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bresk the cumel's back. I, for one, would have to go out of businecs
and most likely by selling my land to developers who:would build new
homes and bring new problems of taxation for sewnpe, additional schools
and environmental controls which would becone necessary when Connechicutb's
open spaces cense Lo exist. fThies proposed tayw would destroyCe vitol
section of Comnneclicut economy at the same bLime with would destroy -
vital section of Comnecticut economy =t the game time would make of
Connecticut one huge city. It must be replaced with ns a systenm of
taxation that would not be destruchive and would be more considerate
of the particular problems of our vital industries. I trust and hope
that you will take this, nnd other statements presented here today in
opposition to this taox bill, into consideration and your decision will
be one of seving agriculture -=nd its way of 1life in our state, rather
than destroy it. Thank you.

lirs. Bertrand Boown of Glastonbury. I am » meuber of the Connechicutb
Water Resources Comalssion, Chairmmn of the Glastonbury Conscrvotion
Commission, = member of the citizens Review Committee for the Connecticut
River Comprehensive Play, and served ns Chairman of the Plamninz and
Zoning actlon Panel of the Governor's Commititee on Environmental Policy.

I am not represenbing »ny of these groups today, bub merely mention

them to show that I have had wide experience in dealing with environmental
matters. UVhen I first come on the enviromment scene, the topic was
called "conservation", and those of us who were interested were considerad
to be vy, woy out-so far out that what we were saying didn't really
matter. I'm hopoy to say that thal attitude has changed , »nd there is
now genernl cwaremess thot environment does matter very much to every on
of us. Another thing that matbers very imuch to all of us here 1 the
well-being of the State of Connecticut. Whet makes this such a special
place to live? Think sbout it For o minute ond you!ll realiwe that

the diversification of the counlryside is 2 major factor. We h-ve seacoash
and rolling hills, burstling cities bal-nced by restful green fields

and orchards. Think about it » LIt more and you'll reslize that farmlond
is a key feature in this fascinating mix of urban sctiviby and vural
trenquility. These are days of rapid chenge and turmoil; it is vital

to preserve some of the peaceful nspects of our surroundings. n has his
roots in the soil, even though modern technology has made us belive we

are independent of nnture. Ve hove torn apart our natural londscape

snd polluted our =ir »nd water to the point that we now haove an
environmentnl crisis ond all of owr life systems =are in peril. What does
that have to do with agriculture and with the large tracts of 1land kept
open becausce of farming? Suppose we didn't have any farms in Comnecticuy
suppose o1l farmers werc forced out of business, which ia the frightoning
possibility we =re facing today. Juppose all farms were turned into
housing, roads -nd fectories. Thnat would happen to all of the basic
necessities we -1l depend on for survival? Let's take water for =n oxemsle.
Where does water come from that keeps our lawns and gardens green, snd
supplies =zn cver ineressing nwiber of public and private wells? Tt comes
from the ground is =11 covered with buildings, roads and parking lots...
how can the rcin soal in? It can'b, of course, and rushes amay, oftm
causing damrge frow flmsh flooding. The water table falls; lawms ~nd
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gardens turm browm ., ‘ut wells po dry. 3o vhal, you may s-y; this i the
?

age of technology, we cnn et our water coae ploce else.  Bub whare? e
can't cowufucture nter. e hrve to nadnt~in Lorge opm ~reac where
it can collect, wpolluted. Reservolre witlch gpother surfrce n vnter

[}
7~

require enorious ~cwounts of uwadeveloped mstorel

haed Jend,  Tost sulbalboe
arens 2re rlrendy in use, and sny réwvalning ones would be prohibitivelyr
expensive bo purchzse. Besides, where would the money come from?

Hony communities have =2lready turned to ground wnter 25 the only
additional source of public wrter supply. Clecrly we mnust protect

it. Ve mst saintain large trocts of open land throuphout the state.

But how? By public purchase? I shudder to cstimate the cost. Fortunatel

however, privately held cpon land serves this very important public
function 2t no rublic cost. The large amounts of privately owned open

land used by zgriculture ~re of prime importance in prolecting the supply

of ground wabter. We wust naintein our fams. Let's take znother bhasic
necessity, food. [Ferms prodice food, that's their reason for bein:.
Bonnecticult farms priduce fresh milk, eggs, poultry, frult, and prodice
for Connecticul residents to consume while flavor and food value are
at their peal:. yunality of food stuflf is an iLuportant aspect of the

guality of lif'e. 3o what, you ary say, this is the 2ge of rapid transit;

we can gel ocur food from sone place else. Ferhaps me can'bub thisz ic
also the age of rising pricec, <nd food costs would certsainly be pushed
even higher, if we had to lmport everything. Conneclicul furms st
stay in production so lhat Connecticut residents may have high quality

food 5t reason»ble prices. One way o combal the Trightening infl.tionmry

spiral iz by lreeping Connecticut farus in business. I bnlked before
sboul the lmpormitnzce of diversilficotion in the laudsenpe. Therce's
another diversiricetion we're 21l become uncowlforiibly avare ol:

the need for divercificabion of economic opporuvunity. Up until
recenvly we had 2ssumed that Indusbry could provide Jjobs for everybody.
That bubble has burst. IL 1s on ecconomic nccessity Lo provide varicd

el

types of job opportunily. We must keep Counceticul [arms In production.

Previous spenlers have denonstroted whot o dissstrous effect the proposed

sales tax would hove on ferm operntions. IL we lose our farms, 2 vil-l
part of Comecticut's naturol, culbural =snd economic herituge would be
gone. The yuality of 1ife in the state would he diwminished. e must

keep Commecticut's £ rug In busincss. I urge rejection of this confisc-i

sales tax. Thank you for the opportunily to be heord.

Luther Stesyns: T am - doiry former end reside in Scotland, Connecticut.

n.,

I an President of the Connecticul F.rm Bureau Associztion. The Gonneciicu

Foarm Burcsu associstion 1s a free, independent, non-governuensal,
voluntery orguniziiton of 2,.00 Comiecblcut Farm Fanilies, who are
united for the purpose of snslyzing thelr problems formulating action
to achieve educotionsl improvement, economic opportunily, =nd socisl

advancesieny, ~nd thereby to promole the genersl welfare of our communitics

and our State. Our members are orgenized in each of our O countiec.
Therefore, our scope of concern in Comecticut ig both local and stote-
wide in nature. Our wewbership anbraces every farm commodily produce
In Connecticut ineluding dairy, poultry, fruit, vegebobles, murzery,

3
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floricts ~ad Ladding plonts, potstoerz, tobicco =ud gener-l livesbool

it and
field crop~. L. Chelrasn ~nd Lenbers of the finsnce Sommiittee, nothing
2 . .- k] A - (8]

has rested more he~vily on the minds ol Counecticul Faruers over the

last ronth, nor h~e -y cingle dosue cre-ted more concern »nd oubrd ht
pessinien with reonrd Lo our faraing future in Connceticub Shon hoz L.
proposed dimconiinu-bicon off the cxemphions {rosm the seles tra on £
production supplies -nd expenscs. Fossuge af 3B 1136 would result in
placing o 770 mlcc tax on virtunlly every farvn production expense with

the lone cxception of labor expense. You hove heard frow previous spesiers
concerning the imprncl of this proposal upon their individual opor-wtnon
hile averages do not tell the whole story of the impact, we will
attempt to grophicnlly illustrate for the Comndtiee what this tox re:lly
means to an avernge Comecilcut farmner. Our source of information is
from the Commecticut Fairw Buresu's Farw Business Records-!nagement
Service. XL is = service operated ot cost for members to provide monthl
farm business records for 160 of our menbers, who participate in the
service, s uell as to provide mmagement sssistonce and a tax filing
service. We pulled, without selcction, bhe records of sone 30 a furms
for vhom we hove completed ~nnu-l records and tax returns. The first
greph on the cascl before the Committee will show the result of the
application of the 79 Lax to the production expenses of our average
poultrymun. The fivst bar on the chart denotes the average gross
sales. (§92,202.00) The second bar shows the totnl faorw production
eXpenses. (‘p(r.)r, )l?"..OO) The =~rer shaded in red on this second bar

that portion of the Loitrl production ovnenses, $069,077 or 757 of th
tobal cxpensen uvhich, under 3B 1luu, vould be subject Lo the szlw
The third bor chows tue rverrsge nel farn Onersting INcome. This, I
should note, iz the net income fron the farm business. It does not
include princival poymenbts on farm business notes ond wortgages or
capitel purchr-ses. IY 1o the waLl"lblnL, Nc L Tarin I%come or Business
Return. e n~versge for 1970 was $6,779.00. The chaded portion of Wetb
Operating Hevurn showc Lthab portion by t.-.h,u,h the Neb Oneraling Return
would be rcduced Ly the proposed change in the sales tax. It is

$b634.00 or 71.3,7 of an averoge poultry farm's Neb Form Income. UThis
would leanve 20.77 or in this case $1,945.00 to cover principal paymenbc

on notes rnd mortygnges relotive to the farm business, as well as to
provide for the frmily's living expenses. We mighl asl 25 this chart
asks, "Could you live on this?" Our chart shws the average, in the s-ne
manner, for 20 deiry farms. The first bar denotes the average totel
sales of these [arus, '563,,_ £1.00 The second bar shows the Loiu-_l Taru
production expwiscs of $57,531.09. The portion of Lhis second bar

sheded in red is that portion of the total farm production expenses,
which would be subject to tox under the 7% sales tax proposal. Ib
represente »37,011.00 in production CXpenses plus 2n additional §2,21..00
inpurchoses of deiry cattle. ‘The third bar shows the average Neb Fara
Operating INcoue (10,230.00) This is the neb retuin from the farm
business =lone snd represents ~ return, we might add, on capital,
averaging closc bo $100,000, the ovmers labor and his menagement. Tho
shaded srex of this net op(,r-._.tm_g, return is the portion which would hr
taken by the sales tax: 32,377.00 or close to 307 of his faru's nct
operating returm. The l-qur bar, therefore, shous the smount rainy .me .
Thiz does not rewrescnt the dollars from the business left for hic f ..xﬂ

e
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conditioned ncon the recliplent beoing "rebired?’, ~nother on his receiving
walfare-~bobth conditions A r™ienlt for the T-r Devrrboent to Jeteraine.
According o the 1270 Fedsmel Consus, thers -re 299,000 poople in
Connecticuy of or over. There iz no Census bra-bdern yeb for the other
age grougs iuvolved here, bub if oL of the persons 67 or over were Lo b
exenpt from the sales o, would somt 39 aillion a yesr. This is compube
al the Federsl guideline Tigure of 32 annually Tor the lovest incoue ol
(under $3000) sulliplied by 709,000, Bill 7322 -- The sales tex ig apoli
to morticisng epplies to %077 of thoe funer-l bill ond the use tox applics
Lo the materials used nd consumed in Tthe business. Ve thialr this ig thr
fairest voy Lo deerl with the understond-bly emotlonsl situntion. HRevenuco
loss $017,000 wriclusive of sommaents. Bill 7530-- The revenue goin
clnined weo 55, willion in the 19569 budgel vhen Lhe motor vehicle trade-
in allowonce under the saler bax wog reduced from Pull value to 9700, so
bo put this excaphion hacls Lo full velue s lhis bill secls to do would
cnuse =n amnrl revenue loss of . million. Bill 7396~- The some
reasoning applies to this bill. In 1969 the rovenue goin wes clain
be $7% million when the children's clothing ciewmption wes reduccd Lo
10 yesrs of oge froa 16 yesrs. How to pul it baek to 16 would eause
a revenue loss of 37: million. Bill A0 .-~ In the colendar yenr 1970
we gob $1,71L9L. from applying the ©7 sales tox fo voom accuponcy. 544
of the = $LL7,770. This bill a2t 127 would incresse that figure to
$205,790 based on 1970 receipls, or an increase of 50,000. We tale no
position s to how much wmoney should be ~npropristed to the Developacntb
Commission Lo proamote the hotel and vaealion busineszs--perhrps it shoulld
be more thon this 127 will produce it should be obLained by sppropriation
2

(o)

not by earmarking revenucs -- ~lweys o bad prictice. Bill 770%-- I hav
only n word to say on this bLilL »nd I s~y tht becsruse L » Iuns

asked. Based on receipbs for the April, Miy, -nd June quarters of 1970
vhich amounted to 67,7 willion, this added two percentage parts for the
same quarter of 1971 would yield =bout $07 million In additional revenue.
I udnerstand therce is to be # substitute on Bill 1136 ond sinece I have

not seen the substitute I ehnll have no comuent unil I do.

trs. Jolm *7-1lon of Qlastonbury, speqking for the Lecgue of {Jomen

Vobers of Connecticul. The League of Women Voters believes theot o
general sales lox should remnin -~ part of ocur stote taw structure. Iu
produces stablo, substanbial revenus. VWhile it is generslly = reprossive
tex, in Connecticut the degree of regression hag been reduced bee-use of

the exemntions of food, children's clothing, domestic fuels ond pnreserinplion

nedicine. The srles tox is brosadly based with everyone pu=ying o

share ~nd thur is suibtoble for the support of genernl government
services. In the intercsts of further equity and yvield, the Lergne
Lfavors the broadening of the tox to include personal, bub not professionsl
services., e nlso believe that close scrutiny should be given to the
current cruaption of srles to religious, educntional, charitsble ond
governmenbsl institubtions. However, we Oppose £B 1136, Incressing She
rete of Lhe soles tox Lo 77 usnd eliainating virtuslly »ll the exewmntions
excepl food =nd rent would wslke this tox far too regressive. Lower
income groups would uvy - grester percent of their income in sales

tax thon do those with hijher incomes since the proportion of incouc
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industry. We realize that this would leave a gap that would have to be
filled. We think that lenthening the time to pay off the deficit to
t Wwo or three years may very well lmke up the difference.

Williom Holsten: T am Chairman of the Legislative Committee of the
Connecticut Council of Senior Citizens, Inc.. Taxes of all kinds are
a great burden on the elderly especially the sales tax. We opposed the
increase in 1968 a to &% but, reluctantly accepted. However, the proposed
increase to 77 is a greater burden particularly considering the proposal
to eliminate the exemptions now existing. Many of the elderly are in
or just above the poverty class and to tax services such as electric, gas,
water and other vtilities and personal services, will result in their
eurtailing these services as much as possible. Their need for these
services is nearly as great as for those of the more affluent. 1In many
ases the income of the elderly consists of Social Security. According
to the February issue of the Social Security Bulletin the average payment
received in October 1970 was $117.00 per month, or less than $30.00 per
week. Many who were not originally eligible for Social Security were made
eligible upon reaching 72 years of age by an Act of Congress for a
minimum of less than $50.00 per month. Is it any wonder that they feel
strongly against any assessmentf such as taxes? The proposed increase
is in and of itself small but still it takes a much greater proportion
of the income of these elderly than in the case of the wage earner who
has been benefitting the constant increases in their pay. The frequent
statement made is that the elderly are on a fixed income. This of
course is fallacicus. They are really on a declining income basis
consideraing that inflation has been eroding its value. History has
proven that the only equitable way to raise the necessary revenue is by
a graduated TIncome tax on the basis of the ability to pay. As
explained above the sales tax bears more heavily on the elderly and is
therefore an unreasonable burden. A graduated income tax is a fairer
tax and should be appled rather than an increase in the sales tax.
It is common knowledge that over li0 states have both a sales tax and
an Income tax which would substantiate our position that the sales
taxes have proven to be unduly burdensome even to other segments of the
citizens. We strongly urge not only abandoning the increase but
allowing the present exemptions to stand and the substitution of the
income tax.

Mr. Alves, President of the Ebgubeered Sinterings & Plastics I c.,
Watertown. We are what might be called custom moulder. We make everythng
to order. First, we must have production tools, wether we produce parts
f or Xerox, IBM, other manufacturers. We must have tools. These tools
are molds. Our tools are never owned by the manufecturer, they are
owned by the customers that order the pieces. For 17 years, these

tools appear to have come under regulation 9 which just says that

if the cost of such tools, if the material cost is less than 10% they
are exempt. ILater on, there is another regulation 11, which states
something about, if parts or if tools, or machinesnare capitalized

in the tax, would apply. We have operated for 17 years on regulation

9, recently with the fezmine of money in the state, the tax revenue
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that T would like to make is that a year ago Janmary, we were faced with
the clesing out of our plant and putting approximately 3-h000 people omt
of work., This would be a very detrimental economic blow to the Naugetuck
Valley and the state of Commecticut. We had to make a decision as to
whether what we could do in order to keep the plant at Naugatuck and keep
these reople working. We like the retirees are on a fixed income for the
next 3 years. In order to keep the plant here, and to help the economy
of the state, we took a more close look on wages for the next 3 years.
So, we are on a fixed income also, and ourmembers cannot support or
afford to pay a higher tax, in the form of a sales tax. So, we support
the graduated income tax, because this this the people who are will

be able to pay hased on their earnings. Thank you.

Robert Hardigan, I am an Hartford attorney, and I am representing
Northeast Utilities better known to you as Connecticut Light and Poner
Company, and Hartford Electric Light Company. I wish to comment bhriefly
on S.B. 1186 many of the arguments you have heard from other segments

of the industry apply with equal force to the position of the Utility
Industry in this state, but, I do want to callyour attention to two
aspects of this bill which might otherwise, escape your notice. Subsection
I on page 2 under Sectionl does of course, put the 7% sales tax on
ntilities services. 1In this connection I would only call your attention
to the fact that unlike most industries the utility of the industry nays
aniaddition to the repuler corporate income tax, a gross earnings tax,
which is in effect a L¥ tax applied to all its sales. It is applied

to its gross income without regard to net earnings. The second

point I would call your attention to is at line 59 on page 2 sales

of fuel whether or not used exclusively for domestic purposes, would

be subjected to the r+ sales tax. It is my understanding that this
maybe an inadvertant. inclusion as expressed by a previous spesker

in describing the application of the sales tax to raw materials used

in business. The fuel used by the utility industry in generating
electricity we understand, perhaps were not intended to be taxed.

But.,, by this Tline which they would be taxed. For the same reasons that
raw materials probably should not be taxed, we call your attention

the second layer of the 77 tax in being applied to fuel. In round
numbers we think this would cost the rate payer about 6 million dollare.
Thank you.

John Hardiman, Professional Social Worker, resident of Newington, and

am here as managing editor of Professional Newsletter, news and issues.
We should like to urge the adoption of the Ritter proposal for a
graduated state income tax, with some amendment. As a sound alternative
to the Meskill sales tax increase, the northern €omnecticut Chapter
National Association of Social Workers recommends the adoption of a
graduated income tax without the inequities of the federal income tax.
The Ritter proposal should be amended, and worked through to include
corporations on a higher tax rate scale, without the exemption to the
federal law. In place of a state sales tax, on all necessities, which
these taxes should be eliminated. Also, the property tax, which has been
the overworked revenune source, should be reformed and placed on a uniforum
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Calenda%hNo. 1430, Senate Bill No. 523, An Act Defining

Dependent Child for Purposes of Temporary Public Assistance.
MICHAEL COLUCCI, 88th District:

Mr. Speaker, I move adoption of the committee's joint
favorable report and passage of the bill.
MR, SPEAKER:

Will you remark?_

MICHAEL COLUCCI, 88th District:

Yes, Mr. Speaker, what this bill does 1s to protect the
needy child under 18 years of age or who is under age 21 and
is in full attendance at a secondary school, a technlical school,
a college or a state acredited Job training program. This
happens when the child has been deprived of his parental
support or care by means of death. It's a good bill, Mr.
Speaker, we urge its passage.

MR. SPEAKER:
Further remarks on the biil? If not, all those 1in favor

indicate by saying aye, opposed? The bill is passed.

THE CLERK:

Page 28, Calendar No. l658,rSubstitute for Senate Bill

No. 1186, An Act Concerning Revenue Sources for the State of

Connecticut, as amended by Senate Amendment Schedules "B",
Hot oapn gng "EM '

3 .
ROLLIN METTLER, 96th District:

Mr. Speaker, I move for suspension for immedlate considera-
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tion of the bill. : . o ‘ '
MR. SPEAKER:

Is there objection? Hearing none, the rules are suspended.
ROLLIN METTLER, 96th District:

Mr. Speaker, I move for acceptance of the joint com-
mittee's favorable report and passage of the bill in concurr-
ence with the Senate.

MR. SPEAKER:

Will you remark?

ROLLIN METTLER, 96th District:

Mr. Speaker, the Clerk has Senate Amendment Schedule "B".
MR. SPEAKER:

The Clerk will call Senate Amendment Schedule "B".

ROLLIN METTLER, 96th Distrilct: |

If he would read 1t, Mr. Speaker, it is gulte brief.
'THE CLERK:

Senate Amendment Schedule "B", adopted on June Tth:

In line 551, strike out "and (4)"

In line 552, strike out "are" and insert in lieu thereof

is
In line 569, insert a bracket before "(4)" and at the

end of the section.

ROLLIN METTLER, 96th District:

Mr. Speaker, I move adoption of Senate Amendment Schedule

"B t
.
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MR. SPEAKER: | .

Will you remark?
ROLLIN METTLER, 96th Distfict:

Yes, Mr. Speaker, the amendment that the Clerk has just
read, very simply, reinstates the $500 exemption on automobile

sales as far as the present sales tax is concerned. I move

adoption of the amendment.
MR, SPEAKER:

Will you remark further on Amendment "B", if not, all
those in favor indicate by saying aye, opposed? Senate "B" is
adopted.

ROLLIN METTLER, 96th District:

Mr. Speaker, the Clerk has Senate Amendment Schedule "C".
MR. SPEAKER:

Will the Clerk call Senate "C".

THE CLERK:

Senate Amendment Schedule "C" adopted by the Senate on
June Tth consisting of one page and five lines.

ROLLIN METTLER, 96th District:

Mr. Speaker, if I may I will summarize., Yes, Mr. Speaker,
Senate Amendment Schedule "C" makes some technical changes in
certain sections of the bill which referred to the so=-called

I.0.C. G. tax, basically what 1t does it changes the exemption
provisions in the act from the age of 65 to the age of 60, It

increases the multiplier from 2 to 23. It also in line 71
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exempts barber shops, beauty shops, laundries and dry cleaning
establishments from the imposltlon of the proposed 5% sales

tax on non-professional services. I move adeoption of the

amendment.
MR. SPEAKER:

Will you remark further on the amendment?
FRANCIS COLLINS, 165th District:

Mr. Speaker, gquestion through you to the gentleman from

the 96th, he indicates that a portion of this amendment would
eliminate from & tax on non-professional services, barber shops,
beauty shops and was that it, or was there one other, laundries
and dry cleaners, I guess, was the other one. What effect
would this amendment have on the projected revenue which I
understand was supposed to raise some $21 million under so-
called Plan III?

ROLLIN METTLER, 96th District:

f We would estimate, Mr. Speaker, that the $21 million

might be decreased to approximately $20 million.

FRANCIS COLLINS, 165th District:

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to the amendment. I
think that the answer that fhe gentleman just gave is probably
one of the most optimistic and unrealistic answers that we may
see in this sesslon of the General Assembly. By the gentle-
man's own admission some $21 million was estimated for non-

professional services in the proposed budget. This amendment
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would strike at the very heart of some of those non-profession-
al services and exempt what would appear to be a rather sig-
nificant and large source of revenue. To indicate that only

$1 million would be the net effect is, in my opinion, unrealis-
f£ic, I think it is unwarranted, I think the amendment is tad,
if cnly for the fact that it will throw the proposed Plan IIX
even further out of whack than it is,

MR. SPEAKER:

Further remarks on the amendment? If not, all those in .
favor indicate by saying aye, opposed? All those in favor
indicate by saying aye, opposed? The Chair is in doubt.

ROLLIN METTLER, 96th District: | | |

Mr. Speaker, I move the vote be taken by roll call.
MR. SPEAKER:

Question is on a roll call, all those in favor indicate
by saying aye, a roll call will be ordered.

Are there further remarks on Amendment "C"? Let me
announce again. . |
SARAH CURTIS, 164th District:

Mr. Speaker, a point of personal privilege. Mr. Speaker,
in the well of the House today we have our Regiocnal Community
Health Planner, Mr. David Simpson from th e town of Danbury,
and I would like to introduce him to the House, if he would
please stand up and take a bow.

JOHN FABRIZIO, 147th District:
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Mr, Speaker, point of persbnal privilege, in the gallery
of the House we have the distinguished gentleman from the
Motor Transportation Associatlion, Mr., Blascoe and his charming
daughter, if they will stand up I'm sure the House wlll accord
them the warm welcome,

EDWARD GUDELSKI, 110th District:

Mr., Speaker, a point of personal privilege, regarding
o the Consent Calendar. Earlier in the day we had placed on the
Consent Calendar, Calendar No, 1643, file 1600, Substitute for
Senate Bill No. 1699, I object, Mr. Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER: |

Your objection is noted on page 26, Calendar No. 1643,
that will not appear on the Consent Calendar.

i For the venefit of the members who have just returned to
the Hall of the House, will they please be seated and will the
House come to order., Will the aisles be cleared? Will the
members be seated and the aisles cleared. For the benefit of
the members who have just returned to the hall, we are on page
28, Calendar No. 1658, tax program, Amendment "B" has been
adoptéd on a voice vote and we now are consildering Senate
Amendment Schedule '"C" as offered by the gentleman from the

96th.

ROLLIN METTLER, $6th District:
Mr. Speaker, thank you. As I mentioned before, Amendment

"e" does primarily two things. It changes the exemption




schedule in the proposed interest, dividends and capital gains

tax by lowering the exemption age from the age 65 to age 60,
by changing the multiplier of the exemption from 2 to 23.

It also exempts from the provision of the proposed sales tax
on non~professional services barber shops, beauty shops,
laundries and dry cleaners. I urge adeption of the amendment.
FRANCIS COLLINS, 165th District:

Mr., Speaker, just briefly, again summarizing my opposi-
tion. The gentleman from the 96th indicated that his estimate
of the revenue that would be reduced by the attachment of these
exemptions to the non-professional services, which is proposed
under the Democratic budget would amount to a net reduction of
$1 million out of the total of $21 million, which is proposed.
I submit, Mr. Speaker, the elimination of those exemptions
would, in my opinion, result in reduction far beyond the §$1
million which he indicated. I think the amendment, if the
intent is to exempt certain services, should at least be truth-
ful and the amount of revenue lost that will result from the
adoption of this amendment. If i1t is predicated on a $1
million loss 1t is unprealistic, it ls unwarranted and I think
1t should be defeated. |
MR. SPEAKER:

) Further remarks on the amendment, if not, will the members

be seated, and I'll make a final anncuncement. Gentlemen, will

you joln us so we can proceed with the vote. Will the staff
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pleasé come to the well. Will the staff please come to tThe
well so we can proceed with the vote. The machine will be
opened., Has every member voted? Is your vote recorded in the

fashion you wish. The machine will be locked and the Clerk

will take a tally.

THE CLERK: o |
Total number voting 167
Necessary for adoption &h
s Those voting Yea _ 91
Those voting Nay 76
Absent and not voting 10
MR. SPEAKER:

The amendment 1s adopted.
ROLLIN METTLER, 96th District:

Mr. Speaker, the Clerk has Senate Amendment Schedule "D".
THE CLERK:

Senate Amendment Schedule "D" adopted by the Senate on
June 7th. o o '
ROLLIN METTLER, 96th District:

Mr. Speaker, I will summarize. Mpr. S3Speaker, 3enate
Amendment Schedule "D'" primarily brings the Section 57 and 60
and 71 in line with the federal tax law. I move 1ts adoption.
MR. SPEAKER:

Will you remark further on Schedule "D"? If not, all
those in favor indicate by saylng aye, opposed? Amendment '"D"
is adopted.

ROLLIN METTLER, 96th District:
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The Clerk now has Senate Amendment Schedule "E",

THE CLERK:

Senate Amendment Schedule "E" adopted by the Senate on
June Tth:

In line 1709 delete the word "or" and insert the word
"anad" ‘ '

R. METTLER, 96th District:

Mr. Speaker, I move adoption of the amendment., Mr.
Speaker, 1 believe the amendment is fairly self-explanatory
if you read the line. I move its adoption.

MR. SPEAKER:
Motion is on adoption of Senate Amendment Schedule "E",

will you remark further? If not, all those in favor indlcate

by saying aye, opposed? Senate "E" is adopted.

GEORGE RITTER, 6th District: ‘

“ Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I believe the Clerk has another
amendment on his desk?

“ MR. SPEAKER: |

“ The Clerk will call House Amendment Schedule "A" offered
by Rep. Ritter of the bth.

THE CLERK: |

~ House Amendment Schedule "A" offered by Mr. Ritter of
the 6th District consisting of 67 pages.

GEORGE RITTER, 6th District:

Will the Clerk please read it? If he prefers, I'd be
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happy fo réad 1t, §f course, Mr, Speaker, instead of the Clerk
reading 1t, perhaps it might be bhetter for me to go through a
brief explanation. Before I do that, lest I forget, may I
request under Rule 10 that this be printed in the Journal so
that all members have copies, and may 1 reguest, too, that

when the vote is faken that it be taken by roll call.

MR. SPEAKER:

The first motion to request to print it in accordance
with Rule 10, so ordered. The motion now 1s on a roll call,
all those in favor 1lndicate by saying aye. A roll call vote
will be ordered.

GEORGE RITTER, ©6th District:

Since most of the members know what this amendment in-
volves I will only take a short time to outline it. Essential-
ly it would raise $650 mlllion a year. It would completely
eliminate the present sales and use taxes as well as eliminate
the need for the proposed investment and lncome tax. Further,

it would abolish the incorporated business, banking, insurance,

1

and telephone taxes, as in the present bill. It would replace

all of these taxes with one single personal graduated income

tax, which as I said before, would ralse $650 million a year.

a year which is earned by the citizens of thls state annually.
This adjusted gross income tax would not only act as a full

| That amount is on the gross income of approaching $15 billion
substitute for this grabbag of taxes but would provide an




5689

Tuesday, June 8, 1971

additional $150 million a year to be returned to the cities
and towns. This money would be returned in the form of one-
half of the educational expenses of each of the cities and
towns. It would be enough to reduce thereal property taxes
in almost all of our municipalities by at least 15%, in many
cases considerably more. Mr, Speaker, and members of this
House, this tax is patterned on the form found in the vast
majority of the income faxes of our sister states. Forty-three
of our states now have an income tax., This tax taxes all
income by closingthe loopholes now found in the federal tax
laws. It can therefore provide for far larger personal ex-
emptions, for example, this bill provides $2,000 for a single
taxpayer, for example, $6,000 exemptlion for a family of four.
It has a truly graduated scale so that those who are better
able to pay do, in fact, pay their falr share. This 1s
basically the same formula you will recognlze that I have
advocated throughout this session and 1t is the same formula
that was overwhelmingly supported at public hearings of your
Finance Committee throughout this state. Although this bill
is fairly well known, Mr. Speaker, I feel I must take a few
moments to explain why under these extraordinary circumstances,
why I am compelled to introduce it at this time. First, Mr,
Speaker, I am offerlng it because I believe it is truly the'
most popular tax measure introduced thus far, Now, I know

that some clalm that they have thousands of petitioners

135.
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against suéh an income tax., But statements like that are quite
easy to make and I have not yet seen one such petition. How-
ever, I was at the public hearing on the sales and income taxes
and I know that most of the same taxpayers who attacked the
Income tax also attacked the sales tax and that they are out-
numbered by those who sald they favored a progressive income
tax regardless of the form by a margin of 5 to 1. And even

1f these petitions do exlist, Mr, 3peaker, I have to wonder

how many of the signers really understood the income tax that
is being proposed here today. I know that one member of this
House, after explaining that an income tax could mean the end
of the sales tax and the reduction of real property taxes

found that the leader of the taxpayers association 1in his town
was suddenly in favor of the income tax. DBut while there are
still some who fear an lncome tax, without truly understanding

what 1t can mean to our state and its municipalities, I be~

lieve the job of educating the public has been quite successful.

And that the people of Connecticut now, more than ever, appre-
ciate that an income tax is the most efficient and, indeed, the
equitable way to apportion the state's tax burden. It is for
this definite majority that I feel that I must bring the
matter to a vote during this session. Mr, Speaker, but even
1f the income %tax had not recelved the support that it did,

at the public hearing, even if it had not been endorsed by

such groups as diverse as the Connecticut Business Assoclation,
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the Connecticut Chamber of Commerce and the Connecticut State
Labor Council, I would still want the members of this House

to have a chance to vote thelr consclence on this matter and
before this sesslon must constitutionally adjourn. Now many
members have told me that while they do favor an lncome tax,
even the total approach as taken in this amendment, they have
been asked not to break party discipliine at thils time. They
feel that by forcing a special session that perhaps the income
tax will be more assured of an ultimate victory. Mr. Speaker,
I understand that position and, indeed, I do believe that even
if this amendment is defeated, even if 1t 1s defeated that an
income tax will ultimately be enacted for the benefit ofcur
state. And I certainly hope that no one, members of the press,
or those who have worked so diligently for an income tax will
view the vote on this amendment as a final one. They must
understand as the green and the red lights form their nice
neat rows and the Democratic leadership tax package 1s finally
approved, in the face of a certaln veto, that partisan
politics does have its place. And it may Jjust be that this is
the only way to emerge wilith a sound income tax this session.
In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I would only add that I would not
be able to face my constifuents, and I know that that's true
of many others of you here, if I did not offer this amendment,
at this time. Therefore, I offer this amendment to all those

who do wish to stand apart as a matter of consclence, the
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chance to express themselves before we are forced into a

special session. Mr. Speaker, I again move the adoption of the

amendment. S
CARL AJELLO, 118th District:

- Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to the amendment., 1 am

opposed to the income tax, sir., I've listened with interest
to the arguments of the gentleman, and others who are for the
income tax and I respect thelr rights to bear that opinion
and to be for it. There's no unanimity of thinking about this

subject either here or in the state of Connecticut. My read-

ing i1s entirely different from the gentleman who Just spoke.

I think the income tax is absolutely nof popular with the vast
majJority of citizens of the state of Conncctlcut be they rich
or be they poor. I know that it's not popular with the people
in my area whom I represent, and whom I am répresenting as 1
say this. Thelr general feeling 1s, when the gentleman says
that 1t will give more money to the citles, they don't want to
give all of their money away, in a wild spending program for
the benefit of whether it be the cities or any other source of
our largess. They rather feel that we should pay attentlon

to economies wherever they are possible and I submit that the
Democratic budget, which we adopted here yesterday, intends

to do that. In my view, sir, the income tax is an albatross
to be hung around the neck of the middle-income wageearner.

“ I cannot support such a principle. And to those who feel it is
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the only answer I Say it 1s not the holy grail. The income
tax is a tax. No politician llkes to impose taxes. One is
not any better than the other, if you are taking the money out
of the taxpayers pocket. But the important thing to me is
who's pocket does it come from. 1t comes from the people who
are now bearing the vast brunt of the economy of our state and
our nation. Any income tax that I've heard about would per-
petuate the gross inequities that are heaped upon the very
people whom I represent and who make up the backﬁone of this
state and this country, the middle-income wageearner., These
taxes will not remove the inequities in the federal system
which allow people who make millions of dolilars to pay no
taxes at all. Many millionalres, who earn interest con tax free
bonds, who have vast capital gains, go virtually untaxed. None
of this. The rates that I have seen are so high it has become
nearly confiscatory in many cases. This, at the expense of
saying, the low income people, the disadvantaged will be
lightly taxed. I'm all for that but I'm not for socking it

to the middle guy for that very purpose nor, am I for soaking
the rick to an unconscionatle degree in order to perpetuate
this myth that the income tax ls fairer. I don't feel that

it is, I feel, further, Mr. Speaker, that the income tax
would have an adverse affect upon the economy of the state of

Connecticut, at a time when we are trying to attract more

people, new industry, this would, I think, be an adverse fador
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in their decislon as to whether or not to locate here. Look
at what has happened to the federal government and with
neighboring states which have this tax. It hasn't gotten any
smaller, 1t 1s never a temporary tax and 1t 1s not likely to
be repealed. It will get larger, 1t is so easy to move the
rate up a polnt or two without regard to a legitimate concern
for the people who have to pay the money. The rates I1've
seen, as I say, are s0 high as to be disasterous to the
middle-income wagearner. If we pass it, we'll always have it

with us. I think, Mr. Speaker, that this kind of fiscal

program must come from the executive branch, I've noticed no
demands for it from that area and I intend to continue to

P oppose 1it.

FRANCIS COLLINS, 165th District:

Mr. Speaker, I rise 1in opposition to the amendment. And
I can concur to a great extent with the remarks of the Majority
Leader. There have been several indications in the last few
weeks that the state of Connecticut will somehow be perilously
headed towards an income tax. I think all of us know that

that is about as far from the truth as the fiscal estimates

that Rep. Ritter would have us belleve 1n the amendment before
us. Mr. Speaker, those of us who represent areas in Falrfield
County know very well the type of tax program that their
constituents are for and very well the type of tax programs

that their constituents abhor. I submit to you, Mr. Speaker,




the amendment before us not only an unwise proposal, it is an

unsound proposal. To think, and to estimate, that revenues

of the magnitude required to finance this state for the next
year could bve required by an income tax, which would abolish
the sales tax is, in my opinion, completely unrealistic. Like
the Majority Leader, the rate schedules that I have seen re-
garding the proposed amendment are at the point of being
confiscatory in the middle and higher income groups. 1 cannot
support a program cof this nature, I have, as the Governor has
contained, campaigned during the last electlion against an in-
come tax except as an absolute last resort. Mr. Speaker, even
if we were at the last resort the amendment before us would not
be the solution. It would, Mr, Speaker, a disease worse than
the cure it is supposed to accomplish.

HOWARD KLEBANOFF, 9th District:

Mr. Speaker, I rise 1In support of the amendment and 1'll
be very brief., Yes, I realize I'm speaking out of conscience
and not with any practical feellng of having this amendment
passed. But I have long supported an income tax, I feel 1t is
the only equitable way for us to raise the needed revenues to
support local needs. We have been pathetically lax in our
support of ocur localities, We have peen terribly lax in our
support of local educational needs. I don't have to cite

specifics, I think everybody in thils room knows Jjust how lax

Connecticut is in supporting local educational needs. The
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protlem is that our cities and towns are left with a dis-

asterous alternative of elther cutting local educatlicnal budgets]

or raising property taxes. No one galns in that situation.
And too often our students, the chlldren, the citizens and
voters of the future, are the people who lose the most. We
need to raise money for our state in an equitable manner. We
need money to glve back to our cities and towns. We need to
eliminate the regressive taxes and to develop an equitable
program of taxation that will enable us to meaningfully help
our cities and towns. I belleve tThe income tax is the only
falr and equitable way to do so and I urge its support.
NICHOLAS LENGE, 13th District:

Mr. Speaker, thank you, sir. Mr. Speaker, while I stand
to cast my vote against this amendment, I do not find all of
the fataligy and wrong that seemed to be raised by some of the
prior speakers., I think that there can be little guestion
that if we are called upon to respond in terms of what 1s
needed as well as the capacity to fund, then the short answer
is not what 1isppular, as was ralsed by a previous speaker,

I think that the question is what is the statesmanlike thing

to do, the right thing. And in terms of the concept of the
income tax, I find the cavalier rejection less than an address-
ing of it on its merits. I commend the proponent of the amend-
ment and those who cosponsored it with him. I think that 1t

is not the answer at this moment, it is not the final word on

Tuesday, June 8, 1971 142,
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an lncome tax and certailnly we cannot do it on horseback this
afternoon and that's the futility and the frustration of the
situation. I think that it is not a question of socking to

the middle-income man, and I don't think it is a question of
soaking it to the rich and I don't think it is a resort to
 easy money, as we d1d yesterday or anything else. I think it
is responding to the total taxpayer and the total taxpayer

pays taxes at the local level, he pays it at the federsl level,
he pays it hefe, he pays a variety of taxes, people responding
in terms of thelr obligations fto support government and their
capacity to support it. I deoen't think that this General
Assemblyif 1t were given, truly given the opportunity, does not
have the capacity to come up with a falr and just and equitable
tax system, one which 1s an apportionment, a bturden on the
capacity to pay and that means at every level, fairly. Nobody,
no man who has the right to call this place home, and to live
amongst us and with us In a common destiny has the right to
shirk one bit of his duty in response fo what must be done in
terms of funding government and I find it rather empty and
hollow to be making an attack on one aspect of the means of
funding it. And, as far as I'm concerned, in terms of alterna-
tives, which, Mr. Speaker, is what we are discussing at the
moment, the bill in the file, and you'd better stop and look
at that discriminatory tax, and the alternative proposed by

ths amendment I find the amendment far more palatible.
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CLYDE BILLINGTON, T7th District: :

"*‘_ 4 Mr. Speaker, 1 rise to support ﬁhis amendment. Mr. Speak-
er, there are many good reasons why a state income tax should
be approved. They have been endorsed by almost every group
involved in better government in this state. It 1s the form
used by most states to bring in revenue, it would provide
enough to meet our obligations to the cities and towns, 1t

would result in a savings of over $2 million in federal income

taxes, it is a simpler tax less costly to administer but when

you boil 1t all down, Mr. Speaker, it comes to this. An
income tax, one that doesn't have loopholes and is really
based on the ability to pay is simply fair, far fairer than

even the Governor's package or the one contained in the bill
as submitted. If this amendment is defeated, I will vote for
the Mettler plan because 1 certainly feel 1t is bketter than
the Governor's proposal. I urge the passage of this amendment.
MICHAEL MORANO, 151st District:

Mr. Speaker, I rise to oppose this amendment. Many of
you have a copy of the State Revenue Task Report and many of
you might have read my dissenting minority report in opposi-
tion to a state income tax. I will not read 1t to you now, I
suggest you read 1t. I will only repeat that 1f we pass an
income tax in this state we'!'ll be putting a monkey on the
back of every employer in this state. Let us not be paniced

' into a state 1ncome tax.




ROBERT VICINO, 34th District:

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this amendment. Mr.
Speaker, I represent a town that leads the state in unemploy-
ment, a town where there 1s very little income left, very
little income left to be talked about or be taxed. And I
think it is cnly fair and equitable that ajjust tax be levied,.
A tax that would distinguish between those who had $3,000,
and $10,000 and $15,000 and $20,000 of income. We've been
effected very drastically in our town by unemployment, I have
a great deal of support from my constituentcy for an income
tax and I hope other members of the House will support this
measure. |
ROBERT D, KING, 48th District:

Mr. Speaker, 1 would like to endorse the statement in
entirety that Representative Lenge has made and I wish I could
be as eloguent in expressing but briefly, I would like to add
to it. Mr. Speaker, roughly three years ago, it seemed to me,
in view of the direction in which our state finances were
headed, and the means that we were using to raise them, that
the income tax must ultimately be the answer and sé, Mr,
Speaker, I did come out publicly for an income tax and may I
polint out to you that this was In the midst of the most dire
warnings of what would happen as a result of that. Well, Mr.
Speaker, three years later I look back, not only 1n our

community in eastern Connecticut but elsewhere around the state




and I have only one conclusion, the people of the state of

Connecticut are far more aware of the realities of the situa-
tlon than most of us sitfing in here representing them. Now,
Mr. Speaker, we have heard cor we have wltnessed the cat and
mouse game that's golng on in the past few weeks, we have heard
the statement that this 1s a matter which cannot be adopted
until we have reached the last resort, whether this is the
last resort or not, I'm not prepared to say but I do¢ say this,
Mr, Speaker, that in principle I support Mr. Ritter's plan,
whether that is the plan or not that ultimately will be adopted,
I d¢ not know but I think, Mr, Speaker, that we cannot ignore
the best brains of Connecticut that were gathered together for
the purpose and the report they reached in the Revenue Task
Force. I don't think there 1ls any gquestion about 1t, Mr,
Speaker, we have reached the polnt or are very near the point
where we have no alternative. Mr. Speaker, there have bLeen
many courageous men in this state, who have literally stuck
out their necks on the principle, not because of politics but
because they felt that thls was the most equitable form of
taxation. I think, Mr. Speaker, that ultimately the people
who have done that are going to deserve the respect that
perhaps all of us are not giving them today. Thank you.
BERNARD AVCOLLIE, 94th District:

Mr. Speaker, members of this House, I'd like to assoclate

myself with the remarks of Representative Lenge except as they

¢ ’ :
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related to the Democratic proposal. I personally am not

asnamed of the income tax proposal either. I feel the Democrati

[

proposal is such a fantastic answer to such a dire problem that
at this time I'm certainly going to have to temporarily
abandon my support of the income tax and of the proposition
that Rep. Ritter put before us. 1 believe, Iin effect, the
Democratic proposal does embrace a form of an income %fax, no
matter how you slice it. When you real all of the print in

this amendment. I have two questions in my mind, one, I wonder

whether or not we'll have an opportunity, as did the Senate
last night, to vote on the Governor's proposal because 1t is
easy to stand up here and criticize this amendment and the
Democratic proposal but I wonder whether there will be enough
fortitude to put forth the Governor's proposal and wonder,
again, whether or not he will get any votes down here and
lastly, as a comment to George Ritter, for whom I have the
greatest respect for his courage and his convictlons, I do
want you to know, George, a Marine never retreats but we
occasionally recognize the need for a strategic withdrawal and
I hope that I can join with you to fight another day.
NICHOLAS PANUZIO, 134th District:

Mr. Speaker, thank you, I'll be very brief. I rise to
oppose the amendment and I would oppose any income tax amend-
ment that comes forth, I want to point out that comments

were made about the fact that many organlzations and groups
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had endorsed the propesal. I think if you will look you will

find that those organizations that are many of the organizations
that will be seeking additional funds in sessions to come. I
can hear many of our legislateors next year and the years hence
talking about how easy 1t would be to have one more percentage
point and how much more we could dc Tor everyone. I think this
has been the problem of the last two sessions, I imagine 1t
must have been very nice to sit here in '67 and'69 and be able
to say yes to pratically everything. The unfortunate problem
is that we no longer can do that. I can well feel the problems
coming from a large city that have ensued but I tell you,
dispite all of the problems that we have in Bridgeport, the
vast majority of the people there are opposed to this lncome

- tax or any income tax and based on that, I shall oppose the
amendment.

OTHA BROWN, .114-8’01’1 District:

Mr. Speaker, very briefly, I would like to associate my-
self with those who are in favor of the income tax., I am in
favor of it, I indicated it in 1967 and I have continued to
indicate that this type of tax 1s the most fair and equitable
type of tax and also the kind of tax that will help solve gome
of the very seriocus problems of our state. I might indicate,
Mr, Speaker, that as far back as in '67 when I indicated by
support for this tax in elections subsequently I belleve to

this day, from the city of Norwalk, I am the only one who has
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publicly out of the five representatlves to come out publicly
in favor of this tax, I do s¢ now, I put it on the record, I
would hope that they would joln me because I have been trylng
to convince them, I'm hopeful that they will give their
testimony today. I do support it. I urge passage by this
House. I might say finally that 1f my good friend, Rep. Ritter,
is not successful in his attempt for an income tax, I want
you to know that I'm a good Democrat and I'm prepared to
support the Democrats all the way in another proposal.
IRVING STOLBERG, 112th District:

Mr. Speaker, 1t's with a great deal of regret that we all

sit here today on a day that I think might bring some degree

of shame on all of the legislators and on the Governor's

office, that the government of this state has not been able to
come up with a revenue ralising package for the people of
Comnecticut., It is with great regret that I have sat here

and l1istened to the leadership on both sides and potential
candidates dilsassoclating themselves from the only revenue
program that can keep this state afloat in the future, I'm
sure, whether its a few days from now, or a few weeks from now,
or a few years from now, we will realize that. It's unfortu-
nate, indeed, Mr, Speaker, that we, the leaders of Connecticut
will be the last ones to realize it. You all have before you
a notce from Channel 8 in New Haven that points out that not

only labor, not only the business community, not only the
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chambers of commerce but all of the groups that have the
interest of this state at heart have endorsed the concept

of an income tax. I will vote for th%s alternative as we all
know the votes are counted, when they are counted, it probably
won't pass, Then on a close party vote, an alternative will
be passed that will be vetoed by the Governor and we'll have
to be back here in session to then try to negotiate what we
should have already accomplished. That is a program that must
include an income tax. Now, this income tax that Mr. Ritter
has proposed, I think is a very sound program, 1t is not what
I would have suggested. 1 think a balance revenue raising
program for this state 1s what will be necessary elther today
or tomorrow and that will include a tax, a sales tax or some
sort, I would hope reduced toc about 3% in conjunction with a
graduated income tax. I would suggest that the arguments
.that deal with spending are irrelevant here today. I think
every member in this chamber is for cutting the unecessary
bureaucracy and yet for maintaining the very, very necessary
services that all of us, and particularly on this side of the
alsle insist must be provided for all of the pecople of
Connecticut. I'm not sure about the guestion of popularity.

I find in my district I belileve a majority of people have come
to support an income tax because they understand it and I
would suggest with understanding will grow support for the

only, the only rational way of raising revenue for the state.

150,
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The guestion though is not really whether it is popular

or not, the questlon is whether 1t is right and virtually all
the economlic leadership in this country,.of all of our sister
states, recognize that the only way to fairly raise the
revenue is by a program that includes a graduated income tax.
in conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I'd like tc say that this term has
been one of great pleacure for me, I've grown to acgulre a
great deal of respect for every single member of this chamber
but the greatest sadness that I have come to realize is that
there are some of us, and there are many of us outslde, who
would believe what we want to bellieve, dispite all the evidence
in the world. Indeed, if we bellieved the world is flat, there
is no way of changing our minds, I hope I am wrong, I hope in
the extra session that seems inevitable now, we can rise to
the regulrements that are placed upon us by the people of
Connecticut and stop partisan political pandering that is a
disservice to the people of this state and arrive at a balanced
revenue package that includes an income tax and includes a
balanced program for all of the people of Connecticut, If
this program that Mr. Ritter has suggested does not pass I
will support the alternatives that will be on the flioor be-
cause I think this tody should at least pass some revenue
raising program and then enter into serious negotliations with

the Governor and meet our responsibilities, those we have not,

thus far, met.
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JOSEPH COATSWORTH,.76th District:
Mr. Speaker, I rise to support Mr, Ritter's amendment
calling for a state income tax in the state of Connecticut.
I would contend and argument 1f I might that this tax plan
would be only the most falr and equitable or perhaps the only
tax sclution to the problems of the citles and towns of this
state. The question of an income tax, being an issue before
the public for some time in this state, I think the time has
come for this idea, 1t is an economic necessity. I believe
otherwise only puts off the Ilnevitible. Mr. Speaker, I would
contend that the low and middlie income people of this state,
are asking us to find an adequate tax solution to the problems
and the programs which we must appropriate money for., And I
think we all know to some degree or another that the income
tax is the most fair way to tax people, it 1s the best way and
most efficient way to collect tax revenues, it is the most
economic way in terms of providing for growing tax revenue
over the next fiscal period. Mr. Speaker, I think the time
,has come for an income tax in this state because at the present
time we are financing most of our educational institutions
on the basls of the property tax and most of the secondary
schools and elementary schools are financed that way, that
xind of financing have driven the little man, the working man,
the low income and moderate income man of this state, to the

point where he almost has to abandon his home, in the faceof

MBS
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ever rising property tax revenues. Mr. Speaker, the property
tax is the single most impoftant and compelling argument for
the income tax because the property tax.is probably the most
regressive form of taxation ever visited upon any member of
this state. Now, it asks the approval of the members of this
House for the Income tax. I think the time 1s now, we are
facing a crisis both political and economic, we need this tax
program and without 1t we will not finance the kinds of programs
that this state must have.

ALAN NEVAS, lidth District:

| Mr. Speaker, I rise with mixed emotions with respect to
this amendment. I have come to respect Rep. Ritter and have
talked with him at great length wilith respect to his bvill, I
think I understand 1t but 1 also think I am going to vote
against it because I think that at this juncture I have to
support my leadership, the leadership of my party in the hopes
that in the discussions and negotliations that are bound to
take place within the next week or so, I have confidence, not
only in theleadership of my own party but in the leadership

of the Democratic party that they will work for the best

interests of the people of Connecticut, and I say this coming
from Fairfield County where, at least, politically, I thought
originally that the income tax was an unpopular 1lssue. I

have since found that not to ke the case, incidentally, I am

"i in favor of an income tax. 1 think that if everyone in this
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chamber were honest and fair and realistic and practical almost
to a man, and if they could do so, in a vacuum, they'd vote
for an income tax because they know that Lt's the best and
fairest method ralsing the revenue that is needed for thils
state. The mest responsible husiness and professional people
in this state, ilnsurance, bankers, commercial and industrlal
people have unanimously suppcrted an inccme tax. We ail know
it is inevitible. I would urge the leadership of my party,
and I would urge the leadership of the party across the alisle,
in thelr discussions and in their negotiatlons in the next week
or so to think in terms of what 1s best, as I know they will,
for the people of this state. And to be sure that in the
final tax package we have the fairest and the most equitable
method of raising the revenues, an income tax.
STANLEY BIGOS, 45th District:

Mr. Speaker, I, too, wish to support this amendment and

especially the concept of a state income tax. When I say it

has already been sald by many others, the only difference 1in
the way I should express it. I wish to report what my con-
stituents fed in my district. There are approximately 20,000
of them and many have written to me and sent in petitions. I
have a total of about 1,100 petitions, all favoring the lincome
tax and among them there 1s only one that showed any opposi-
tion. I come from an area which 1s purely industrlial and

people of a low income and I think that they represent a view
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which is typical of the view of the working people of the state
of Connecticut and I say to you that I am for the working
people and therefore, I feel that the income tax is the best
solution.

DAVID SULLIVAN, 130th District:

Mr. Speaker, very briefly, it disturts me to hear the
words shame used in regard to those who are against an income
tax and it disturbs me to hear that Channel 8 1s 1n favor of
an income tax and that the chamber of commerce ig in favor of
I* an income tax and yet those of us who are here as representa-
tives of each of the 177 districts within this state are not
considering this as been suggested, that we should consider
this in a vacuum and that we would consider an income tax to
be the fairest method of determining what method cf taxation
snould be imposed upon the people of this state. It's my
opinion, as a freshman representative here, who canvassed

1,500 homes himself, last fall, that we who come from relative-
ﬂ ly small districts have to stand for election every two years
“ and are in constant touch with the people within our district
are the best people to determine what sort of taxation the
people want imposed on them. I, for one, don't stand here
and say that I'm so smart and I've been so well educated that
I can tell everybody in my district what I think is best for
them. I think we have an obligation to consider what our

people want, try and balance the inequitlies and then make a
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fair decision and I can't think of any place in the state of
Connecticut where the peoplé are better qualified to make that
decision than in this House. Thank youw

MR. SPEAKER:

Further remarks before we vote, or will everjone speak?
LEONARD FRAZIER, 10th District:

Mr. Speaker, thank you. I've jumped up so many times I
don't know what to speak about. I, too, wish to speak in favor
of this amendment. Mr. Speaker, I come from z low income area
and when I think of the tax paid by people I think of a pyramid,
Mr. Speaker, and at the base of the pyramid, you find most of

the people who pay the taxes and at the pinnacle you find the

few that make the most money that don't pay the income tax,

Mr., Speaker, the cities are in a crisis type situation....
MR. SPEAKER:

Will the aisles please be cleared, will the members be
seated, will the gentleman hold until this is done. W11l the
aisles please be cleared. .

LEONARD FRAZIER, 10th District:

Mr. Speaker, the citles and all our major towns are in a
crisis type situation at the present, the good Governor, in
his infinite wisdom has cut off many programs, the monles for
many programs, DCA, CRT, these are funding agencles that help
many, many programs that work for children and teen agers

when the school 1s out. Mr. Speaker, only an income tax wiil
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bring in the revenues needed without taxing the poor and work E
to help our state still more. Mr, Speaker, I urgently ask for |
the support of every member concerned about our citles and |
towns to vote on this amendment. |
JOHN MAIQCCO, 133rd District: |

Mr. Speaker, 1 rilse to oppose fhe amendment and I do so,
Mr. Speaker, not because I am fearful that the Governor will
|| only veto 1t 1f 1t were passed anyway. I'm oppoeosed to 1t be- ﬁ
cause I'm fearful that the Governor might possibly sign it.
I oppose the income tax and I oppose the concept. I've heard !
all through this session and con the floor here today that this
i the only type of tax that can save the cities. Now, I come

from a city, Mr. Speaker, come from the city of Bridgeport

and my district is wholely within that confines, the confines
of that city. I have to date not received one phone call, not
spoken to one person, personally, or recelved one post card or
letter from any of my constituents indicating any support for
an income tax. Mr. Speaker, contrary to that what 1 have re-~
celved 1s a great deal, great number of calls, great number of
letters, great number of post cards urging that the income tax
not be enacted. Also, 1've received from these same people,
these beleaguered taxpayers a request that our sales tax not
be increased to 7%. Mr. Speaker, the cities can be ade-

guately taken care of with the budget we passed yesterday and

also the revenues can be raised to take care of the cities and




take care of the necessary monies to take care of the problems
of the state, as well as the citles, by the alternate plan III
that we are going to propose today and I can go back to my
constituents and I can say to them I am not giving you an
income tax and I am not giving you an increase in your sales
tax, Mr. Speaker, this is the best that we can do for them,
this is what they want, this is what the people in my dilstrict
want so I have to oppose thls amendment. |

ELMER MORTENSEN, 24th District:

Mr. Speaker, 1t seems to me as though we are wasting an
awful lot of time. I am of the opinion that whatever we pass
we are going to be veteod and 1t 1s my thinking and experience
that probably next week, members of both sides of the House
and the Governor will get together and that wlll be the package
that we are going to be forced to vote on. Now, some want an
income tax, some don't want one, if I had anything to say about
it or any authority to say about it, I would suggest a small
increase in the sales tax on the present tax that we do have
at the present time. My suggestion has been, and I've spoken

on this many a time outside of this hall of the House, that we

should have a 6% sales tax, take a deficit and put it over a

period of four years and don't try to be millionaires and pay
of f your debts in one year, or two years, or the biggest por-
tion in one year. If this was spread over I think that we

could make everybody happy with a small income tax and also a
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small increase 1In the sales tax and I do hope that some of
these great orators that we have up here are pretty well un-
wound and we could get along with the .business and I will pre-
dict right here that I will be back here tomorrow and that
whatever you do here 1s golng to be vetoed so save your
breath untll the right thing comes along.

MARY GRISWQOLD, 109th District:

" Mr, Speaker, I quilte agree wlith the saving of your breath
and we are wasting a great dealoof time. But as an original
backer of an income tax in the session of the House, in 1969,
as the lady who had the honor of putting in, as a bill, the
proposal of the State Revenue Task Force for income tax this
session, I must rise to say that although I do not approve
of abolishing a sales tax, I shall certainly vote for this
amendment., I want to be on record every time I can, belng in
favor of a state 1ncome tax for the richest state 1In this
country and a state which, 1 believe, has as great discrepancy
between the rich and the poor, as any state in this country.

I feel very strongly that this is needed and I regret that we

cannot all come together and enjoy the benefits of a moderate,

graduated state income tax which will help all our locallties

not Just our cities. This I hope we will have iIn a special
session. I will move for this amendment. I know if will

fail. I will vote for the Mettler alternative III plan be-

cause I hope in this shadowboxing this will give our side of
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the aisle something to box with together, a graduated state
income tax. |

MR. SPEAKER: ' -

) I would remind the members that 21 speakers have spoken,
we still have to vote on the amendment, the Governor's program
is offered by amendment by Rep. Collins, so you'll have an
opportunity on that and finaliy the Till itselfl.

SAMUEL LISKOV, 135th District:

Mr. Speaker, thank you. Mr. Speaker, I have heard my
colleagues speak including several of my own home town in
Bridgeport and coming from a large cifty, and having expressed
myself previously on the matter of an income tax, I was for 1t
two years ago and I've been for it consistently at home and
abroad and when 1 say abroad, not being a prophet in my own
home town, I mean here. I'm gladfo associate myself with
fthis amendment and I will support it. I merely want to say
that on the basis of the research offered in Rep. Ritter's
plan, that merely on the savings and reimbursement to the
city of Bridgeport there would be some $9 million coming back
as a reilmbursement from the Educational Fund. That would
represent approximately 15% of...savings of 15% of our taxes
that we have to raise on the beleagured...and I say that
because that term has been used here 1in this hall,..on the

beleagured taxpayers who own theilr property and have to

support the municipal budget by property taxes and I call that
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to the attention of my good friend, the represeﬁtative from
the 134th District, who aspires to be perhaps a modern hero
in the tale of two cities. So, I want-to continue my support
iIn this concept of the income tax and I will support this
amendment., If the amendment fails, I certalnly will support
the alternative plan because in that plan there 1s only all
the elements of a modified income tax and we know that as Mr.
Justlce Hclmes once said, taxes are the dues that we pay to
live in civilized soclety. And I think that held in his age
and it continues to hold today. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
MR, SPEAKER: . -~

Are we ready to vote?
'THOMAS DONNELLY, 46th District:

Mr. Speaker, thank you, I will try to be brief;sensitive
as I am to the desire of all of us to be out of thls chamber
sometime before 3 o'clock tomorrow morning, the hour at which
we departed this morning but I feel impelled to make a few
rémafks In reaction to some of the things which have been
sald here already this afternoon, the first of which I am
dismayed, Mr. Speaker, indeed, shocked at the statement that
this debate 1s a waste of time. We are here, ladles and
gentlemen, to speak for the people, the people speak through
us to the other chamber upstairs and to the Governor. And

they have a good deal to say on the subject of taxation. You

all know that there has been a rash of bond proposals defeated
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in referenda, chiefly for the construction of schools in
Connectlcut, the people have spoken on these occasions and in
loud and clear terms indicating that they have reached the end

of thelr ability to spend additional monies for municipal

purposes, chiefly education. I....
MR, SPEAKER:

I suggest two reasons for the noise, one, the heat and
two, the length of the debate. I'd encourage the members to
shorten their debate, if possible, so that we can get on with
the vote on the amendment.

THOMAS DONNELLY, 46th District:

I think the people are telling us two things in these
cases. First, that the tax burden on every level 1s becoming
oppressive and secondly, that they see 1ittle result, indeed,
a diminishing result of more dollars spent. In the case of

education, Rep. Klebanoff, in speaking for this amendment did

so chiefly on the ground that 1t would afford a wider tax
base on which to support education. And yet I think the
people are saying to us that 1t seems the more money we spend
on education the worse the product becomes. Now I'm not
enough of an educator, indeed, of a philosopher to know if
there is a cause and effect relationship and yet, I suggest
to you, ladies and gentlemen, that is what 1s precisely what
is happening. Also, in the matter of welfare which we dis-

cuss at great length here. In the last several days we've
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had several debates centering around the philosophy of the

welfare programs in this state. And I want to tell you what

I think you already know is that there+is a deep seated feeling
in the minds of great portions of our populace to the effect
the more we seem to spend on welfare the worse the problem
becomes and the more we are called upon to spend. I oppose
this amendment simply because it would be saying to the people
that we are opening up a new source of revenue, a seemingly
vottomless pit for new revenues to do all the things that

seem to be working just in reverse. Cne final peoint on the
ease of administration. It may be, Mr. Sgeaker, ladies and
gentlemen, that psychologically we ought not to have a tax
easy of administration. It may be that the difficulty of ad-
ministration 1is a meaningful check on the spending programs
implemented with the revenues produced by the tax programs,.

I suggest that that ought to be given more thought before ad-

herring to this argument that the income tax because 1t 1is easy
to administer is therefore good. I suggest that perhaps just
the reverse 1s true. I oppose the amendment. Thank you, Mr.,
Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER:

. Are we ready to vote?
JOHN PAPANDREA, T8th District:
- Mr. Speaker, it 1is with a degree of reluctance that 1

rise because we have spent a great deal of time on this
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amendment and also because deep down I realize that there are
few, if any minds, that on this guestion are open enough to
pvermit a persuasion. Mr. Speakey, I think a few things need
gsaying and a few thoughts need considering. It was my pleasure
to sgserve along with several other members in this body as a
member of the Governoris Revenue Task Force and, as such, for
a period of approximately 18 months, it was our duty to ex-
amine many alternatives which presented themselves for our
conslderation in crder to develop and adopt a recommendation

te this Jeglslature to meet the revenue and fiscal needs of
this state for the next 20 years. One of the things that
struck me, was that this group, the Governor's Revenue Task
Force, was a very wldely based cross sectlon of the Connectlcut
community. And all of them felt that while there were in-
adequaclies in our sales tax system that one of the greatest
revelations to us was that on close examination, based on the
exemption system we had adopted and followed in this state,

the incidence curve was one of the most equitable in the entire
nation and as a matter of fact, strange as 1t may appear to
many was almost comparable to some of the Iincome tax provisions
Now, I think; as a member of the (Governor's Task Force there

is no secret that I have not been known to be agalnst more
equitable forms of taxation. I proudly subscrlbed my name to

the Majority Report and to several dissents which make pretty

clear where I stand on this guestion. I must address to this

MBS
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amendment because I don't think this is a time for Connecticut
to abandon its sales tax. I don't think this is properly the
time for Connecticut abandon its property tax and I don't
think it is time for Connecticut to embark on an unprecedented
spending spree. I think that we must react not because the
people are acting upon us persuading us to be somewhat astere
but because we are not prepared to tunnel this kind of money
at this time, as would be done if we were to adopt the amend-
ment before you. The problems of a city are significant,

they are substantial but the problems are not limited to the
clties, there is not a town in that state that does not have
similar problems. I think that before we do away with entire
tax programs such as a sales tax and such as a property tax,
while we can recognize that we must hold the line until some
in the future modify the sales tax and while we must put an
end to the seemingly endless spiral of rising property taxes,
that we must know exactly what wel!re going about. We cannot
lmpose the amendment that 1s before us on the people of this
state, at this time. It's a matter of reasonableness. It's a
matier of degree. It's a matter of preparation, Now, let me
address myself jJjust for one moment to the equity that 1s con=~
tained in option III. Now, if you are concerned about pro-
gressivity and I ask you, for a moment, let's not just be

married to magic words like income tax. The income ftax

appeals to many, I submit, because it connctes for many of

Tuesday, June 8, 1971
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us an equity, an equality. Now, examine Plan III and realize
that 90% of the income that will come from this plan comes
from people with income of over $10,000. Examine what else
is contalned in option 3, the fact that $5,000 can be gained
as investment income before a single penny of tax is paid to
the state of Connecticut. And i1f you are concerned with pro-
gressivity can you in consclence shed one tear for a poor
widow over 65 who has $100,00C in the bank. Now, stop and
think of it. 1If you are concerned with progressivity look
and see what that formula does and compare 1t, yes, compare
it with the amendment that is before you. Now, one of the
things that I think we have hesitated to do is examine the

heretofore untapped reserveir of funds made available by

alternative 3, there has been a great deal of misunderstanding.

There has been a great deal of deliberate calculated effort

to misrepresent to the people of this state where the burden
falls because of option 3. Now, I am sick and tired of read-
ing in the press dispite the handout of hundreds of circulars
explaining exactly what option 3 does, I am tired and I am
sure that most of you here understand plan 3 of reading that
after they tax on thrift, that after they tax on honesty, that
this is an oppression to the poor and deprived of thls state.
I'l1l yield to Mr. Camp.

HERBERT CAMP, 163rd District:

I think we're getting into the Democratic tax package

Tuesday, June 8! 1971 166, .
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and not onto the income tax that we are discussing.
MR. SPEAKER:
I was hoping we would, sir. Not o be facetious but

there are 97 double starred items for consideration. We were

here until 3 a.m. last night, I think we are on way to 3 or 4
a.m. I urge the members to show some restraint.
JOHN PAPANDREA, 78th District:

Very well, and I'1l]l facilitate our getting on to actually
votlng on plan 3, by summing up that there are many of us who
have not shirked from going on record as being people who favor
i more equitable programs of taxation. The gquestion here be-
fore us 1s whether or not we want to wholely understand and
Ii appreciate the benefit from plan 3 or go for something that

at this date 1s actually not prepared to accept or adopt.

MR. S3PEAKER:

I'1ll announce an immediate roll call.
RICHARD EDWARDS, 155th District:

Mr. Speaker, 1I'1ll be very brief. 1 rise with no re-
luctance though. There is one point that has been completely
overlooked, I believe, and the only reason I rise is that I
think it should be considered. The amendment and many of the
other comments on an lncome tax, in fact on other taxes, seem
to deal with our problem as if 1t were in a closed box. That
here within this little closely confined area we have a

protlem of raising so much money for expenses and that all we

T
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have to do is just distribute that money a little differently
and like magic some people will be better off and some less.
We fail to take into conslderation the fact that we are not

in a small box. We are one state very closely mingled with the
federal government. Now, originally when proposals were made
on a $400 million deficit it was estimated I believe that it
would take a 20% deficit pilggyback tax in order to meet that
as an income tax. That was with the figure of a $20 million
for 1% piggyback. Now, if we were just reapportioning our
expenditures that would be fine but we do not take into con-
sideration a certain memorializing, I believe, of the federal
Congress to pick up welfare payments, over $300 million of
which would be, let's say, to the State of Connecticut. Where
is that money coming from? Over 80% of federal income, which
we ask for back for the state, comes out of the income tax that
the low and middle income person in this state pays. Again,
so when you start saying that an income tax is easy on the

low and middle income person this is not true because already
he is paying a tax in order to get back money which comes back
only at the rate of $1.00 for every $1.70 we pay into the
federal government. On top of that you are now asking that we
ask federal government for more and more funds, none of which
is coming back to the state of Connecticut on a parady basis

so when you speak of income tax the low and middle income

people are already paying a heavy one, you are asking for more
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so you must consider this, not just in the framework of this
little box and how are we going to distribute the budget within
people here, It 1s a far bigger probtlem and the problem,...
the amendment as proposed does not take that into consideration
ROBERT CARRAGHER, 2nd DistrictlL

Mr. Speaker, Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I also rise in
favor of this amendment and the concept of the state income
tax. I must say that I cannot understand the view of some
who feel an income tax is such an unpopular tax. I .was at the
publlic hearings held on the income tax and 1 found that while
an increase in the sales tax was universally condemned the
income tax was approved by those speaking by a margin of 5 to
1. 1'd just like to read two quotes from those hearings that
seem to me to sum up what was sald by the majority of those
speaklng. "Qur present tax structure in its reliance upon the
sales tax and local property tax is one of the most inequitable
and regressive revenue programs in this natlion., BSales and
property taxes fall most heavily upon citizens with lower
incomes, upon the elderly and retired and upon the ever re-
sigting middle class. To talk about an income tax, to talk
about helping to relieve the local property tax burden by
developing an equitable state tax system, related to one's
ability %o pay." WMr. Speaker, 43 other states now have an

income tax. Forty-one of them are the type offered today. 1

think it's about time that Connecticut jolned them in the

p
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last half of the 20th century. In conclusion, Mr. Speaker,

I wish to make 1t clear that if this amendment 1s not adopted,
I fully intend to support the plan offered by Rep. Mettler,
since it is far superior to the plan offered by the Governor
of the state of Connecticut.

MR. SPEAKER:

If it weren't so hot I'd say the woods are only dark and
deep but it appears that they are.
EDWARD GUDELSKI, 110th District:

Mr. Speaker, I oppose this amendment and it's not he-~
cause that I object, cor I disagree with the concept of the
income tax, I oppose this amendment simply because it pro-
vides a productilve form of collecting taxes so that we can
spend more, All those who have claimed that the income tax
is a fair and equitable one, I refute that particular concept
and I say the only fair and equitable tax program is one that
is a balanced program, balance tax program includes or may
include an income tax as a base and stretches out to provide
or gather 1lncome from all other segments of our soclety. It's
a complex soclety and as far as the income tax is concerned
it is not all covering. Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I must re-
Ject this amendment.

MR. SPEAKER:
If the members would take thelr seats, we can proceed

wlth the vote.
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HILDA CLARKE, 158th District:

Thank you, Mr. Speaker., There are those who believe that
an income tax will eliminate all other taxes., WNothing could
be further from the truth. The proponents of the state Lincome
tax are telling the poor that the acceptance of a state income
tax will allow the elimination of the sales tax which they
claim is a regressive taxes that bears relatively more heavily
on the poor than on the well to do. The truth of the matter
is, that 90% of the states with an income tax also have a sales
tax., Don't think for one moment that you are goling to get
rid of that. And some have even doubled their sales tax. The
claim of those indlviduals favoring a state income tax that the
poor will benefit and the rich will pay is totally unfounded.
In reality a cafeful check of the income tax states shows that
in no state the property tax is egual to, or higher than, those
étates not saddled with a personal income tax. If you will
glance at the charts and information sheets of this report
you'll reallze that it 1s the middle-class wageearner who 1is
burdened with the staggering tax load in the 39 states who
now have state income taxes. I'm definitely opposed to a
state income tax. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
MR, SPEAKER:

Will the members please be sceated. Iadies and gentlemen,
we 've had 29 speakers. We have another amendment which is the

Governor'!s tax program, the bill itself, the bond program and
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97 bllls. I suggest strongly that we evidence our feeling on
the bill Tty our vote.
JAMES CLYNES, 27th District: .

Mr. Speaker, I'll be very brief but 1 rise fo oppose
this amen@ment and I do not doubt Mr. Ritter's figures that
thls tax will raise and I respect the work he has done in this
area, in fact, months ago I encouraged him tc bring this plan
before us so that we could at least discuss it. I oppose the
proposed income tax not because I fear the political implica-
tions of an income tax but because I fear the yearly rate
increase that thils tax will incur and only as a means for
greater spending and spending programs that the people of this
state do not want. DBut the programs that would have to be
pald for by the average worker that I represent in my town,
So, therefore, I'11l oppose this amendment, Mr. Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER:

The members will please be seated and we'll proceed wlth
the vote. .

E. RONALD BARD, 145th District:

Mr. Speaker, I'll be as brief as the gentleman that pro-
ceeds me, I campaigned against income tax and I will vote
against an income tax, even if we are here until next September|
Thank you.
MR. SPEAKER:

The members will be seated and we'll proceed with the

MBS
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vote. W1ll the staff please come to the well of the House?
MARILYN PEARSON, 128th District: .
Mr. Speaker,.... .

Martha B. Schmidt,
House Transcriber
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MRS, PEARSON (128th):

I'm happy that Rep. Ritter did bring this amendment out because my
second term up here and I'm happy for this opportunity to speak about the
income tax, We didn't talk about it last session and I feel it's an important
issue and T want to speak on it. Instead of talking about curtailing programsj,
I feel, or to save any money, we've been hearing many cries about the income
tax as a form to raise money., [ feel that the supporters of the income tax
have had a tendency to supply us with misleading propaganda to the public con-
cerning this tax. They say that an income tax is necessary if we are going
to keep our state operating at its present level. In truth, a personal sktate
income tax is not sc much a necessary evil as it is a necessary evil necessity
for governmental incompetence and legislative chicanexy. I feel that once
this tax is established, it would become a veritable money tree for inept
politicians, Tt would give them license to perpetually pick the pockets of
the taxpayer whenever they bungle finances of the state, If an income tax
is adopted in the State of Connecticut, we will see‘more worthless programs,
political programs, These fairy tales seem to be the stock in trade of the
people that are supporting an income tax. Not a single proponéﬁt of this tax
has seen fit to inform the citizens of Commecticut how unfair and burdensome
this income tax has proven to be to the states that do have it and have

adopted this measure. We are told, as Rep. Clark said, that the rich will

tax it is actually the middle income worker who has assumed the entire burden
almost of this tax. We hear that it's going to reduce our property tax when

it is a fact that the states that already have this, their property tax is

;QU? by a member of the State Revenue Task Force, that once the state imposes

ad
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this income tax on Conmecticut residents, the tax will not remain at a fixed
level but it will continue to grow with our state's economy. In today's
world our government is really very close to the people and it's looked at

as a purely human affair and T think, as legislators, it's our responsibility
not only to take into account our constituent's health and welfare, but the
right to expect us to allow them to exercise their democratic right of free
choice by majority rule,

In the United States, the people are the power of the government, and

we, as the legislators, are elected as representatives of that power. When a
public question, such as this income tax is to be settled, or an official is
to be chosen, an orderly vote is taken in our state. This is how the people
let their wants be known to us, by the right of the majority rule. And I
feel that each one of us is elected by that same rule. That's what democracy
is about and it's our responsibility to protect this right until all the peoplé
could decide whether or not they want this income tax. I wasn't afraid to
put this question to the vote, to the pecple. In fact, I oppose this amendment
of an income tax so much that I submitted a House Joint Resolution No. 62,
which would have allowed this particular measure to go to the people of the
State of Commecticut. Many people have disagreed with this amendment but I
felt that this was important. We've been hearing so much about an income tax,
I feit that we should have the other viewpoint of it.

The personal income tax is going to be just that, it's going to be
an added tax to our state tax structure., I feel it's going to be a coverup
and it will provide another avenue to the taxpayers' pockets for the spenders

in the state government to have a field day, as they are refusing to sScrap

many of their useless political programs and they want to spend and spend more
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and this would give them another avenue to do that. I object to this amend-

ment and 1 hope that everyone else does to.
THE SPEAKER:

The machine will be open. Will the members be seated. The machine
will be open. Has every member voted? Is your vote recorded in the fashion
you wish? Check the board. The machine will be locked and the Clerk will tak
a tally.
MR, LA ROSA (4th):

Mr. Speakér.
THE SPEAKER:

For what purpose does the gentleman rise?
MR. LA ROSA (4th):

Mr. Speaker, I voted yes. I meant to vote mnay.
THE SPEAKER:

Rep. LaRosa indicates he was present in his chair and wishes to be
recorded in the negative. Would the press please correct that on the sheets
that have been handed out?

I would remind the members that we have next an amendment to be
offered by Rep. Collins and then the bill itself.

The Clerk will announce the tally.

THE CLERK:
Total Number VOEINg . + + & « & 4 o « « « « « « - . 168
Necessary for Adoption . . + + « « « « v « = &+ « . 85
Those voting Yea . . . . . . . . .. 30
Those Voting Nay . . « . . . + . . .138
Absent and Not Voting . . . . . . . . 9
THE SPEAKER:

House Amendment "A"™ is LOST;

The Clerk will call House Amendment Schedule wRt,




‘ o | 3731

Tuesday, June 8, 1971
THE CLERK:

House Amendment Schedule "B" offered by Mr. Collins.
MR. COLLINS (165th):

Mr. Speaker, in moving adoption of House Amendment Schedule "B", I
would move you, sir, that the reading of the amendment be waived and I be
permitted to summarize and I would further move you sir that the amendment
be printed in the journal in accordance with rule 10.

THFE, SPEAKER: -

So ordered., The gentleman will outline the amendment.
MR. COLLINS (165th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. This really is a technical amendment. It
takés a bad bil! and makes it good.
THE SPEAKER:

That's a new definition of technical, sirl
MR, COLLINS (165th):

It all depends on your purpose, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, the amend-
ment, as is widely known by the members of this House, is bhasically the Gowver-
nor's revenue proposals as submitted to this General Assembly on February 15th
The plan before us in the form of this amendment has been updated to indicate
certain variations and to take into consideration public sentiment on the
elimination of certain exemptions. The Governor's program, embodied in this
amendment, is predicated on an increase in the sales tax to 7%  Most of the
exemptions now permitted under state law would be eliminated. However, the
exemptions on food, life insurance premiums, materials and tools used in
manufacturing, livestock, poultry and feed, and medicine and prescriptions

would be retained. Further revenue sources are anticipated in reinstituting

the unincorporated business tax which would now be extended to professionals
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at thé-1969‘rate of one-half of one ;éréént.
THE SPEAKER: .

The aisles be cleared so that we can hear the gentleman from the
165th.

MR. COLLINS (165th):

There would be an increase in the tax on alcoholic beverages, an
additional fifty cents per gallon. An additional four cents per pack would bé
imposed on top of the existing cigarette tax. All of the existing taxes and
the existing rates we now have in the state would be maintained. Other items
of revenue raising include a projected $2.5 million for a lottery which this

body passed yesterday.

Mr. Speaker, that basically summarizes the revenue raising proposals

before you in the form of this amendment., It is our estimate that the revenue
package presented would raise a total of 351,172,000,000, of which $130C million
would be paid on the projected deficit of $261 million. Mr. Speaker, as much
as all of us dislike to acknowledge the fact, this General Assembly is going
to have to raise taxes very substantially. I submit, Mr. Speaker, the amend-
ment before you encompasses a budget which is responsible. It contains no
bonding for current expenses., It contains no income tax as will be before
us shortly in the form of plan 3. It takes a deficit payment into account
and it is a budget that for once in the last four years would wind up
balanced. I strongly support adoption of this amendment, sir, and move that
when the vote be taken, it be taken by roll call. |
THE SPEAKER:

Question is on a roll call. All those in favor indicate by saying

aye. A roll call vote will be ordered. Further remarks on Amendment Schedule

"Bll?
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MR, AJELLO (118th):

Mr. Speaker, | .
TEE SPEAKER:

| Mr, Ajello, if we can clear the vast throngs around him so that he

can be heard.
MR. AJELLO (118th):

As the gentleman said, this is basically the Governor's proposal and
I think we saw some measure of the acceptance that that has gained last night
when I understand that the State Senate voted on basically the same plan and
rejected it unznimously. I would hope that the Republicans, for whose opin-
ions I have great respect here in this House of Representatives and all of
our friends on that side, would take the same action. I think it's a terriblg
plan and I intend to vote against it.
THE SPEAKER:

Further remarks before I amnounce an immediate roll call?
MR. STEVENS (122nd):

Mr. Speaker, just very briefly, I hope I.don't disappoint my good
ffiend from Ansonia but I intend to vote for this fine package.

MR. MORTENSEN (24th):

¥

Mr., Speaker, a question through you to Mr Collins, if he would ans- |

wer me. How much would this revenue tax support the towns and the cities?

How much revenue would be included in this teo support the cities and the towns

in ADM and so on?

THE SPEAKER:

Does the gentleman from the 165th care to respond? Rep. Mortensen

has the floor. .
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MR, MORTENSEN (24th):

Hearing no answer, I can imagine.
THE SPEAKER:

Ffurther remarks before I announce an immediate roll call?
MR. LOWELL (38th):

Mr. Speaker, in rising to speak on this, I'm taking an opportunity ta
go back to the last one where we were very rushed. Apparently, you'll take a
little time before you get the people in.

I'd like to make some comments generally about taxes in fairness and
equity and who's socking who and who always carries the brunt of any tax pack+
age., The indication is that in the income tax, the middle income earner is
the fellow who carries the weight. T maintain that in this particular tax
package and in the one that we're talking about, alternate 3, the middle in-
come taxpayer is going to carry the brunt of the taxes in that particular tax
program also. Fairness and equity is in the beholder's eyes, as beauty is. To
say what is beautiful or what is fair, has to come from each individual. T,
myself, don't think that any particular tax is desirable but I think that

responsibility requires that we provide sufficient funds to cover the expendi-

tures of the State of Connecticut. This particular tax program, which I thinﬁ
is very disagreeable in many respects, does provide the necessary funds and as
such, I would vote for it. Thank you very much.
MRS. BECK (50th):
Mr. Speaker, I would like to place on record as being very strongly
in opposition to this amendment on two grounds. The first is that the revenug

proposal as presented in this amendment provided at the time that he was tied

in with a budget package, absolutely no further potential for local property

ad
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relief which is the local tax issue in the State of Connecticut and one of *
the most critical issues which we will face in the next decade. This amend-
ment has no potential whatsoever for solving the problems of the State of
Connecticut because it relies upon a tax base which for two decades, two
decades has failed to break through on the local property tax crisis. And,
therefore, I oppose this amendment.

My sécond reason for opposing this amendment is that it takes a
proportional tax roughly and it changes that tax in a most fundamental way
which the people in the State of Connecticut must be aware of. It changes
that basic state sales tax to a regressive sales tax and up to this point,
Connecticut!s sales tax in fact has been relatively tolerable., On those two
basic grounds, I reject this amendment as moving away from = tax - justice
instead of in the direction of tax justice |
MR. KING (37th):

Mr. Speaker, I rise to support this amendment but in doing so feel
that I should state, for the record, that I do so only because I think it is
highly preferable to the plan which is offered by the Demoecrats, I do so in
the knowledge, or at least the beljef, that in a matter of days hopefully,
no longer than that, that we will he hére again voting on a; entirely new
tax program and one which, I hope, will be acceptable to both parties and in
ordey for that to occur, I think I should state, as I have on many occasions
for many months past, that I believe that some sort of an income tax will havJ
to be, to find a place in the overall tax program.

THE SPEAKER:
Will the members please be seated? For the bemefit of the members,

we are now considering House Amendment Schedule "B" of the tax program as

181
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| Lo take some time,

offered by the gentleman from the 165th. Will the members please be seated?
Further remarks on amendment "B"? If not, one final ammouncement., Further
remarks? If not, will the members take their own seats. The machine will be
open. Does the gentleman from the 165th wish to move reconsideration? Has
every member voted? Is your vote recorded in the fashion you wish? The
machine will be locked. The Clerk will take a tally. Rep. Holridge indicates
he is in his seat, wishes to be recorded in the affirmative.
MR. KLEBANOFF (9th):

Mr. Speaker, I was in my chair. My button is not registering. 1
wish to be recorded in the nay. |
THE SPEAKER:

Rep. Klebanoff indicates that he wishes to be recorded in the negatiy
MR. DOOLEY (&7th): h

Mr. Speaker, my machine is inoperative. I'd like to be recorded in
the negative please.
THE SPEAKER:

I think these may be recording onrthe machine so the Clerk will have

-

MR. MAHANEY (92nd): e
Mr. Speaker, 1 note that the board does not have the vote registered
for myself and I'd like to be registered in the negative.
THE SPEAKER:
The Clerk will be allowed thertime to check these against the
machine,

For what purpose does the gentleman rise?

MR, PAPANDREA (78th):

Fc .
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Mr. Speaker, through you to inquire while we're waiting about the ' ad
state of health of the Republican leadership after its near disaster.
MR, COLLINS (165th):

Alive and well, Mr. Speaker;
THE SPEAKER:

Does the gentleman from the 118th care to indicate our schedule for
the balance of the evening while we waiting a check on the tally?

MR. AJELLO (118th):
. Yes, Mr. Speaker, we intend to complete work on the bill hefore us

and to take up one other item prior to breaking at approximately seven o'cloch

~

to give the members an opportunity to have a real honest to goodness dinmr,
the McDonald Company is lobbying against that, but our course is set. And we
expect to break for approximately an hour and a half. We would ask the mem-
bers to bear in mind that it is very hot and the longer we delay and procras-
tinate in getting to the vote on these matters, regardless of the wisdom of
the pearls being cast, the later we'll be here tonight. We do intend to
complete the calendar this evening. .
MR. COHEN (59th): ' .

Mr. Speaker, immediately after this bill is completed, we will have
a House meeting of the Appropriations Committee, executive session.
THE SPEAKER:

The Clerk will announce the tally on the amendment.

THE CLERK:
TotalﬁNumber Voting . . . . + « + « « . . .. . . 189
Necessary for Adoption . . . . . « « 4 « o » « . . 85
Those voting Y@ . . « +v « « « « « 15
Those voting Nay . + + + + . . . . 94

Absent and not Voting . . . . . . . 8
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THE SPEAKER: ad

Amendment "B" is LOST,

The gentleman from the 96th speaking on the bill as amended, i
MR. METTLER (96th): | Y

Mr. Speaker, with a certain degree of trepidation, I aék the Clerk
if he has any additional amendments in the well.
THE SPEAKER: S .

The Clerk has no additional amendments on this bill.

MR, METTLER (96th):

J

Mr. Speaker, I move acceptance and passage of the bill as amended
by Senate Amendments ©Bw, "C", "DV and "E" in concurrence with the Senate,
THE SPFAKER:

Will you remark?

MR, METTLER (96th):

Mr. Speaker, the bill that is presently before us maintains the
present state sales tax at its existing 5% It also maintains all of the
present exemptions with one change, the sales tax from this point on is im-
posed on advertising. 1In addition, we have imposed the 5% sales tax on cer-
tain non-professional services. Included also in this tax program is a tax

on interest, dividends and capital gains which have exemptions for individuals

over the age of sixty, living basically on retirement income, or those who are
widowed. 1In addition to the I.D.C.G. tax, the program makes the following--

THE SPEAKFR:

Those members who are going to the hall, please do so. We still havé

this bill to vote on and the bonding program before we break for supper.

L ——

MR, METTLER (96th):
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telephone company tax from the present 6% to a total of 8% of gross income. ©oad

It increases the public service tax by 1% to 5%. It also rolls back a tax
exemption for banking institutions. At the present time, such institutions
may utilize interest paid during as taxable year as a deduction from that in-

come. Jt also imposes an unincorporated business tax of five mills, including

professional people. It imposes a tax of 10% on capital gains at death, with
the homestead exemption. It maintains the present insurance company tax
structure in the state as well as present structure on alcohol and cigarettes.

= Mr, Speaker, it is estimated that this bill will yield a total revenu

14

of approximately $1,83 billion, T urge its passage,
THE SPEAKER:
o Further remarks?

MR. COLLINS (165th):

Mr. Speaker, 1 rise in opposition to the proposal before us. Mr.
Speaker, 1 think it's a matter of public record that at least the Connecticut
Public Expenditures Council has made an analysis of this budget and has indicated
that it is already substantially overestimated in much of its revenue raising
projections., They indicate some 524,000, $24 million overestimated on the
yvield from the sales tax., We think it's even a little bit worse than that.

We think it's over $26 million short. Public service tax increase, we think

the new income tax, the interest, dividends and capital gain at 10%, this
plan estaimates that it will raise somewhere about $240 million. We think it
will raise about $57 million e# less than that and the Connecticut Public Ex-
penditures Council thinks it will raise $91 million less than that,

it's some $3 million, CPEC says $3% million. And the granddaddy of them all,
Mr. Speaker, we think this budget, this revenue package, is short in
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its own projections by some $69 million. CPEC says $95 miliion, In any
case, Mr, Speaker, its the same old story that we saw in '67 and '69. We're
bringing in proposals that are overly optimistic in their revenue raising
estimates, putting it up before the people of this state, and then winding up
with a deficit and saying, there is nothing we can do about it. There is
something we can do about it. We can be honest. We can be forthright. We

can try and put together a proposal that's acceptable not only to us but

beneficial to the pecople of the state. It's already been said in this House,,H
. and T don't have to repeat it at any length, by members on the other side of ?
the aisle, this so-called plan 3 is a combination income tax and a sales tax
and in spite of the fact that many people on the other side of the aisle in-
dicated their opposition to an income tax, I expect to see them going right
down the line for just that, an income tax proposal as embodied by the in-
terest, dividends and capital gains tax. Mr. Speaker, it's a tragic kind of
tax. The Governor has eloquently put it, it's a tax on thrift that will hurt
retired persons and those who have been prudent throughout their lives in
savings and investments, Mr. Speaker, it's predicated on what is basically
an unsound tax and I think we don't have to go far from the borders of this
state to draw the analogy of a similar type tax enacted in the State of Rhode
Island, just a few years ago and since that time repealed. That tax in Rhode
Island was found to be grossly inefficient, almost impossible to administer,
and enforce. It was a tax that was easy to evade. It had a number of serious
flaws very similar to the type of proposal that we have before us, Mr.
Speaker, 1T donft think there's any question that this tax, if it was enacted
and passed into law, is one that would be back here before us next year, not

only seeking revision but in all probably, seeking repeal.




i MR, PAPANDREA (78th):

. 5741

Tuesday, June 8, 1971

I think it's a bad tax proposal. T think it's unfortunate that it's
the only alternative rto the Governor's proposal that has been presented and I
urge all of you to defeat it, defeat it soundly and move when the vote be
taken, it be taken by roll call. -
THE SPEAKER:

Question is on a roll call. All those in favor indicate by saying

aye. A roll call vote will be ordered.

. Mr. Speaker, after listening to the Republican amendment, which I
must say showed at least that this administration is capable of some degree
of progressivity when we contrast it with the document presented to this hody
on February 16th, which shall go down in the history of this state as the
most: regressive, the most unresponsive and the most irresponsible tax package
ever to be presented to the legislative body of this state., It is easy in-
deed to get up with pride and with pleasure to urge the adoption of plan 3.

Stop and consider for a moment why there is such widespread fear and
opposition on the part of the Governor and the Republican Party. Just look af
where the incidents of this tax falls and compare that incidents with the in-
cidents of the Governor's irresponsible tax program. In the past few days,
we have read consistently in the newspapers of the Governor's concern that
plan 3 will be a tax on thrift and a hardship on the elderly. Now I said a
few moments ago in addressing myself to the Ritter amendment, that I, for one,
have grown tired of such an analysis because the people of this state demand
and have a right to the truth. And I think the communications media have an
obligation to present plan 3 fairly and squarely and in all its, completely

and in all its detail,

Now with opposition to a tax of 7% on fuel that retired people would .

187
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have to pay, which for most people would be at leasi: $200 worth of fuel a ad

year at 7%, on the telephone, water and electric bill, on their magazines thaf
they buy, on motor vehicle trade-ins, on cigarettes and gasoline, on meals
under a dollar, and that is what he's presented today. Let's not talk about
asking people who are retired and living on fixed incomes as he did on Februagy
16th to be prepared to pay 7% on medicines, prescriptions, and medical deviced,
Why the reaction to that proposal, it was decidedly turned down by all the
people of this state, not only those who would be adversely affected by it.
It was a disgrace and an insult to the intelligence of this, the state with
the highest per capita income of all fifty states. ‘ "~
I call on the Governor not to say that this is a tax of lasf resort
hecause I dare say, even contrasted with the so-called Ritter proposal, that
this is by far and clearly the most progressive tax proposal ever presented
to any legislative body in this state. Examine it for a moment and then ask
yourself, you on the other side of the aisle, in good conscience, can you
agree that this is a tax on thrift and on honesty and a burden on those who
are retired or over sixty-five? Well, first of all, it's down to sixty and

the exXemptions have increased., Ask yourself, what do you have to have at

age sixty~five before you pay a single penny. Are you poor and opressed as
the Governor would have the people believe? The answer is resoundingly and
clearly no, because you have to have a minimum of $100,000 bhefore you paid
a single pemny. There is no tax program, no proposal, that has ever been
advanced that would be so progressive and so fair to the people of this state.!
And T mentioned before a statistic which was somewhat startling and I ask you
to consider it, that in proposal 3, 90%, that's 90% and that's not a wild

figure, that's an actual figure; 90% of it would come from people with in-

comes of over 510,000. Now this is why the Governor has shown his concern

“ .
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This is why he has turned to the greatest ploy of all times. He has deceived| ad

the people of this state into believing that he is the champion of the very
people whose purpose it is and has been since February 1l6th on the part of
this administration to 0ppress. Now the issue.is clear here. You have the
option to be for a tax which puts the burden where it should be, on those
who are best capable and can best afford to pay the burden that's imposed by
the progressive programs to the people have asked for and demanded and are
deserving of. That, or a program which, without doubt, is.the most regressive
that has ever been presented, not only to this legislature, but to any legis-
lature in the fifty states. If you think about it, if you act intelligently
about it, if you stop to realize that despite its regressivity, despite its
concern with paying off a deficit to the detriment to the needs of cthe people
and those least able to pay, that it has not addressed itself in one single
instance to the needs of our cities, to the needs of our toﬁns;' nbt one penny
of ADM, not one penny of block grants, the most ridiculously little amount
ever to our cities through the Department of Community Affairs, You look at
it and examine it and in conscience you must conclude that it is totally ir-
responsible and that the only alternative plan is the just plan, the plan
that's embodied in alternative 3.

MR, STEVENS (122nd):

Mr. Speaker, therets been a great deal of talk about the Meskill tax

proposal being the most regressive proposal, not only in Connecticut but in

all of our sister states, It seems to me there was one offered in 1969 by a
'h former Governor that was more regressive. In fact, if there's anything I
;

| o | don't like to admit, I must say that in searching around for a way out of our

fiscal mess, it was necessary to take a good look at that tax document sent
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to us on February 15, 1969, which as I recall, my good friend from Meriden;

wholeheartedly supported throughout the State of Connecticut. It's funny how |
in two years, those things which are progressive become regressive.

Now the two proposals which we've had a great deal of debate about
today are the so-called Ritter plan and the Snieder plan., Actually, both
are nothing but income taxes and T don't think this state wants one as we
have certainly had enough debate about today. I think that the Snieder plan
is best described as fiscal euthanasia. 1 certainly didn't coin that phrase,
we all know where it came from but I think it's true. It puts the burden,

as my good friend from Meriden says, where it should be. The only problem is
where he thinks it should be is on those people who are prudent enough to savg
and if there's anything that's unfair, that's it. I can understand the pride
of authorship which he feels in the Snieder plan for I think it's misnamed,
cut and I'm pretty confident, as I'm sure he is, that it won't ever be adopted
so let's stop the debate, get on with supper.
MR. COATSWORTH (76th):

Mr. Speaker, I would rise to support this bill. I might add that

a bill in this House during this session, that this bill in fact causes con-
siderable problems among many of the members here because of the fact it's not
it's not the alternative that meets the needs of the State of Connecticut, it

is not the alternative that is the most progressive, it is the only alternativ

to vote on it very quickly and apparently it will be a party line vote.
I would ask, Mr. Speaker, that many of us here that considered the

income tax as probably the most progressive way to deal with the tax problem.

.

I also think it's a bad tax as do most of the people in the State of Connecti-

I would support this bill with more reluctance than I have ever had to supporf

at this time that seems to have any political life and unfortunately, we have

ad
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I think the failure of this legislature to confront that issue and to ...
‘honestly and to extend some political life to that question is a failure that
will be reacted to with great disappointment among the people of this state.
Mr. Speaker, I suspected that the people of this state expected greater leadey
ship from its political leader than it has received, As far as I'm concerned,
the plan before us now that much more than a real political charade upon the
people of this state, as Governor Meskill has agreed to veto this bill the
minute it reaches his desk anyway. I will support the plan because, in the
final analysis, it is to some degree at least more progressive than the

| Republican alternative and it is with reluctance that T will véte.in the arf-
firmative on this measure.

MR, MORANO (151st):

Mr, Speaker, a question through you to the gentleman from Hamden. Mr.
Speaker, I would like to ask the gentleman if he'd care to give an example on
just how the exemptions of the 10% tax on interest and dividends will apply td
the elderly.

MR. METTLER (96th):

Mr. Speaker, it's a relatively complex thing to attempt to do on the
floor but T think I can give one rélatively simple explanation or example,‘
through vou, sir. Assuming a person was over the age of sixty and his or hex
total ;ncome came from interest, dividends and capital gains, and that total
‘income in a given vear ﬁas $5,000; in the case I have just outlined the in-
dividual would pay no tax under our proposal.

MR. MORANC (151st):
Mr. Speaker, commenting on the gentleman's answer, I think this is

a shame, [ think it's dreadful. 1It's a license to steal, a license to steal
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from this poor old lady or the old man who have been saving all these years,
after educating all their children, and just barely skimping along each day,
to take money awaj from them in a-form of an income tax, and then trying to
shield this by saying, we are giving exemptions-to the elderiy. It's dreadful
MR, HANNON (16th):

Mr. Speaker, they may be poor old ladies in Greemwich but in 163
other towns, they're pretty well off. I would add to Rep. Mettler's remarks
by saying this. As I understand the tax, if you added to that $5,000 of in-
_terest and dividends income all the annual money froﬁ pensions, social secur-
ity and annuities, there would still be no indebtedness Lo the State of Con-
necticut. The fact of the matter is, Rep. Morano and others, they're just
off scot free and what the Governor says just ain't so.

MR, GORMLEY (142nd): : -

Mr., Speaker, I oppose this bill and I protest the incredible high
tax proposal now being considered, A tax of 10% on interest on savings and
dividends is both appalling and highly discriminatory against a certain seg-
ment of our population. We have in my Assembly district, many of what can
be called middle income families whose income has been somewhat reduced by
present economic conditions. They have had to curtail their home activities
involving any expenditure of money so that they can live within their income,
péy off their mortgage and try to save some.money for their children's educa-
tion. Since they are forced to do this, I suggest in fairness to the average
middle income famjly, that it is high time that both the local, state and
national goverﬁments cut their expenses and economize in every wéy possible,
Mr. Speaker, as it has been stated so well by many, the average middle income

family pays the cost of government, They have neither the tax shelters of the
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wealthy nor are they eligible for welfare payments, Their children cannot get ad
scholarships or loans and the parents have to really scratch to pay the cost
of higher education., They are the people who have qualified themselves to be
the backbone of the basic fibre and structure of society in Connecticut, I
ask, Mr. Speaker, why should these people be so drastically penalized and
E I ground into the earth while bearing the other problems of the so-called sileng

' majority, Many of these middle income families cannot survive raising and

educating their children or even live decently if this tax program goes through.
_ " _ Further, if this tax proposal is passed, it will impose another

j financial burden on the already over-burdened middle income family. In fact
if this kind of tax program continues, we will eliminate the middle income
family entirely and the silent majority will soon be shouting down the roof-
. tops of the capitol, down around our ears here in this legislative body. I

don't want this to happen, Mr, Speaker. I oppose this bill and will vote

“ against it. Thank you, Mr., Speaker.

) MR, GITLIES (75th): . _ ‘ ‘ -

S " Mr. Speaker, I think it's rather ironic that we hear from that side
of the aisle concern about the middle income and the cost of college and
tuitions at this state. 1 would remind the members of that side of the aisle
that it was from your Governor that the recommendation was that we should in-

crease tuition at our colleges, which would directly hit this middle income

group., I have no qualms about this plan 3, as it is called, the Snieder tax
or the Papandrea tax or any other tax you want to call it., I have no qualms
about this tax. This tax, we can say with pride, imposes a 3% sales tax on
the people of the State of Connecticut, as opposed to a recommended 7% éales
tax. It imposes a tax on the higher income groups, clearly the persons in a

| better position to pay. T don't know who was listening on the other side of
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aisle when the example was given as to the imposition of a tax. If you had
heard, you would have heard there was no tax at all in the example given, no
theft there, no tax at all. I submit this is a good tax. I don't know
whether the Governor is going to sign it., I gather he is not but I héve no
reservation in saying, I suggest Governor Meskill you look at it, look at it
closely, and then perhaps you'll pick up your pen and decide it's a darn sight
better than what vou've proposed to us, and sign it. |
MR, CIARK (l4th):

Mr. Speaker,. I seem bound to have to say this., I wasn't going to
stand up. I didn't up to now, but I think some of us in here ought to realize
I passed around some paper here today, that three-quarters of any income tax
form would be paid by those who have wage and salary income only and only one-
forth or less by those with investment income. Further than that, figures do

show that over 80%, 80% of our nation's wealth is held by less than 1% of the

population and a tax on investment income is certainly an appropriate mechan-

jsm for balancing the tax structure. Now we hear about the poor people who
are overburdened, the poor rich who are going to be overburdened, but the
poor little guy in the middle who is going to be breaking his back and can't
get the scholarships and can't get the benefits, I say this is a good bill
and I think we should vote for it 100%.

MR. LENGE (13th): S - V' e

| Mr. Speaker, I rise to oppose this bill and I've tried to listen
very attentively and I've also tried to study the formulas and see how they
would apply and if ever have 1 listened to a proposal that has been flying
under false colors, this is it. And if ever I've listened to a case of

oversell, this is also it. It definitely will not produce the revenues, it
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definitely is not what it purports to be and I think the example given was a

well selected one in terms of the proponents, in terms of $5,000 and no earned
income, but let's remember another thing, what the thing that is left unsaid
here is the yo-yo aspect of it. On the one side, We have a proposal that
started out at age sixty-five, dropped to sixty. Now we know that that can
go up and down. If there was every unmanimity on anything in this chamber in
these last several days, it's the fact that once a tax is established, we play
around with it. It stays but we start fooling with the exemptions and all
other things. And then the exemption figure, that's been moved around a bit
too by the amendments that have come in here. Now, I'm going to get to some
other aspects of this thing, but I think it only fair that we use some of the
criteria for selling that have been proposed by the distinguished Majority
Leader., He said that popularity, popularity or lack of it, attaches a very
critical factor in his mind, and I heard him say it earlier. I tell you that
if popularity is the criteria for acceptance or rejection of this proposal,
income and dividend tax, then this bill should be just as dead as a doornail,
because the outcry from all segments, the young, the old, the middle aged,

the middle income earner, everywﬁere, they have said that this is absolutely

unfair, discriminatory. They feel as though they've been deserted., They feel
as though their hard efforts to be responsible citizens in one fellswoop havef
beén just poured down the drain. Now I ask you, the distinguished Deputy
Majority Leader said he points to this one with pride and he says,look at
where the incidents of tax falls. And then he starts to tell us where it wil]
fall and with pride, he tells us, we are proposing a discriminatory tax. The
distinguished Majority Leader said he was concerned about socking it to the

middlie income earner. Well, I ask you, where does this one sock it? The
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just a limited aspect of what this proposal is. What it really is, is getting
to the heart of the system. It's a shaft, It's a drive. 1It's a rubout of
individuality and the attempi and the will for enterprise and some degree of
respect and self-respect and self-maintenance. That's what it is. And I ask
you, what has happened? I'm not asking to roll back some kind of calendars

in all of this thing, but what has happened to the forebearers of Mr. Papan-
drea and myself. How about those days of little individuality and little
shops and the merchants and all the rest who saved in the little family pass-
book and they deposited it in the savings accounts and it was a matter of
pride to be able to deposit a few dollars and build them up for a stated pur-
pose and to maintain the dignity of doing it on your own. Why should we aim
at this class and this category? What is at stake here is the rugged individs
ualist, if you will, and the real determination, the foundation of this whole
society, the individual, the family, and everything put together. And I say,
if you're going to parade this one under false colors, calling it unearned
income, then that is the last straw. Because where did the income come from
except by the sweat of the brow and the willingness to deny self and save a
few dollars and a little bit of self-respect for those last years when you

ought to be able to rely on it and not have an assault made on it in a dis-

will be a substkute for a fair and fairly apportioned tax system that puts
the burden on an equitable basis at every single level. If vou get something
for nothing, you don't appreciate it., It's just that simple. And nobody,
no citizen of this state or this nation ought to ask for something without

being willing to shoulder it equally equitably, And for those who think that

196
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an income tax, that an income ;ax is the endall, we're missing the boat if
you think that's true too.

We need to keep a composite tax structure here. We've heard all the
stories and I think they're right about curtailing expenditure and getting
this thing in shape. And if anything has been done in this session, and I am
just, I am beside myself listening to the attack on where it started in Febru-
ary and everything else, the fact of the matter is, a mirror has been held up
to this General Assembly and the people of this state. We were in desperate
straits in February and let's forget the past history., You don't have to have
it rubbed at you, but let's get together and face this thing the way we should
You know this is no answer. It distinguishes a special category of income and
it is like another tax, the most regressive of all, the tax on property. And
if this is not a tax on property, personal property or property of that type,
then I ask you what is. And forget those examples, The one thing that was
said was, that this is a complex formula, a complex formula. And I say to you;
that it will not work the way you are saying and there will be those who will
lose all drive and all incentive and really when you try to straighten out
this tax program and this sytem in the future, youtre going to have an awful
lot of heels digging in. And I say that this is not the answer, and for us to
parade it under this type of false color when we know it failed in Rhode Is-
land and with the tracks and with this apparent bonanza and everything else,
thef're in desperate straights as bad as we are, if not worse,

So, let's not call it something that it is not., Let's be honest about
it and I think it's been said time and again here this afternoon, that we know
that this is just a little playgame we're going through and let's get to the

main problem, we have to come back.
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MRS. BECK (50th):

Mr. Speaker, as a supporter of the income tax for fifteen years and
a believer that the only source éf true tax justice for the State of Connecti-
cut will be an income tax, I am supporting this®proposal. And T think we all
here today should remind ourselves that we are at the end of the first round
of tax negotiations. We have seen the Covernor's representatives come toget-
her with his tax proposal. We have seen the Democrats come together with tﬁat
same group with their tax proposal and we have seen those negotiations break
down. And it would be difficult for any of us in this room to acknowledge
that they were not very close to agreement on & state income tax., I, for one,
strongly applauded their efforts. I think they worked intensively. And I
feel very deeply that what has happened in the last few days is that we, as

politicians, who believe that politics is the art of the possible, we have

lieve that the Governor's failure to call the people back in, indicates that

he is practicing the politics of the impossible. And I am forced personally

today, having voted my conscience and my heart for a state income tax, I wish!
all of you very well on both the Republican and Democratic gides. I think we

have had bipartisan speeches for an equitable tax system. I think now we are

I
¥

talking again about trying to come back together with two alternatives and [
am going to back this proposal and say that I hope very much that the Governoy

of this state will exert leadership and will say, we must give the people of

Connecticut, they must have a statesmanlike tax, an equitable tax, a bipartisan

state income tax to solve the local and state tax crisis in Connecticut,

MR. AVCOLLIE (94th):

198
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Mr, Speaker, I'd like to say very briefly I certainly am delighted | ad
to finally find out what it is that Nick Lenge's distriet over in West Hartford
has. We heard in the last week, they don't have used cars, they don't have
: " welfare recipients, they don't have people that need hospitalization, we
finally found out what they do have -- old ladies with big, big, big bankbooks.

" Itve heard him say there's been a great oversell here but I think he forgot to
say that there's been no seliout, and that's the important part of this pro-
i gram. No sellout to the people of the State of Connecticut. As to the out-
cry, I don't think there would have been any outcry had it not been for the
prevarication that came from the second floor and T don't mean this House,

when the people of the State of Comnnecticut know what this program is, know

_that it's a Democratic program, know that it's a program that we stand for
for the people, then I don't think there'll be an outcry that's going to make|
the other side of the aisle very happy. That old lady that we're talking
about has $100,000 in the bank, she doesn't pay a penny and she's going to
need another $100,000 in the bank before the tax under this program would
even come close to the 7% she'd have to pay under the Governor's program.
So, let's face it. Liars figure, but figures don't lie, do they?
And I think it's pretty obvious that this program is for the people. Pahaps
it might not be for the fat cats in some of the districts, in the silk stock-
ing district, or maybe even in Nick's district, but for 85 to 90% of the people
in this state, it's an equitable tax program.
One last thing, I didn't understand about Mr. Lenge's statement was
'fhe yo-yo aspect. I only want to assure him that there's no yo-yos on this

side of the aisle.

THE SPEAKER:
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Further remarks before we vote? : _ t ad
MR. CAMP (163rd}: -

Mr, Speaker, through you please, a question to Mr., Mettler, if he
would care to respond, Is the tax on that part of capital gains--
THE SPEAKER:

He's not back in the hall. Thank you. Rep. Camp has the floor unless]
hetd like to yield to you, Not tonight, he says. Rep. Camp.

MR, CAMP (163rd):

It*'s being pressed, Mr. Speaker. Is the distinetion in the capital
gain tax, as indicated by line 1642, between the long-term and the short-term‘
gain. Would a short-term gain be 10% and a long-term gain be 5%, ' £
THE SPEAKER: T o ‘ T

Would the gentleman answer that yes or no?

MR, METTIER (96th):

It is my understanding, through you Mr. Speaker, that both would be
taxed at the rate of 10%. A
MR, CAMP (163rd):

Through you, a second question. Would a tax, would an exemption as
presenfly allowed on an exchange of a house or virtual exchange of a house
be allowed?

MR, METTLER (96th):

Mr. Speaker, through you; yes.
MR. CAMP (163rd):

A third question, on a, on the, you indicated there was an exemption
of $5,000 on a person over sixty. As I read line ¢, on page 36 and 37, it

seems to be a $2,000 maximum exemption for a person under sixty and I think
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the age of sixty-five on section e, line 1704 and it appears to me that the I
~ad

double exemption would be two times $2,000, $4,000. Have I misread the bill?
MR, METTLER (96th):

Through you, Mr, Speaker, yes. Actually, yvou have read the bill cor-
rectly, Mr. Camp, but you should also read the amendments that were introduced
several hours ago, The amendments lowered the age limit from sixty-five to

sixty and made the multiplier from double fo two and a half times the two

~

thousand or a total of five thousand.

MR, CAMP (163rd):

Next, on line 1671, you talk about income or capital gains construc-
tively ;ccruéd as opposed to income.or capital gains received in fact, Does
that apply to unrecognized gains?

MR. METTLER (96th): ’

Through vou, Mr., Speaker, this section was modified to bring it in
accordance with the federal statutes and I believe that the question to your
question, well I'm going to have to withdraw an answer to your question be-
cause, very frankly, I don't know at the moment.

MR. CAMP (163rd): -

Thank you. 1 think at the time your amendments were introduced, I
didn't have the language in front of me. I add no more to what was said al-
ready, Mr. Speaker, except that I think this is an obvious administrative
horror because, as we well know from those who have followed the federal in-
come tax, taxes on intereét, dividends and capital gains, were not widely
paid, unfortunately, until they had a widely used reporting belief and I think
the Tax Department will report to you this year, the tax on capital gain was
exempt and largely ignored., Consequently, I think that any figures of how

guch ing?me is goipg_to be received from this are probably extensively
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overstated. It's an obvious income tax and in that regard, I'm a little sur-
prized that those people have ignored New York, where with the miracle of an
incomé tax is supposed to solve all our problems, the State of New York has
gone on a big spending cutback this year. Income tax doesn't, I don't think
this does.
THE SPEAKER:

Are we ready to vote?

MR. NEWMANN (1&6th):

— 1

Mr. Speaker, I strongly oppose this propoéal and I say in 1967, you
led us down the path to the brink of financial disaster., 1In 1969, you led
us down the path to the brink of fimancial disaster. And I say to you on
the other side of the aisle, here and now, in most certain terms, I implore
you, please don't do it again, And that's just what you're going Lo do if
yvou manage to get this proposal through. |
MR. BRUNC (132nd):

Mr. Speaker, through you I'd like to ask a question to the represen-
tative from Hamden. I have two questions, Mr, Speaker, so be tolerant with
me pleasé. What type of a tax éorm, in the event that this bill is passed,
will the taxpayers of Connecticut be faced with?

THE SPEAKER:
Does the gentleman care to respond?
MR. METTLER (96th):
Through you, My, Speaker, as simple as possible,
MR. BRUNO (132nd): . u
Mr. Speaker, has this form been prepared by your committee or is it

still in process?

ad
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"

MR, METTLER (96th):

Through you, Mr. Speaker, the answer is no.

MR, BRUNO (132nd): _ ' IR

The second question, Mr. Speaker, to the gentleman from Hamden, what
will be the tax force and the cost to collect this tax? Have you given that
any consideration?

MR. METTLER (96th):

Through you, Mr. Speaker, we estimate the additional cost for the
collection and regulating of this tax will be in the area of approximately
$1,7 million and the money for this is included in the appropriations act
passed last evening. .

MR. BRUNO (132nd):

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I oppose this bill on the basis that this is
another form of income tax,

THE SPFAKER: - ‘7

Let me announce an immediate roll call.

MR, STOLBERG (112th):
Mr. Speaker, I think the thunder we hear are the gods expressing the
chagrin at what we're doing today.
THE SPEAKER:
| i think it may be the chégrin of thé gods the fact that you're get-
ting married Saturday.
MR, STOLBERG (112th);

No, I'm sure that's a joy. I'd just like to say that I will vote

for this because 1 committed myself that if we got a fair chance to hear ouk

the income tax, I would vote for this bill, 1It's not a bad bill but it's

ad
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certainly not the best that this Chamber jis capable of, Let me also say that
in the deliberations that will be following among the leaders of the Democra-
tic Party and Republican Party and our good Governér, if you're looking for
someonhe to blame the income tax on, we will submit a list of volunteers from
the Chamber because once this plan is vetoed, after we pass it, I commit my-
self as I committed myself to vote for this plan, that it will be very dif-
ficult to bring out of this Chamber without a great deal of effort against
some of us who are committed to a fair revenue package, a package which in-
cludes not résts entirely on, but includes a fair and graduated income Ctax.
THE SPEAKER:

let me announce again.

MR. PROVENZANO (127th): o o

Mr. Speaker, I want to assure the residents in the, my constituency
that after the Governor vetoes this package, I shall work against an income
tax with all my vigor and all my strength. |
THE SPEAKER:

Will the members please take their seats? Will the members please
be seated? The machine will be open. Has every member voted? Is your vote
recorded in the fashion you wish? Will the members please check the board?
The machine will be locked. The Clerk will take a tally. Rep., Hill from the
67th indicates she Waslin her seat at the time of the vote and wishes to be
recorded in the affirmative, Further members please check the board. The
gracious lady from the 40th.

MRS. HANZALIK (40th):

Mr. Speaker, I'm afraid I'm going to have to suggest that the Clerk

look at the voting list, I may have been properly registered as voting in

the pegative but I may not. The button does.not. seem to be working righé now.

ad
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THE SPEAKER:
Jt's recorded on the list, I'd remind the members we are now going

to the bond program before hreaking for supper.

THE CLERK: *
Total number vobing . . . « « & & ¢ 4 4 4 « 4« o« « « <1069
Necessary £for PasSage + v « o o + s o v o « o o » » » 85 N
Those voting Yea + + + ¢ & 4 « « « + + « « 90 T

Those voting Nay . . . v « « s o s o o « + 19
Absent and not Voting . + « 4+ + + « & « « . 8

THE SPEAKER:

The bill is PASSED.

THE CLERK:

On page 28, Calendar No. 1660, substitute for S.B, No. 1253, An Act

Concerning the Authorization of Bonds of the State for Capital Improvements
and Other Purposes, as amended by Senate Amendment Schedule MA',
MR. SPAIN (166th):

Mr. Speaker, I move_acceptanée of the Joint Committee's favorable
report and passage of the bill. The Clerk has Senate Amendment "A",
THE SPEAKER:

- The gentleman €rom the 166th has moved acceptance and passage. The

Clerk will call Amendment Schedule "A"™,
THE CLERK:

Senate Amendment Schedule MA"™ adopted by the Senate on June 7th.
MR, SPAIN (166th):

Mr, Speaker, I'll summarize the amendment, if I may.
TIE SPEAKER: | ) ' | | -

Please proceed.

MR, SPAIN (166th):

ad
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Page 4 please top of the page, second item, Cal. 1082 File 1504,
Favorable report of the joint standing committee on Finance,
Substitute for S.B., 1186 An Act Concerning Revenue Sources for
the State of Connecticut.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Cutillo.
SENATOR CUTILLO:

Mr. President, I move acceptance of the joint committee's
favorable report and passage of the bill,
THE CHAIR:

Will you remark?
SENATOR CUTILLO:

Its a good bill and ought to pass. I understand there are
a few amendments,
THE CLERK:

The Clerk has a number of amendments on his desk.
SENATOR BUCKLEY:

Mr. President, the Clerk has Senate Amendment Sch. A, I
move adoption of the amendment and ask that we waive the reading

of the amendment. |
THE CHAIR: l
Will you proceed on the amendment? ‘
SENATOR BUCKLEY: i
Mr. President, Senate Amendment Sch, A, in the hands of
the Clerk is a very lengthy amendment. It must 15 or 20 pages
at least, And it is the Governor's Tax Package. It is Governor
Meskill's tax package introduced to us for the first time at his
budget message on or about February 15th of this year, Including
his 7% sales tax. An increase, I might remind you from 5 to 7,
with -all of the other taxe increased that the Governor has }
proposed, Mr, President, I personally oppose the amendment, !
Although I have introduced it. But I felt frankly and fairly
that the original Meskill Tax Plan should be given a fair airing

56.°
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here in this chamber before we proceed to the Democratic tax
package. And any amendments which may be offered to it., 1In
order to expidate this matter, I ask, Mr., President for the
privilege of yielding temporarily to certain people around this
circle, for the purpose of speaking only on the amendment with
the privilege of retaining the floor, being returned to me once
they have proceeded. And at this point, the first I yield to
the first Republican Senator on the list, Senator David Odegard
with a request that he make whatever comments he has concerning
Senate Amendment Sch. A. The Meskill Tax Package.

THE CHAIR:

You are not obliged to rise or speak if you do not wish to
Senator Odegard. ’
SENATOR ODEGARD:

I pass temporarily.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Rimer,
SENATOR RIMER:

Mr. President,
THE CHAIR:

For what purpose do you rise? While Senator Buckley has
the floor.
SENATOR RIMER:

If Senator Buckley would yield to me for the purpose of
asking a question?
SENATOR BUCKLEY:

I will be around to Senator Rimer. And although it may
appear discourteous to him, I will yield to him for the purposes
of the question at the time I reach him, ?
THE CHAIR: !

Senator Dowd.

SENATOR DOWD:

Point of Order. Mr., President, this is a gross abuse of

the practice and privilege of yielding. The distinguished Senator

é
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from the 17th is not a school master. He has no right as a
member of this circle to demand comment from anybody. I would
ask that you rule that he is out of order.
THE CHAIR:

Would either of you cite the rule under which you make
your remarks?
SENATOR BUCKLEY:

Mr., President, since the challenge has been made by Senator
Dowd. I ask him to cite the rule that he relies upon as the
matter of yeilding to people has been of long standing in this
circle, Over the many years you have been here, Sir., And I have
too,
SENATOR DOWD:

Mr., President, I press my point of order. We all know
that through practice one yields to a Senator when he want to,

when the second Senator would choose to make some remarks. It if
a matter of courtesy. It is not a challenge thats thrown down ‘
to any member of this circle, I believe that we all know that i
what is exactly going on now, sir, and T ask you to rule on long*
gtanding parlimentary practice. That no Senator may challenge q
another Senator to make a comment on anything that he does not ;
choose to. It is not a school room, 3
THE CHAIR:

Senator Cutillo,
SENATOR CUTILLO:

Mr, President in answer to Senator Dowd, I think its whole¢+
heartedly generous of Senator Buckley to offer to the Republicans
their chance 1o defend their Governor's budget. Now he has |
brought up a comparable budget. And I think the Republican's i
in due course shoudl answer properly. In defending this.budget.g
So the good Senator Buckley is making this offer and I think the
Republicans ought to take him up on it, |
THE CHAIR:

Senator Buckley, it is the Chair's opinion that Senator

|
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Dowd is correct, That you cannot conduct, just a minute please,

I haven't finished the sentence. That you cannot conduct a

circus by the device of so called yielding to persons who have
not indicated to you a request that you yield to them for comment.

You have no more right to go round this circle and ask each person
his opinion on a subject than any other member, For if this

were practice to be accepted. We would indeed have a circus in

the true sense of the word. A circus in the round. '

And I rule that your, my ruling is that your request of
various persons who have not reguested that you yield to them,
is out of order.

SENATOR BUCKLEY: |

Mr. President. Respectfully I challenge your ruling.
THE CHAIR:

Well you challenge. Do you appeal the ruling of the Chair
SENATOR BUCKLEY:

I appeal the ruling of the Chair, Mr., President. And ask
that when the vote be taken on my appeal. It be taken by roll “
call,

THE CHAIR:

Senator Fauliso,
SENATOR FAULISO:

May we stand at ease for a few seconds, Mr, President, I
ask your indulgence?

THE CHAIR:

I'm not going anywhere., Thank you Senator.
SENATOR BUCKLEY:

Mr, President,

THE CHAIR:
Senator Buckley.
SENATOR BUCKLEY:

May we be back in order. Senator Fauliso asked that we

stand at ease,
THE CHAIR:
The Senate is back in order and you appealed the ruling of

I -
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the chair,
SENATOR BUCKLEY:

May I withdraw the appeal of the ruling of the chair,

THE CHAIR:

You may.
SENATOR BUCKELEY:

Mr, President, I believe I still have the floor?
THE CHAIR:

You still have the floor.
SENATOR BUCKLEY:

May I ask then instead of going around the circle in the
interest of saving some time, since its now seventeen minutes
after eleven by the clock which stands in back of you. That any

| Republican member of this circle who chooses to stand and defend
| Governor Meskill's tax package presented in Senate amendment
. Sch. A, please take the opportunity now since I will cede the

- Senator Eddy.

floor to stand and do so.
THE CHAIR:

You may ask that because you have already done so.,

SENATOR EDDY:

Mr. President, I think all of us came here tonight expecting

to play a charade, I suppose this can be classed as sort of é
tonight's play pen., And I think we're now engaged in a charade,

I think everyone is tired of it. And I recall early in the session

- that Senator Buckley talked of Governor Meskill. He called him

~hip shooting Tom. And I thought that was an amusing description;

at the time, And I think that Senator Buckley should now be ,
called a hip shooter too. The one difference he appears to have
no guns.,
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THE CHAIR:

Will you remark further? If not, Senator Murphy.
SENATOR MURPHY:

My only comment Mr, President is thats really no defense
at all of the Governor's so called tax package. Its just an
attempt at some humor here. And apparently no one on the
Republican side really wants to defend this package.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Rimer,
SENATOR RIMER:

Mr. President, through you a question to Senator Buckley.:
I gather that since we waived the reading of the amendment and |

ﬂ
its been proclaimed that it represents the Governor's tax :

package. As I recall one of the vital elements of the Governor's

tax package, which was a very, in very delicate balance with
his appropriations package, was the interim sales tax at the
at 7%, an increase from 5 to 7% for the period of April 1, to
June 30 and it appears to me that that question is rather H
academic at this juncture. But just for the point of clarifi- |
cation since that involved roughly twenty-seven million dollarsi
of revenue. WMy question through you Mr. President to the :
Senator from the 17th. Is this particular provision of the
Governor's tax package included in this amendment?
THE CHAIR:

Senator Buckley.
SENATOR BUCKLEY:

Mr. President the last page of the amendment says that
its effective as of July lst., Obviously this does not therefore
go back in time. Point of time to April 1, or whatever date
Senator Rimer indicated, If Senator Rimer is able now to offer
an amendment to increase the Governor's recommended 7% to 7%
or 7% or whatever would make up that difference, I would be
pleased to have that type of an amendment considered at this
time,
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THE CHAIR:
Will you remark further? Senator Dowd,
SENATOR DOWD: ‘

Mr, President I rise to speak to the motion. The time hag
passed., Circumstances have passed. 4And I would suggest to my ﬂ
distinguished colleague from the 17th. That the Republican
position would be widely known tonight. Will be debated tonight.
Will be put forward tonight. Will be justified tonight. And
he will have an opportunity to speak to that position pro or
con. As the hours go by.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Cutillo.
SENATOR CUTILLO:

Mr. President the purpose of Senator Buckley's amendment
is quite obvious of course. And we want to bring to this floor,
the circle, the Governor's Tax Package. One that I am sure all
Republicans are very proud of. Now I'd like to give the benefip
of the doubt. Ever since the Governor came out with the package
February 16th, I've been against it. I've been against in-
creasing the sales tax, whatsoever, much less up to 7%. But if
we have a consensus of Republicans in this circle, then your
wholeheartedly behind your Governor's budget. I will offer my-
self to vote for that Governor's budget. And you can have it,.
Put it in front of your Governor's desk. Are you all that proud
of it? Now I'm on record. I am against the Governor's budget,

I am for an income tax, based on gross income, But Mr, President

we must move with the business of the state of Connectieut. Ané

I'm sure if it was my Governor, I'd be as proud of-it as I am

sure all the Republicans here are. And I offer myself to break

that tie and give it to the Governor.
THE CHAIR:

Will you remark further? Senator Cashman.




3134

!

b

June 7, 1971 63,
SENATOR CASHMAN: i

Mr. President, shortly after the Governor's tax package
was proposed, I made it plain both in my local press and to anyg
one else who ever asked whether or not I supported his particulai
tax package, I indicated at that time that I did not, That I
felt that on balance an income tax would be fairer. That position
has been well know, Its been well known to Senator Cutillo for
some time, I'm a little bit upset at this, Senator Eddy called |
it play pen charade that we're going through right now., Its
nonsense. We aal know where we all stand on these various matters.
We should be debating an income tax, As it is we're playing
games. And I think its most unfortunate that grown men have to
go through this nonsense,
THE CHAIR:

Will you remark further? Senator Dupont,
SENATOR DUPONT v

Mr. President, I don't feel that this is any charade or any
game, I think this is a proposal that was made by Governor
Meskill. Its the only proposal +thats been made that I know of
my the Republican party. I think the only sad thing about this
is that it wasn't brought out sooner, by an unfavorable report.
Or petitioned out of committee by the Republicans and put before
this body. To let every single member of this circle vote upon |
it, I know myself, I've received hundred and hundreds cf letters
in opposition to this proposal. And I am committed to vote against
it. And I aam proud to vote against it, I'm not ashamed to vote
against it, I'll vote against it tonight. I think every memberﬂ
of this circle on this important tax program should be put to a ¥
vote on what he ig for and what he is against. Thats what we're
here for. Thats what its all asbout, ‘
THE CHAIR:
Senator Hammer,
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| ' : SENATOR HAMMER:
i Mr. President, I just want to ask one of my questions, of

Senator Cutillo., How could we veote on a tax package of which a
key part, was to apply a 7% sales tax beginning April 1st?
THE CHAIR:

“ Senator Cutillo. Well you wished to speak anyway, did you
not Senator? I had you down here. You wish to speak? You don'it
have to answer the question if you don't wish to, But you wish
to speak still? Senator Cutillo.

SENATOR CUTILLO:
You know, Mr. President and members of the circle, the |
allugions or the references to a game and charades is really non
sensencal, The fact of the matter is, this is serious business.
I have no greater responsibility to my district as anyone of you
in here. And nc greater responsibility in my district nor the
people of the state of Connecticut than the Governor. And if we
can look at this tax package as being haphazard and bad in general.
Then its going to hurt the low, moderate income people and elderly
people. And we know its bad, You mean to say to me, Mr, Presidf
ent members of this circle that the Governor before he gave it
February 16th, didn't know it was bad, And didn't serve the
respongibility he was elected for. Do we know better than the
Governor? I'm afraid to say, we dc. Because of the lack of
response on the Republican side in defense of this, Now if it is
all together as good as the Governor has made it out ot be. Then
lets vote for it, On the way coming up here today. A reading

in the paper I saw the Governor's challenge. He says-1 want to
put through my 7% sales tax, Mr. President, I ask the Republicans
to stand and be counted. In behalfl of their Governor. And the
Governor of the people of the state of Connecticut, Ig he best
serving the interest of the people of the state of Connecticut bj
giving this sham to 211 of us. Lets be counted. I know all
Democrats have been cocunted c¢n this, I'm asking the Republicans
to be counted, If ite gocd lets vote for it., Republiecans and all,

]
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Obviously ladies and gentlemen of this circle, it isn't good, is 1it?

/1 Or else you would be standing and pounding your fists and saying |

ilets give it to the Governor. Lets give it to the House of Repre-

gfsentatives. Why arn't we doing this? I ask that question of anyl
5£Republican in here, Why arn't we doing it?

THE CHAIR:

%i Senator Smith did you wish to rise? Senator Rome,

 SENATOR ROME:

‘] Mr. President I would like to partially respond to Senator

 Cutille. To why we're not doing this, It is fun and games
tonight and its unfortunate, Because I came here tonight expecting

“that we would begin to carry our our responsibilities, Exliminate

- the word blame from our agenda. And substitute the word responsi-

~bilities., Whether or not I would vote for the Governor's budget}

" really depends upon whether or not your serious. And whether org
not your colleagues in the House are serious, about supporting
that budget also. There are some minor modifications that I and
perhaps some other members of the Republican party would like to

" have in that budget. But with those minor modifications and with

- the assurance of the House as well as you Senator Cutillo, that

- we could go on and pass that budget, I would be prepared to so a
vote. I think it is time that we measure up to our responsibility.
Democratic party represents the majority in this legislaature. i
They have a responsibility as representing that majoritytxbpresent
programs which are not half truths and half program. If they pre-
sent a divident interest tax, they ought to label it as dividendﬁ
and interest income tax. And measure up to that responsibility.%
If they want to put forward a discriminatory income tax;-let them
state thats what they want to put forward. If in lieu of that ?

" they would like to play fun and games with us tonight just shortiy

' before midnight, when we have so much business on this Senate |
floor tonight and so much more coming from the House before we 5
- adjourn tomorrow night, I really become very disappointed with E
those persons that I have thought of as responsible legislators.‘

——
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- I'm prepared if your serious and if you could assure me of your

- colleagues support in the House tc make minor modifications and

- THE CHAIR:

propose Governor's budget. This despite the fact that I have E
recognized that you are the majority party. And that you would

not pass the Governor's budget and in lieu thereof I have suggested
that its time that we faced up to a state income tax in Connect-
icut.

Will You remark further? Senator DeNardis, Macauley,
Buckley and Sullivan,

SENATOR DENARDIS:

Mr., President through you I would like to address two ques-
tions to Senator Cutillo. First of all I thought I heard him say
before in this debate that he personally was in favor of a state
income tax. I would like him to affirm that or deny it and second
of all I would like to ask him that if in the amendment to, shortly
to be introduced, which will represent the majority party's tax :
package, if there in fact an income tax included? Because Mr,
President, I submit that if he is for an income tax and serious
and if his tax package does not include one, that is guilty of
this charade that he accuses the rest of us of participating in,
THE CHAIR: ;

Senator Macauley. Senator Cutillo.

You have been asked a question.

SENATOR CUTILLO:

Mr, President, through you., My position on an income tax,
I think is well known throughout the circle and in the legislature,
T most certainly am for one, I see no basis for answering any |
other part of the question. Thank you,
THE CHAIR:

Senator Macauley.
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SENATOR MACAULEY: |

Mr, President, Senators, I was a little disturbed when
Senator Cutillo got up and said well the Democrats have been ;
counted. And I say yes, I thought to myself, they have been i
counted, They've been counted on in putting this state in a |
financial mess its been, It is in now. They've been counted
on and its their deficit., They've been counted on that when a i
good tax package was presented to them, they horsed around and ;
we didn't get any kind of counter proposal until very late in f
the session and now, we're only a couple days from the adjourning
of the session. And we're trying to iron cut a gocod package.
They start to play games. I just don't buy it.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Buckley;
SENATOR BUCKLEY:

Mr. President, members of the circle, I take great delight

yes in deed,great delight in the attempts and the crocodile
tears and the attempts of the Republican members in this circlej
to change the course of this discussion. This disucssion is on |
the Republican tax package. The Governor's tax package. If you
say these are fun and games, These are the first fun and games{
which were offered in this little battle that we are involved in

evidently. These are the opening fun and games. The opening |
remarks that were made in the budget message. Of the Governor, |
Its not the budget as Senator Rome says. Its the tax package.
Gentlemen and ladies, sorry ladies mnd gentlemen, this is your
Governor's tax package. Now stop trying to turn the thrust and
the impetutous around so that any Democratic proposal is now !
under consideration, Any other proposal other than the Repub- |
lican Governor's tax package is under consideration, it is your ;|
Governor's proposition we are considering. Its easy. The
charades if any are here tonight. And this discussion is pro-
longed is on the part of the Republicans, It is not on the
part of the Democrats. I have submitted an amendment, which is‘
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exactly what your Governor's tax package was. If anybody has
any concern about the difference between the 7% tax from April 1,
let them consider that it might well be made up by the under-
estimation or overestimation, I'm sorry, on the expenditure ;
gside by Governor Meskill of some 15 million dollars or better o&
the appropriation side. Very possibly this could make up the
difference between not having the tax, the 7% sales tax enacted
as of April 1, or April 15, or whatever other date you propose.
But either defend the tax package of your Governor or don't,
Offer alternatives 1f you would by way of amendments to the
amendment whichis on the floor, or else I respectfully suggest
to you be germaine, Because most of the remarks which have
preceded these which I give, have not been germaine, to the
amendment, Out of deference and ability to allowing everybody
to do what they say what they would like to say, I have not made
this point by way of a parlimentary inquiry or point of order,
But please be germaine to the Governor's tax package. Thats
exactly what we're discussing.,
THE CHAIR:

Senator Sullivan,
SENATOR SULLIVAN:

Mr. President, for the sake of brevity. Senator Buckley
has said exactly what I was going to say.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Ives.

SENATOR IVES:

Mr, President to answer very briefly. I am happy to hear
so many Democrats say they like the Governor's package. And very
soon in the evening you will have a chance to vote on basically
the same tax package, modified with the present day income and
expense figures, And when we get to it, we'll ask you to vote |
for it,
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THE CHAIR: ?

Will you remark further? Senator Smith.
SENATOR SMITH:

Mr. President, I rise to oppose the amendment. I've
heard accusations from both sides, Particularly I am remindful
of my own criticism of not the Republican party or not the
Democratic party. But of this circle. And I'm wondering what
is meant this evening about the time getting late. And the waste
of time and the play pen. And the c¢ircus and all these kinds of
things. I know the reason why the amendment was tacked on. And
I also have before me an amendment offered by one of our t
Republicans. But this amendment as I see it, and I understand
its coming up too, is also attached to the Democratic party's
tax package.

fi

Now I believe that if there is akplay pen. Then the play
pen extends down to the second floor in the Governor's office,
And that the Governor used this General Assembly when he met in
joint session to present that 7% sales tax proposal., Now every-
one knows that not only is this body, the majority of this body -
is against that 7% tax proposal. But I think by now people know:
that the majority of the people of Connecticut are opposed to the
7% sales tax proposal. In reading the papers the other day, the
Governor in criticizing the Democratic party's tax proposal was
talking about how much it was going to hurt the elderly, When
his tax proposal not only hurts the elderly. But it hurts many -
of the middle income and low income people throughout this state.
In concluding my remarks, I'm simply saying its been to my
knowledge that administrations themselves submit administration
proposals. And although its been mentioned here that the |
Governor's tax package is going to be presented. Its going to
be somewhat modified,to what extent no one knows, But it seems |
odd that that tax proposal since it had been submitted as a part
of the budget back in January, that its taken so long for that
proposal to come before this body.

69.
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THE CHAIR:

Will you remark further? Senator Odegard.
SENATOR ODEGARD: | ‘

Mr. President, I rise to speak very briefly. And this is
a personal thing to me, Thursday evening, Mr. President, I have
an engagement to speak to a local group in the town of Glastonbury
in my constitutents, as many of us will in the coming weeks., I'd
like to say when I speak to that group I had anticipated saying
that we did the best we could over here. No matter what pro-
posal we enact, Whether it be the Democratic proposal, the
Republican proposal, some compromise or something not yet before
us. Not everyone in any group would agree with it., Some would
be pleased with it. Some would find it very undesirable. And
I can accept that and we all know that that would be true no
matter what we did. And no matter where we went, But it would
be important to say that we tried. That we tried to be sensible.
That we did work hard at it., And we were over here on their be-
half and not playing games, With scmething that is so serious
and so many people are being hurt by taxation in Connecticut
today. And thats what we're doing

It will be difficult for me to express any views like thaty
to a group of c¢itizens in the town of Glastonbury on Thursday
night, because of this evening. And this parlimentary gimmick,
Taxes are serious and we should be acting seriously on it. The
fact is personally I support the Governor. All the time, I am
very proud of our Governor that does not necessarily mean that j
I or any other representative who represents any district within
the state of Connecticut will always go along 100% with any
proposal made by anybody including the Governor, who I have the
very greatest personal,honest respect for. The Senate also has
some responsibility., And included in that responsibility would
be some modification of any proposal from the Governor's office!
no matter whose side he is on. We have made some changes in his
proposal. We have made some changes because the time is different.
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Because we've had a chance to judge the responses that his
proposal has had from the people in our districts, our constituentey.
Now we should get to those. We should get to our plan. We should
get to your plan, Debate them both, There maybe one of them
enacted. Something in the middle., But whatever it is. Lets
do something. This parlimentary games and parlimentary practice
is important in any legislative body. But parlimentary games \
are very seldom a credit to the originator of the same. I think
this is a disgrace to the Senate. I think its going to make it
very difficult for all of us to speak responsibly as we should,
I think it rests on a few shoulders, not all of either party.
Lets get down to business and do the best we can,
THE CHAIR:

Senator Rome,

SENATOR ROME: :

Mr. President, members of the circle, it is my understanding
that the Republican minority through Senator Ives would be offering
an amendment, which in many respects is the Governor's original .
tax package. With the kinds of modifications that represent th&
compromises that Senator Odegard has suggested. With that in |
mind and with having in mind the time, the hour and hoping thatl
Senator Cutillo will continue to support us in this. T would
urge Senator Buckley to withdraw his amendment, so we may get
forthwith on with that amendment. And really debate the issues.
The merits of that amendment,

THE CHATIR:

Senator Buckley. To respond.
SENATOR BUCKLEY:

Mr. President, it is not a response. A motion that when
the vote be taken. It be taken by roll call,
THE CHAIR:

Senator Jackson.

;
]
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SENATOR JACKSON:

Mr., President, members of the circle, I deeply resent the
fact that we're playing a game. And a chzrade here this evening%
If any games are being played, if you would liken it to a dice
game, the first roll was on February 15th., And what has been h
presented here tonight was what the Governor presented to the !
people of Connecticut on February 15th. This is the same plan
that the Governor said that he would sign into law. And I think
that we should be very mindful of just some of the provisions,
The cruely regressive provisions of this bill. Not only do we
g0 to 7% on the sales tax. But every conceivable exemption has
been wiped out. This is one of the reasons I have consistently
said that the Connecticut sales tax is one of the fairest in the
United States. And that is because it has the broadest based
exemptions. The average person does not pay any sales tax under|
the present formula. For his food, his fuel oil, for his
utilities, His medicines and about 25 other items. And I would’
remind you in addition to adding insurance premiums to the sales
tax, the Governor's tax package which wasg presented and held up
as a serious document, would wipe out literally every exemption .
except that for food. So if games were being played., They
started on February 15th,

THE CHAIR:

Senator Cutillo, Mondani and Rome,
SENATCR CUTILLO:

Mr. President, Senator Rome was most accurate when he gaid
we should be getting to a vote on this, Although he is isn't j
too accurate in looking to me to vote along with this. If there@
was more Republican support for this, their Governor's tax pack-i
age, I would vote for it. But because of the obvious lack of
support, I cannot vote for it,.

THE CHATR:

Senator Mondani.
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SENATOR MONDANT:

Mr. President, I sit and listen to the debate, I am
somewhat shocked over the use of the word game. And I don't
think it falls on party Republican or Democrat. I feel that we
represent the third branch of Government and when the Chief |
Executive Officer, representing the first branch of this govern-ﬁ
ment offers, in all sincerety, and in all honesty, a tax proposal
to the members of the General Assembly. Be it Democrat or :
Republican, that we have an obligation, a sincere obligation to i
vote on that proposal. I don't think we can deny it. We have %
many other proposals offered by our Governor. We will in many §
other areas, nominations, recommendations for law. And we vote ;
on them. And we vote honestly. And I can't understand how any-.
one in this circle coculd consider this a game. I think that we
owe it to our chief executive officer, I think we should make
our feelings be known., And I would urge that we vote and vote
with our hearts.

THE CHAIR:

Will you remark further? If not the motion has been made .
for a roll call vote on Senate Amendment Sch, A, All those in
favor of a roll call signify by saying aye, AYE. Opposed nay?
More than 20% having voted for a roll call. An immediate roll
call is ordered in the Senate,

THE CHAIR:
= Senator Power,
SENATOR POWER: -

I would like to speak briefly. And I would like to mention
that because of the fact that Senator Cutillo obviously recognizes
the fact that this amendment as presented, is a bad one. Because
its obviously an unbalanced budget, it was as of April 1, We
have no way of knowing what is contained in those 15 pages. I
feel as he does that I am compelled to vote against this amendment.
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THE CHAIR: ‘

Well I don't believe its proper. No one objected for others
to explain how they're going to vote. The roll call has been
ordered, And under those circumstances no more discussion is in
order. '

Will you proceed?

Results of the balloting by roll call on Senate Amendment
Sch, S.B. 1186,

Whole number voting....ceev. 35
Necessary for passage....... 13
Those voting YeQeeeeeevesess O
Those voting Nay..seesesrees 35
Those absent and not voting..O

The amendment is defeated.

THE CIIAIR:
Senator Cutillo,
SENATOR CUTILLO:

Mr, President, I guess we have another amendment.

I don't know which one it is,
THE CLERK:

The Clerk has in his possession S nate Amendment B as
offered by Senator Cutillo. On line 551 strike out and for.
In line 552, strike out are and insert in lieu thereof is. In
line 569 insert a bracket before for and at the end of the secti&n.
THE CHAIR: "‘

Senator Cutillo,

SENATOR CUTILLO:

Mr, President, I mcve adoption of the amendment.
THE CHAIR:

Will you remark?

SENATOR CUTILLO:

Yes Mr., President, this very simply removes a $500 deduction
that was put in the 1969 Session for automobile trade ins. And
now allows automobile trade ins to be traded at the full value
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' Will you remark further? Senator Crafts.
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and restoring the full value trade in to those people and the

THE CHAIR:
The question is on the adoption of Senate Amendment Sch.B..

SENATOR CRAFTS:

Mr. President may I inguire through you what bill are we
attempting to amend?
THE CHAIR:

Senator Cutillo,
SENATOR CUTILLO:

Well the bill that originally brought out on the flocor,
Mr. President, and its on your calendar Senator Crafts through

you.

The tax bill that was brought out on the floor.

THE CHAIR: |

Is this not the bill at the top of Page 4, second from the
top of page 4. An Act Concerning Revenue Sources for the State
of Connecticut, Mr, Clerk is that correct? Thats the bill beforb
us. Cal., 1082, File 1504 Substitute for S.B., 1186, The questiob
is on the amendment. Senator Cashman.

SENATOR CASHMAN:

Mr. President, a question through you just, while this is
certainly a laudible amendment. And it must be a remarkable tax
package that the Democratie Majority is bringing in. I would
like to know just how much this would cost in terms of revenue
to the state? To restore this particular tax?

THE CHAIR:

Senator Cutillo.
SENATOR CUTILIO:

Mr. President, it is believed through the experts I've i
talked to in this matter that the revenue that would be lost
would be gained with the new business that would be stimulated
by the enactment of this amendment. ‘
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THE CHAIR:
Senator Cashman.,
SENATOR CASHMAN:
Mr. President, I just, I submit thats nonsense.
THE CHAIR:

Will you remark further on the amendment? The question 1s
on adoption of Senate Amendment Sch. B, will you remark further%
If not all those in favor of adoption of Senate Amendment Sch.

B signify by saying AYE. AYE. Opposed Nay? Nay. The ayes
have it. The amendment is adopted.
THE CLERK:

The Clerk has in his possession Senate Amendment Sch, B
as offered by Senator Alfano and Senator Caldwell.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Cutillo.

SENATOR CUTILILO:

Mr. President, can we waive the reading of the amendment?
THE CHAIR:

If there is no objection, it is so ordered.

SENATOR CUTILLO:

Mr. President, I move adoption of the amendment.
THE CHAIR:

Will you remark?

SENATOR CUTILLO:

Mr. President, this very simply if we can put things in
simple terms with the tax package will eliminate the5% sales
tax on barber shops, beauty shops, laundries, dry cleaning est-
ablishments. Those non-professional establishments that would |
otherwise have been hit with the 5% sales tax. I move its
adoption,

THE CHAIR:

Will you remark further? Senator Cashman,

76,




3148
|

{ - | | June 7, 1971

| SENATOR CASHMAN:

| Mr. President, through you, the same question. How much do¢

" you anticipate this would cost Senator Cutillo? Or will this be
covered by increased business activity as well? i

l THE CHAIR:

I did not hear you, Senator Cashman was still speaking and’
- there was an announcement downstairs. Would you wait just a
| moment,
i Thank you Senator Cutillo,
" SENATOR CUTILLO:
i . The enactment of this amendment, Mr, President would cost
very little. As a matter of fact, we feel that the good will it
would stimulate throughout the state, with these people, would
raise more revenue for the state of Connecticut rather than lose
it,
SENATOR CASHMAN:

I'm glad we're not playing games, Its just too bad Senator

Mondani isn't here. That also is nonsense, Senator Cutillo.
| THE CHAIR:

‘ Will you remark further? Senator Hammer.

L SENATOR HAMMER:

v Mr., President, I have a question to Senator Cutillo. I'd
. like to know how much this amendment will cost the state of
ﬁConnecticut? This is a serious matter we're discussing.

THE CHAIR:

“ Senator Cutillo.

“SENATOR CUTILLO:

ﬂ Mr, President, to the gracious lady, you know I know full
-well since February 16 that we're discussing a serious matter,
‘Its too bad no one told the Governor about it. Nr, President, we
gcannot calculate to the letter what this would cost the state of
Connecticut. We're looking to protect those people who are ‘

working for a living. And being redundant on a tax and there is
no dollar sign affixed to it, Senator, %
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THE CHAIR: |

Will you remark further? If not the question is on Senateg

Amendment Schedule C, all those in favor signify by saying aye. |
AYE. Opposed nay? NAY, The ayes have it. The amendment is

adopted.

The Clerk has an amendment. Senate Amendment Sch, D,

Senator Cutillo,
THE CHAIR:

Senator Cutillo,
SENATOR CUTILLO:

Mr. President, I move adoption of the amendment,and waive
the reading of the amendment,

THE CHAIR:

If there is no objection it is so ordered,
SENATOR CUTILLO:

Mr, President, this and quite seriously, is a technical
amendment, It straightens out some of the wording in the bill
to streamline it proportionate to the changes that have been
made, And I move its adoption.

THE CHAIR:

Will you remark further? Senator Dowd,
SENATOR DOWD:

Mr, President, I object to the waiving of the amendment.
That to me is not a satisfactory explanation. And I request that
the Clerk please read it,
THE CHAIR:

Will the Clerk please read the amendment? You have a right
to have it read.

THE CLERK:

Section 57, line 613, after the word assets add interest
and dividends subject to tax under Section 57-72 of this act.
In Section 57, line 1620 after the word purposes strike the word”
prior and insert in lieu thereof the words without regard, 1In
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Section 57, line 1638 after the word gaﬁe strike the word from |
the sale or exchange of stock, and in lieu thereof insert the
word as defined. In Section 57, line 1639 strike the entire
line, 1In Section 57 line 1640 strike the words, the extent such
gains are taxable., In Section 58, line 1709 strike the word or
and substitute in lieu thereof the word and. In Section 60,
line 1761 after the word under strike the word Chapter. And in |
line 1762 strike the words to to for the General Statutes as
amended, and in lieu thereof insert the word Sec., 57 thru 72 of
this Act. In Section 71 line 1984 strike the words includable
and in line 1985 strike all the words. In line 1986 strike the
words the United States and in lieu thereof insert the words
substitute state or federal succession or state taxes,
THE CHAIR:

Will you remark further? Senator Crafts.

SENATOR CRAFTS:

Mr. President, I respectfully suggest that this amendment,
greatly changes this bill thats before us. And I move the matter
be tabled until we have an opportunity to see it in print, j
THE CHAIR: |

The motion is made to table the amendment. The motion is|
not debatable. All those in favor to table the amendment signify
by saying aye. AYE, Opposed Nay. NAY. The nays have it. It
will not be tabled.

SENATOR CUTILLO:

By way of information Mr, President, this amendment will
not lose the state a nickle.
THE CHAIR:

e

I did not hear you, the Clerk was imparting some knowledge

to me,
SENATOR CUTILLO:

For the second time around. It won't cost the state a
nickle,

79.
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THE CHAIR: [
ﬂ Will you remark further on the amendment?
If not 2ll those in favor of adoption of the amendment signify
by saying aye. AYE. Opposed nay? NAY. The ayes have it. The
amendment is adopted. i
THE CLERK:
” The Clerk has an amendment. Senate amendment Sch., E as
offered by Senator Jackson of the 5th,
THE CHAIR:
” " Senator Jackson,
- SENATOR JACKSON:
” Mr, President, I move adoption of the amendment, Will the
Clerk please read the amendment?
THE CLERK:
In line 1709 delete the word or and insert the word and.
SENATOR JACKSON:
” The amendment is self explanatory.
THE CHAIR:
N Will you remark further? If not all those in favor of
- adoption of the amendment signify by saying aye. Opposed nay?
The ayes have it, the amendment is adopted, i
THE CLERK:
The Clerk has an amendment. This is Senate Amendment F as
offered by Senator Ives of the 32nd.
- THE CHAIR:
Senator Ives,
SENATOR IVES:
Mr, President, I move for the adoption of the amendment,
{ Will the Clerk read the amendment?
i THE CLERK:
' Substitute S.B, 1186, File 1504 strike out everything
. after the enacting clause and insert thereof the following: i
Sec, 1. Wherever used in this act 1, persons being and includes
- individual firms, co-partnership, joint venture, association of
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persons however, formed social club, fraternity organization,
corporation, estate press, produciary receiver, trustee,syndicate,
the United States, this state or any political sub-division ﬁ
thereof, any group or combination acting as a unit and any other!
individual or officer acting on the authority of any court in 1
this state; 2) Tax payer means any person as defined in sub-section
1 of this section who is subject to any tax opposed by this act;
3) admission charge means the amount paid for the right or pri-
vilege to have access to a place or location where amusement
entertainment...

THE CHAIR:

Senator Ives, you've had a change of heart,
SENATOR IVES:

Mr. President, I think we've read enough. I would move fof
the waiver of the reading.
THE CHAIR:

If there is no objection and I hope there is no objection,
on behalf of my friend the Clerk, the reading of the voluminous
document will be wailved.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Ives,
SENATOR IVES:

Mr. President, I wanted the Clerk to start to read the
amendment to convice the circle that this is basically the Gov-
ernor's tax program, which we heard so much about earlier in the?

evening., There really is four changes over the basic program, !
We have eliminated the, or put back into law the exemption for f
live stock and feed. The exemption for medicine, the exemption ﬁ
on life and accident and health premium. And on the materials g
and tools used in manufacturing. The only other change which isg
not in this package, but because of the loss of revenue of these§
exemptions, that in our budget proposal which will come before !
us tomorrow. We will propose to pay off one hundred and thirty 2
millien dollars of the deficit, instead of the two hundred and :
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sixty one million., And basically there are no other changes,
When Governor Meskill presented his tax program on Feb., 16, he
very carefully pointed out that it was a hard decision., And a
decision which he made. And we heard for an hour this evening,
that the Republicans were not willing to support it. Well this
amendment is the Governor's tax program, Its updated tc the
present day. Its updated to take care of an increased deficit
caused by Democratic mismanagement over the last two years, Tts|
a clear cut call to the people of the state to tell them that
we're facing up to our responsibilities. And going to pay off
the mess so that we can go forward in the years to come, It calls
for a 7% sales tax, a 7% sales tax for a full year. To June BO,y
1972, An increase we had to make because you would not recognize
the responsibilities and start to pay the deficit on April 1. |
A deficit our Governor inherited and which you gave to him,

The exemptions will continue on food, on home rental and |
professional fees and on doctors bills. The revenue from this
package will raise a billion, forty-two million dollars, which i$
enough toc pass the proposals which we will make in our budget. J
And to pay off the deficit.

Now we heard this evening earlier, a lot of rhetoric, A
lot of noige and a lot of gobbly gook from the opposition. Theygve
got their chance to vote now. I must say also to you, that I
had fourteen letters in opposition to the Governor's proposal
and I've had in excess of almost a hundred letters in opposition;
to any other form of tax. And more on plans 3, which I assume
we will hear from later. I might also point out to you, that I
didn't say in the beginning because I think its germaine now,
+hat the Democratic Finance Committee looked at the Governor's
proposal and decided to come out with something else., And then %
they get on the floor of the Senate and say we've had a change of
heart. Well I think the Chairman of the Finance Committee has '

against the sales tax, he's for an income tax, he's going to vote
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for something else and I doii't know where he stands, But I am
asking him to renew his pledge to vote for the Governor's package
because here it is, i
THE CHAIR:

The question is on the amendment, Will you remark further?
Senator Cutillo, Murphy, Crafts and Jackson.
SENATOR CUTILLO:

Mr. President, a question through you. In lieu of the
fact that the Governor's budget recognized has been in deficit
from its initiation February 16th., I would like to ask therefore
Senator Ives, how much money this would cost the state if the 1
items he has specified had been deleted from the tax base?
THE CHAIR:

Senator Ives,
SENATOR IVES:

The items would have cost the state approximately one

(>
)

. hundred million dollars which is difference in the deficit in

' which we are cutting down and paying. The original proposal would

, SENATOR MURPHY:

| THE CHAIR: (

it
i
i

]
i

| Senator from the 32nd that the Governor now acknowledges through

have been to pay off the two hundred and forty million and we're:

only going to pay off a hundred and thirty million. Basically
thats the difference.

Senator Murphy.

Mr. President, through you a question to the Senator from
the 32nd, Do I take it from the statement made by the distinguished

- this amendment, that is no longer necessary in order for a so

' called balanced budget, that the so called deficit be paid off in

one year? And that it may be paid off in installments?
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THE CHAIR:

Senator Ives,
SENATOR IVES:

Quite the contrary Mr. President, we still have a revenue
estimate that will pay off a balanced budget.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Murphy.

SENATOR MURPHY:

Mr, President I don't think that it really answers the
question. The question, as I recall the Governor's statement,
he indicated that the so called deficit had so be paid off in
one year, Along with current expenditures in order for a bal-
anced budget to be presented. As I understand the amendment
offered by Senator Ives, it would not pay off the so called
deficit in one installment i.e. with this particular budget.
And my question is whether or not this is an acknowledgement
that it is not necessary for a balanced budget to pay off in one
year, this so called deficit,
THE CHAIR:

Senator Ives, if you wish,
SENATOR IVES:

Mr, President, I repeat the same answer, But basically
when you see our amendment to the budget package, there are up
dating from February 16 until the present date, which required a
budget in excess of what the Governor submitted because of in- |
creased costs of fuel o0il and other things which will cover them.,
Realizing this the, and that the discussions that took place, wel
decided that we can pay off half the budget this year. And the i
remainder in future years.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Cutillo.
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SENATOR CUTILLO: j

Mr, President, a question through you to the honorable |
Minority Leader. Do we have a committment from the Governor that
he would sign this tax package? |
THE CHAIR:

Senator Ives,
SENATOR IVES:

You have a committment he will sign this tax package tonight
if you'll put it through the House and send it to him,
THE CHAIR:

Senator Dupont.
SENATOR DUPONT s

Mr. President, I have a question also before I ask that
question I would like to remark or say that as I understood the
debate earlier tonight on Senator's Buckleys amendment, the
Republican members of this circle felt that as of April 1, the
Republican or Governor Meskill's tax proposals were no longer
valid, And required updating, modification. But yet they were

not updated or modified until we came here tonight, I think a

;g lot of questions that members of the circle have already asked n

 and will ask, coult it been avoided if this amendment, if it iﬂ

é% a sincere amendment proposal. If it was presented to us at least

" a few days before tonight so that we would have had an opportuniﬁy
to examine it and ask these questions, But I would like to ask 5
Senator Ives, that if the so called deficit is not to be paid off,
from this tax proposal, or only a portion of it is to be paid off,
how the balance of it is to be paid off? Thats one question I j
would like to ask him Mr. President. And as part of that same |
question, I would like to ask him the various exemptions that he
has kept in that were to be taken out of under the Governor's

| proposals what that amounts to in dollars and cents?

 THE CHAIR:

ii Senator Ives if you wish,
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SENATOR IVES: .
Mr., President, I don't know of an opportunity to present |
this amendment until this Democratic majority decided to take up?
the bill., And the first time was this evening and the amendment |
is before you. I don't know the answer to the second question.

' When the balance will be paid off. I think its anticipated it

- when it comes up additional money for financing to the tune of

will be retired next year. This revenue package proposes to pay:
off half of it this year. And to include in the budget package

five million dollars., Which would not have been a necessity if @
it had been paid off in one year, I don't have the figures and
and I am sure that the Senator if he would check the original

Governor's budget message, would have the amounts of the exemptiéns

still in.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Dupont.
SENATOR DUPONT:

Mr. President, I'm not sure that that question was entirely
answered, It was my understanding from hearing the Senator when
he waived the reading of this and presented this that certain .
exemptions with respect to the sales tax are to be retained under
this new proposal. As opposed to the proposal of Governor
Meskill, where these exemptions were to be taken out. Now it

seems to me that there must be some estimates as to what these |
exemptions mean in dollars and cents, And that was my question.;
THE CHAIR:

Senator Dupont, did he not answer that earlier in response

to an inquiry from another member and said approximately a hundréd

million dollars.,
SENATOR DUPONT:

A hundred million dollars. Thank you Mr, President. I
still have another question and that is with respect to the
tuition. I know that there has been a lot of talk in the news-
papers and a lot of talk everywhere and a lot of correspondence

86.
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i with respect to tuitions. At state colleges and state universitﬂes.
: T would like to know from Senator Ives what his tax proposal or
what this proposal he is presenting here tonight by way of amend-
| ment does with respect to tuitions?
| THE CHAIR:
i Senator Ives,
SENATOR IVES:
l Mr. President, through you very simply, as I stated earlieﬂ,
+ this is the original proposal. This would include the tuition
? charges that were in the Governor's original proposal.
- THE CHAIR:
i Senator Houley.
SENATOR HOULEY:
Mr. President, a question please, to the Minority Leader,
I would ask what this provisions this amendment before us offers
" with reference to tuitions specifically by way of a cost estlmatq
ﬁ if imposed wherein this particular amendment has that been com-
. pensated for. And I'm referring specifically to students who
~might be receiving financial aid at our institutions of higher
learning. What budgetary adjustment has been made on that account
, that the state would have to get up.
. THE CHAIR:
” Senator Ives.
SENATOR IVES:
" - Mr., President, the tuition charges would raise approx1mately
thirty-six million dollars, 50% of which would be placed into the
scholarship fund on a need basis. And so the net return to the
state would be eighteen million dollars.
THE CHAIR:
- Senator Dowd,
- SENATOR DOWD:
Mr. President, a question to my distinguished colleague
from the 19th and 29th., I heard tonight a very curious term.
.~ The term was the so called deficit. I would ask my distinguished
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colleagues from those two districts, what would they call a two
hundred and sixty-one million dollar over-spending conceived in |

ﬂ a Democratic House, concurred in by a Democratic Senate and fully

"~ implemented by a Democratic Governor. And I would further say

| to my distinguished colleagues, that if in fact we had a balanced

budget for the last two years, we would not be here in the fiscal

crisis, in the throws of this tax crisis where we are tonight.

And I would remind you that the one hundred million dollars i

' which Senator Ives refers is precisely the numbers of dollars |

: that are needed to pay off this "so-called deficit.” To me §
gentlemen, it is not a so-called deficit, its a albatross as thq
Governor has said around the neck of the tax payers of Connecticnt.

~ Which we have a responsibility to face up to and I am proud that

i my party is doing just that tonight,

THE CHAIR:

‘i Senator Caldwell,

' SENATOR CALDWELL:

Y Mr., President, I'm not going to speak very long. I am ‘
extremely weary having spent countless days and nights in what
turned out to be fruitless, supposedly secret meetings, to try |
and resolve this very problem, which confronts us here this §
evening. But in response to the good Senator from the 25th and i
several other members who were here +two years ago. I say to
them, as a former Chairman of the Appropriations Committee, theyg
sure helped contribute to the deficit, Because they came pleading
for bills for their constituents, bills that amounted to money.
And were little concerned at the time with how the money was going
to be raised, apparently. I would like to ask one question of |
Senator Ives before I sit down. And that is what provision is

- made in this amendment before us now for the state employees

| work week, Will it be 35 or Lo,

THE CHAIR:
“ Senator Ives.

i
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SENATOR IVES:
Its based on a 40 hour work week.
THE CHAIR: '
, Senator Dupont.
SENATOR DUPONT:

I would like to just respond to the Senator from the 24th
by way of another question. I would like to know what Governor
Meskill has done with respect to the so-called deficit since he
took office in January. I don't know as he's doing any better
with regard to the deficit than his predecessor did,

THE CHAIR:

Senator Dowd.
SENATOR DOWD:

The Governor's response to the deficit situation is a
matter of public record., As I am sure my distinguished colleague

will recall, when he refreshes his memory a bit, It wasn't a
Democratic Governor who stood before us on February 16th and
called for the immediate imposition of a sales tax on April 1st,
In his words "to try to cut down a deficit that was growing at
that every moment." It wasn't a Democratic Governor who insti=-
tuted a Tax Force to create efficiency and to route out in-
efficiency in our Government, It isn't a Democratic Governor
who has been vetoing bills that he felt would contribute further
to the fiscal chaos that we have today. We know who that
Governor was, And I am proud to stand with him,
THE CHAIR:

Senator Buckley.
SENATOR BUCKLEY:

Mr., President, I won't take too much of your time or the
time of the members of the circle, Where are the cries now of
charade and play pens and shoot from the hip, We are considering
now small variations on the amendment which I introduced t» the
Senate Amendment Sch, A. Where are all the crockerdile tears
now and the impassioned speeches, They arn't here. I thank

i
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Senator Dowd for his comments, because his comments, to my hearing
at least contridict the statements made by the Minority Leader.
The Minority Leader said that the tax package which he has pro-
posed in Senate Amendment Sch., D concerned a two hundred and

forty million dollar deficit. Senator Dowd has enlightened us

by saying its a two hundred and sixty million dollar deficit,

Now I may be wrong in my hearing, but I thought thats what I

heard said, That this deficit, now this twenty million dollars
here that has not been explained, Theres no rational for it,
Theres been no representations that this would balance the
budget, . We haven't been given the figures, Theres no schedule

on our desk on the revenues that might be generated from any

one of the tax proposals. Mr., President, I associate myself with
all of the remarks of my Republican coleagues in regard to Senate
Amendment Sch. A concerning Senate Amendment Sch, D,
THE CHAIR:

Before you rise again, you know I have no power or wish to
cut off debate., But up here you get a different view and some !
Senators have risen as much as six times, I just call that to
your attention., I'm sure Senator Crafis will not be heard from.:
But I just thought I would call that to your attention before
the lanky Yankee makes his move., Senator Murphy.
SENATOR MURPHY: '

Mr. President, not withstanding the fluxiation in the H
budget deficit which we now realize, at least through this amend:
ment can be paid off through a period of time. We really faced,
when we come down to it, with a proposal from the Governor thats
been amended which gives us the 7% sales tax. Which gives us
the same increase in tuition. And the same 40 hour week for
state employees. And while it might take into consideration :
some of the appropriations measures that were overlooked. We're
still faced with the same three matiers that many, if not all of
us and especially I do, feel are really atrocious proposals and
feel obligated to vote against them for that reason.

-t
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THE CHAIR:

Will you remark further? Senator Houley, Senator Caldwell,
Senator Crafts and Cutillo.

SENATOR HOULEY:

Mr. President, for the second and last time., I rise to
oppose the amendment. I think its important, Mr. President, that
we review precisely what this amendment says. And I would like
to do that, it will take about one minute and a half,

i It calls for a 7% tax, a sales and use tax. It calls for
a 7% tax on domestic fuel, It calls for a 7% tax on children's
clothing., Tt calls for a 7% tax on one's telephone bill. It |
| calls for a 7% tax on one's electric bill. It calls for a 7%

on one's water bill, It eliminates 7 % on insurance premiums.
It calls for a 7% tax on meals under a dollar. It calls for a
7% tax on magazine subscriptions. It calls for a 7% tax on the
full value of motor vehicle purchases, It calls for a 7% tax on
non professional services, It calls for a 7% tax on medicine.
It calls for a 7% tax on the price of cigarettes, It calls for
a 7% tax on gascline. A tax on tax if you will, Mr, President. |
It calls for a 8% corporate tax. It calls for $2.50 per $1000, %
on the gross income on the manufacturer purchase and sale of
tangible, personnal and real property. And on *transportation of%
persons, goods and materials. It calls for a $5. per $1000, grors

e i .

‘ income on all other businesses including, doctors, lawyers,

| architects and engineers. It calls for a $3 per gallon Alcoholie

. beverage tax., An increase from the existing $2.50, It calls for

+ an additional 2¢ per cigarette pack. It calls for a tuition ‘

- increase of eighteen million dollars, which is in my opinion a

ﬁj direct breech with the faith of our young people. And it calls

i for no changes in the present taxes on our inheritance and and

3 the real estate taxes, public service fund, insurance companies,ﬁ
medical service, corporation tax, admissions, capital gains and d

i others, And yet we sit here, Mr. President, and earlier we hear?

" that the Democratic proposals that are being offered here tonight
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are regressive, And I ask the question Mr. President to you and %
to members of the circle,if there is any more regressive tax than
the one that I have just mentioned, Is there any more series of !
taxes that are more unfair to the people of this gstate. Are
there any, ig there any suggestion of taxes that in my opinion are
more ludierous than contained in the amendment that are before us;
The amendment has said that there is a minor change, My final
'point ig this Mr. President, if & hundred million dollar change
‘between the Governor's original proposal in February and the pro-
posal we have in this amendment is minor., Then perhaps I'm not
hearing right. And I certainly urge the rejection of this
amendment,
THE CHAIR:
Senator Caldwell,
SENATOR CALDWELL:
Mr., President, first of all, thank you for getting to me
before you got to Senator Crafts, he's dangerous after eleven
o'clock,
I just have one or two more questions to put to Senator Ives,
It has come to my attention that the minority leader in the House
of Representatives introduced a bill calling for an increase in
ADM grante to the towns and the cities, I helieve the figure was
|two hundred and twnety dollars or roughly thereabouts. Through
!you Sir, I would like to ask Senator Ives this first question
iwhether ornct this proposed budget includes these funds as
Esuggested by the Minority Leader of the House of Representatives?
THE CHAIR:
Senator Ives,
SENATOR IVES:
| Mr, President, through you, its the original program and
i|they do not,
'THE CHAIR:

One second question. Is there any provision in this amend-
‘ment for any possible block grants to our towns and cities? And
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if so what amount?
THE CHAIR:

S“nator Ives. Mr. President, the block grants would be
covered in the budget. And I'll answer that when it gets here.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Crafts,

SENATOR CRAFTS:

Mr, President, members of the circle, I respectfully suggest
to you one and all, That we have abused the trust of those people
who sent us here, We have payed a game of charades here tonight.
That is positively ridiculous as far as the voters of the state
of Connecticut are concerned, There is no intent on either side
of the isle. That this question would be resolved. You all
knew what the answers were going to be before you came into this
chamber tonight. And to sit here for two hours and listen to
this kind of mullarkey is really insulting to me and very insult-
ing to the voters of the state of Connecticut. |
THE CHAIR:

Senator Cutillo, Smith and Petroni.

SENATOR CUTILLO:s

Mr. President, a few words that have been bantied around
this evening have been serious, and responsible, Responsibilitj
and seriousness, I don't hear much of these words, concerning
this amendment. The fact of the matter is, this is an irrespon-
sible amendment, And it cannot be taken seriously. If in fact,
we are abusing the trust of the people who put us here, Nr, |
President and members of the circle, we have been overshadowed
by the abuse the Governor has given to us February 16th., Now
I had offered earlier Amendment A, to vote with the Republicans |

if they supported their Governor's budget. And up to this point
on this amendment, I haven't seen a Republican stand up and %
support this particular amendment. I'd like to ask what do you |
support? I haven't seen any uniminity whatsoever. You knockedh
out the Governor's budget by a unanimous vote., I offered to
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support you., What is there therefore, Mr. President, I ask thay
the Republican do you want in this session? The Republican I
Governor has put forth a budget. Its been defeated, this is only
a part of it, A sorry facsimilie, Mr, President, I submit to
you that this amendment is not serious, is not responsible. And
is proportionate with the Governor who has lead us to it, '
THE CHAIR:

Senator Smith,
SENATOR SMITH:
Mr. President, I rise to oppose the amendment. I agree

with Senator Cutillo's remarks, The only one who has gotten up
to support this amendment, in fact, has been the Minority Leader
Senator Ives, The other colleagues from the other side have |
only gotten up simply tc make remarks., Made by some other I
of the Senators, or to answer questions. Now I would simply ‘
transfer the remarks that were made earlier to the Amendment by
Senator Buckley, that games were being played. I can shorten

my remarks by simply joining in the remarks just lately by
Senator Buckley in questioning whose playing the games now, ;
On the other amendment, when I spoke I pointed out that the onlj
package I saw in the files, that which is being proposed by the
Democratic party, in this circle. And the amendments that

were offered by the Democratic party was made to the Democratic:
party proposal. I point out once again in this circle, that noi
bill appears in the file having come from the Republicans, Tts
simply an amendment which is tacked on to a bill which has beeni
in the file for weeks. And ascertaining from the clerk is f
approximately 50 pages. And I counted the lines, its 1603 lines.
And yet it would be proposed here that we are supposed to vote ;
on it. Sight unseen, simply on the words of someone that is
suppose to be what the Governor has said, he wants, Its been
customary, at least to have in the file such a worthy amendment;
And if its as important as is being presented before this body,
this amendment should not have been an amendment, it should have

ok,




e e i AR R R ———

J166

, June 7, 1971 95,
been a bill., And it should have been in its file s¢ that it :
could have been studied thoroughly. I join in the remarks made (
by the minority leader himself, when he got tired of the readingi
of the amendment. And rose and sald we've had enough. %
THE CHAIR:

Senator Petronli,
~ SENATOR PETRONI: )
Mr, President, members of the circle, as I've listened to ﬁ\x\
- the debate this evening. I'm more convinced that the issue of ‘
raising tagxes is and always be a difficult task. And may it ‘
alwaye be that way. But I don't think its going to be easier :
next week or the week after, Therefore, I am prepared to vote
" for the amendment tonight, And the bill tonight. And get through
2,

.

. with the business of the state of Connecticut tomorrew at
| THE CHAIR:
! The day after tomorrow,
g SENATOR PETRONTI:
q Pardon me, The day after tomorrow. Senator Ives,
SENATOR IVES:

T am really only talking for the second time., The rest of
; the time wasgs answering questions,
? THE CHAIR:
Agreed, it just seems like 7 times,
 SENATOR IVES:
’1 Very briefly, Mr. Pregident, to comment on two items.
' Senator Houley said that this amendment includes medicine, It doés
not, And Senator Smith said that this important amendment he
- had never seen before. Well if he had been at the Finance Committee
;§when the bill was presented he would have seen all of it, but theg
‘four exemptions which we have removed. And so I szy that it has
been presented %o this Legislature a long time ago. And he hadn'ﬁ
"taken the time to look at it., I'll close by saying once more tha%
if you think this amendment is a fraud or a sham, vote for it andi
lets see whether Governor Meskill will sign it. i

=
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THE CHAIR:
The question is on the amendment, will you remark further?’
Senator Smith,
SENATOR SMITH:
Mr., President, simply for the record. There is no way in

the world we could have seen that amendment which is being pro-
posed here, We have no way in the world of knowing that this is
the same one which was proposed to the Finance Committee, or the

same one that the Governor claims he proposed. Or the same one

Vvthat the Minority Leader is claiming has been modified and up-

- dated before this body. It is not in the file, it is being pro-.

call.
- THE CHAIR:

- Sgnator Ives.
' SENATOR IVES:

posed as an amendment to the Democratic Tax Proposal which has
been in the file,
THE CHAIR:

The question is on the amendment, will you remark further?

Mr. President, when the vote is taken, I move it be by roll

A motion has been made for a roll call., That makes it :
easier for the Chairman, A motion has been made for a roll call,

All those in favor siznify by saying aye. AYE. Opposed |
nay? More than 20% having moved a roll call will be ordered at |
the appropriate time., Will you remark further?

The question is on the amendment, Senator Burke.

SENATOR BURKE:

Mr. President, I wanted to rise just to make a little ‘
correction. By looking at the clock it is 12:30 a.m. And some- .
body said we are going to do this the day after tomorrow, g
THE CHAIR: |

Senator Petroni was correct, he said tomorrow night. In E
a sense it is now Tuesday, I stand corrected, The Clerk has ’
already pointed that out, i

96.
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THE CHAIR:

The debate has seemed so short to me I didn't realize
it was midnight already. Senator Murphy.
SENATOR MURPHY:

Mr. President, we've heard a lot about charade and playing
games here tonight. It really seems to me that we've been playing
hide and seek., I think the minority party in many respects has |

been playing hiding. And now we're on a roll call, And we're |
going to find out really who is for the 7% tax, the sales tax. |
Who is for the increased tuition., And who really is going to
support the Governor in his across the board 40 hour work week
for state employees,
THE CHAIR:

Will you remark further? If not, Senator Power,
SENATOR POWER:

Mr, President, I would just like to point out that we're
not hiding. We're seeking solutions to the fiscal mess,
THE CHAIR:

Will you remark further? Senator Rudolf,
SENATOR RUDOLF:

Mr, President, members of the Senate, just briefly I would
like to point out, that Senator Smith does in fact represent |
a number of people who would like to attend our institutions of
higher learning. I can't believe that you would vote to take
away this opportunity, this tuition raise in order to provide
them with a higher education goal that they seek.

THE CHAIR:

Gentlemen, don't you think we have fairly well beat this,
Senator Smith.

SENATOR SMITH:

Mr. President, I rise on a point of personal privilege.

I don't see how in the world anyone of any reasonable intelligence
can ask one individual in this circle whether or not they would
not vote or against a certain measure, I think the Governor's
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Tax Proposal, my opposition to it sir, is the Governor's tax
proposal is one of the most outrageous tax proposals ever sub-
mitted to an intelligent people. Without regard for class.
Without regard for race, color, creed, national origin, sex or

whether or not they happen to be polka dotted, It is a miserable

tax proposaal. And I think that your same remarks could be re-
ferred to everyone else here, only to the contrary.
THE CHAIR:

Will you remark further? I dare not ask? An immediate
roll call has been ordered in the Senate. Start immediately
Mr. Clerk.

Senator Crafts,

SENATOR CRAFTS:

Mr, President, I would ask the Clerk to poll Senator
Jackson one more time, I heard three voices answer when he re-
plied and Senator Jackson happened to be right behind my chair
at the time,

THE CHAIR:

I think its a fair question., I did not get the response, |

Would you treat him as absent and call him again.
Did you hear this time, It was no.

Results of the roll c¢all on Senate Amendment Sch. F
offered by Senator Ives on S.B., 1186,

Whole number voting..ececoevso el
Necessary for pasSagee.iceessosseesss 18
ThosevotingYEA'..I.'O'O'!OOlll.!ﬁ!.ll?
ThoseVo-tingI\IA-Y.C.!iOiOIQOII'I'.i.'.llB
The amendment is defeated.

THE CLERK:
The Clerk has no further amendments.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Cutillo.
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