House Bill 7907, File H 4 I 4 6 ; Cal. 1380, House Bill 7960; j 

File 1306; Gs X« 1381, House Bill 8093, File 1663; Cal. 1383, House Bill 8170 ; 

File 1621; Cal„ 1386, House Bill 9220, File 1635; Cal. 1387, House Bill 9252, j 

File 1672; Cel. 1389, House Bill 5l5I|, File 913; Cal 1390, House Bill 5286, # ' 

File 12 71; Cal. 1392, aHouse Bill 5661, File $19; Cal. 139)4, House Bill 6 3 8 0 

File 1386; Cal. 1395, House Bill 6908, File 11^2; Cal • 1396, 
j 

House Bill 691k I i 
File 1388; Cal. 1397, House Bill ?U38, File 890; Cal. 1398, House Rill 7U50 j 

File 1198; Cal. 1399, House Bill 7 8 8 9 . File lijlil; Cal. 1296, House Bill 5036 = 

File 7U6; Cal. 1297, House Bill £Ui7, File lli37; Gal. 1298, House Bill 5157 f t 
File 1U66; Cal. 1299, House Bill 5216; File 7kk', Cal. 1300, House Bill 5219 ) 

File 9h9; C .1. 1301, House Bill 52H7, File 1^29; Cal. 1303,. House Bill 5561 j 

File 1U31 Cal. 130U, House Bill 5577, File 1289; C :1. 1306, House Bill 575U j 

File 1551; Cal. 1308, House Bill 5918, File 937; Cal • 1309, House Bill 5953 j 
~ \ 

File 1UU5 Cal. 1310, House Bill 5957, File 1563; c 1. 133-1, House Bill 5958 [ 

File 1299 C:ilo 1312, House Bill 61.23, File H 4 6 8 ; Cal. 1 3 1 3 , House Bill. -6292 

File 1U56 Cal. 1 3 lU, House Bill 6376, File 833; Cal. 1 3 1 5 , House Bill 6i|23 j 

File 1U53 Cal. 1 3 1 6 , House Bill 6hJ0, File 923; Cal. 1 3 1 7 , House Bill 6512 i 

File 1 U 2 8 Cal. 1 3 1 8 , House Bill 6525, File 1)475; Cal. 135, House Bill 65U7 ' 1 
File 1 2 6 6 Cal. 1 3 2 0 , House Bill 6606, File 533; ft- y Cal. 1321 House Bill 6837 j 

! File 1353 Cal. 1 3 2 2 , House Bill 6682, File 1352; Cal. 1323, House Bill 6885 j 

File 13U8 Cal. 1 3 2 I 4 , House Bill 6939, File 1330; C 1. 1325, House Bill 6 9 6 3 j 
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