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having adopted Senate Agenda Number 1, if the Clerk
might call the single item appearing on Senate Agenda
Number 1, under Emergency Certification Senate Bill
Number 1801.
THE CHAIR:

Mr. Clerk, will you please call Senate Bill 1801,
please.
THE CLERK:

Calling from Senate Agenda 1, Emergency Certified

Bill 1801, AN ACT CONCERNING THE STATE BUDGET FOR THE
BIENNIUM ENDING JUNE 30, 2011 AND MAKING
APPROPRIATIONS THEREFORE. Bill is accompanied by
emergency certification signed by Donald E. Williams
Jr., President Pro Tempore of the Senate, Christopher
G. Donovan, Speaker of the House of Representatives.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Harp.
SENATOR HARP:

Thank you, Mr. President. I move the Emergency
Certified bill.
THE CHAIR:

Acting approval and acceptance of the Emergency
Certified bill, would you like to discuss it further,

ma'am.

006311



rgd/mb 6
SENATE June 25,2009

SENATOR HARP:

Yes, I would. But before I do that, I want to
say that this budget process is a lot of work,
particularly on the appropriations side. And so
before we get into the bill itself, I first want to
thank my leadership.

I want to thank Senator Williams and Senator
Looney and my legislative aide, Phyllis Silverman. I
also want to -thank my cochair on Appropriations,
Representative Geragosian, and I want to thank the
subcommittee cochairs, Senator Handley, Senator
Prague, Senator Gomes, Senator Maynard, Senator
Harris, Senator Duff, Senator Hartley, and Senator
Slossberg.

I, as well, want to thank our finance chairs
because after we finish the process, we started
negotiating with them as well. And you're going to
see that this is a combined bill, so I want to thank
Senator Handley and Senator Staples.

As well, I want to thank the leadership and the
members of the Office of Fiscal Analysis. It's led by
Geary Maher, and his division heads are Spencer Cain,
Alan Calandro, Rob Wysock.

s

And I want to especially thank Christine Ashburn,
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because she was basically the note taker and compiler
and verifier of all of the numbers and all of the
policy changes.

And the person who actually puts this budget
together and does all of the runs is a gentleman named
Don Chaffee. I want to thank him as well.

And as you know, this is just not a bill of
numbers. We also have some policy initiatives. And
so I want to thank our lawyers, Joe Roberts and Angela
Rehm.

And I went to thank for holding this together at
every single level, our appropriations administrator,
Susan Keane. Through one of the most difficult years
of her 1life, she held it together for us, and I am
eternally grateful.

I want to thank our Senate Democratic staff as
well, Ellen Scalletar, Eleanor Michaels and Josh
Rizene for, their input into today's budget.

And I want to thank, as well, our minority party.
I want to thank in particular, Senator Debicella. And
I want to say, and I'm not going to mention all of the
ranking members on our committee, but I want to say to
Senator Debicella, who through a difficult time in his

life, where he was actually taking on new professional
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responsibilities elsewhere, that he tried to be a part
of this process. And actually, some of his very good
ideas are in our budget from the Republican budget
proposal.

We also got some wonderful ideas and things that
we've done through the Governor's office and through
our interaction with Secretary Genuario. So I want to
thank him as well.

The budget before you today represents, as I said
before, an incredible amount of work. Our system
requires the Governor to propose a state budget and
the people, through its legislative representatives,
to dispose of the State's budget and make the final
decision. By the very nature of this process, the
document changes based upon citizen input.

The people of this state, through their
participation in this process constantly remind us
that while the budget is a series of numbers on a
page, it is not a mere intellectual exercise. Its
process must end, and should in its ending reflect the
needs of the people whose lives, in many instances,
depend upon the various activities and services
supported by the State's budget.

For that reason, for two weeks after the Governor
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submits her budget proposal to the Legislature, the
Appropriations Committee holds public hearings on that
proposal. This year, as well, we held forums around
the state. We do this because it is important that
our budget weave the concerns of the people into the
document that is passed out of committee.

The budget that you have before you today is not
the budget that the Appropriations Committee passed,
but every effort was made in this budget proposal not
to eliminate the concerns of the people who testified
before the Appropriations Committee.

This budget is $97.7 million below the Governor's
initial submission in fiscal year '10 and $196.5
million below the Governor's initial submission in
fiscal year !11. While it is significantly above the
Governor's revised submission, those proposals have
not had a public hearing and have not been vetted.
Yet, we tried to work with some of those
recommendations and some of those cuts.

Many of those proposals we discovered, as we
looked into those cuts, were cuts that were wise in
the short run, but ultimately cost the State of
Connecticut and our people more in the long run. And

it is feared that if we adopt some of those cuts that
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it will slow Connecticut's rate of recovery from this
dismal recession.

That said, our budget does have over a billion
dollars of spending cuts. It reduces outside
consultant contracts by $95 million per year. It
closes two prisons and implements other correctional
policies for a savings of 25 million in fiscal year
'10 and 45 million in fiscal year '1ll. It

restructures the Medicaid program for a savings of

25 million in fiscal '10 and 75 million in fiscal '11.

It implements a SAGA waiver for savings of 6.8
million in fiscal year 'l0 and 38.6 million in fiscal
year 'll. It reduces executive branch management
across the board by 10.6 million in fiscal yéar '11
and 12.5 million in fiscal year 'll. And it reduces
the Department of Public Safety fleet by 20 percent
for a $500,000 savinés over the biennium:

More than that, we sought to reinvent government
and come up with and develop a more efficient
government for the people of this state. Our budget
streamlines the function of the legislative
commissions by changing hiring practices so that the
commissions are truly advisory to the legislature.

Our budget transfers contract compliance and
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affirmative action functions of the Commission on
Human Rights and Opportunities to the AG's office and
the Department of Administrative Services,
respectively.

It consolidates the administrative hearing
functions of the Department of Children and Families,
Department of Transportation and the Commission on

Human Rights and Opportunities into one office of

administrative hearings. 1It's something that we heard

from the Connecticut Bar Association. It's very
important to have a fair procesé for the people of
this state.

As well, we instruct through this budget the
Department of Corrections and the Judicial Department
to work together to coordinate transportation of
prisoners for a 10 percent savings in the cost of

prisoner transportation, and also encourages the use

of videoconferencing to reduce the need for transport.

As I said before, this budget is not an
intellectual exercise. Is not about numbers. It is
about the people. And for that reason, I urge your
adoption of that budget, but before I end my remarks,
I'm going to ask, because this budget is not just

about appropriations, it's also about revenue.
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Through you, Mr. President, I would like to yield to
the Chair of the Finance Committee.
THE CHAIR:
Senator Daily, do you accept the yield?
SENATOR DAILY:

Thank you very much, Mr. President. Yes I do.
Before I explain any of these things, I should do
exactly what Senator Harp did and try to thank the
people who had so much import and so much importance
to me and to the committee.

First of all, Representative Staples, the
cochair, the entire committee the House and Senate.

And now let's talk about somebody holding things
together, that would be Mary Finnegan who can hold the
finance committee together now matter what. John
Chaput has been an excellent addition to our team.
Senator Roraback and Representative Candelora have
incredible importance as our ranking member and
incredible integrity.

And the OFA staff, Rob Wysock, OFA, and Anne
Carol, our attorney, and Judith Lohman, who does
research, have also all been critically important to
our process. And we thank them as hard and as much as

we can.
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Much has been said about the increases in our tax
package. They are about 700 million lower than what
was originally voted out of finance, and that speaks
to the work that was done in concert with the
Appropriations Committee to try to find cuts, and try
to give the fairest, fairest package we could.

In the income tax, it increases it 500,000 to 6
percent. At 600,000 to 6.5 percent and at 750,000 to
7.5 percent.

The Corporation surcharge is for a three-year
period only at 25 percent. There will also be an
increase in the preference tax, which is actually a
small amount of revenue for us, but that still raises
$5 million.

There will be modifications to Fhe film tax
credit, which will save $10 million in the second year
of the budget and an estimated $15 million in the
years thereafter.

There's also an estate and gift surcharge, a
temporary surcharge of 30 percent, an increase in
tobacco tax, as in tobacco products, and an increase
in various fees. A tire fee increase of three dollars
per tire and the planned sale of assets that would

raise $10 million in the first year and an estimated
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100.25 in the second year.

That's the sum and substance of our package. And
like Senator Harp, I'll be glad to entertain any
questions.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you, ma'am.

Will you remark further on the E-cert bill?
Senator Debicella.

SENATOR DEBICELLA:

Thank you, Mr. President. I'd like to join
Senator Harp and Senator Daily in thanking all of the
staff members who have put a tremendous amount of time
throughout this budget process and likely will
continuing on into the summer.

And I want to thank Senator Harp in particular.
She has been a pleasure to work with. We don't always
agree on everything, but she is an intelligent woman
who fights fiercely for her beliefs. And it's been a
real joy Qorking with her. I also agree that the
Appropriations Committee does work a heck of a lot
harder than the Finance Committee, with all due
respect to my good friends.

But unfortunately, Mr. President, the product

before us today is not the right budget for the State
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of Connecticut. It is an attack on the middle class

through the largest tax increase in Connecticut
history. And my friends on the other side of the
aisle have gone around and like to say that this is a
tax increase on the rich.

And unfortunately, the details that were just
laid out show that this is not true, and the average
family in Connecticut will pay 500 to a thousand
dollars more a year in taxes under this budget. Let
me explain that a little bit before talking a little
bit about the spending side.

It is true, there's an income tax hike on people
making more than half a million dollars. Well, that's
obviously a tax on the rich. But then if you look
through this, you have taxes that squarely hit the
middle class.

Take the cigarette tax. An increase of 75 cents
a pack. Now it's true that not everybody smokes, but
if you do have someone in your family who smokes, one
pack a day, that's $300, and if you have the very
unhealthy habit of two packs a day, that's a $600.
Now again, not everybody has someone who smokes in
your family, but maybe you have somebody who buys

products.
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Because this budget raises taxes on businesses by
30 percent. And when a tax is raised on business,
they just don't create that money out of air. There's
only three.places they can could get it. They can
lower their costs, mostly through getting rid of
workers. They can lower their profits or they can
raise their prices. Well guess what? Some businesses
are going to do each of those three, but there will be
some businesses that pass that along to consumers in
the form of higher prices. And with a tax of this
magnit;de, that's to the tune of hundreds of dollars a
year.

So even if the middle class isn't paying the tax
to the government, they're the ones paying the
corporate tax through higher prices. You look at the
income tax and yes, there will be some wealthy folks
who make half a million dollars a year who will be
paying more, but small business people also get taxed
through the income tax. They don't pay the corporate
tax.

The small guy has all their business flow through
their personal income tax, so for them, the small
businessman who are going to lead us out of this

recession, we are adding on 2 and a half percent in
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taxes.

Take tﬁe estate tax. You're unlucky enough to
pass away and you have a house in Fairfield County,
we're raising your taxes too. And again, it's a
couple hundred dollars a year here, a couple hundred
dollars a year there. And it's not going to impact
everybody, but one of these taxes hits every middle
class family in Connecticut.

And it strikes me, Mr. President, as odd, given
that Democrats around the country are saying the
opposite. President Obama has said raising taxes in a
recession is the wrong thing to do. One of our
neighbors to the north, Maine, with a Democratic
governor and a Democratic legislature, passed a tax
cut because, as the Governor said, we won't have
employees unless we have employers in our state.

Why are we taking the opposite from what the
national Democratic Party and Democrats in other
states are saying? Unfortunately, Mr. President, the
reason is because we haven't made real cuts in this
budget. And this budget represents a lost
opportunity, an opportgnity to reinvent how government
actually works.

If you look at the cuts that are in this budget,
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there are basically three kinds of cuts that total
over a billion dollars. First is of reductions in
employee costs due to the deal that we made with our
unions and the early retirement package, which is
coming in better than expected.

The second is a roll forward of the Governor's
rescissions. So if you look at the inéremental cuts
that are in this budget above and beyond what the
Appropriations Committee approved, they are all things
that the Governor did in 2009 that this -- so they've
already been cut. This budget simply rolls them
forward.

And third, Mr. President, unfortunately we have a
lot of the gimmicks that were in the Appropriations
Committee budget and continue in here, iﬁcluding
delaying capitation payments for $65 million, making
assumptions around self-insurance and the reduction,
or I should say the delay in claims that we're going
to have, but it includes new things, as well.

So it includes $102 million for the sale of
assets. Now, the sale of assets is a good idea.
Unfortunately, the bill doesn't say what assets we're
going to sell. Much like the $220 million that we

were going to find that turned out to be less than



006325

rgd/mb 19
SENATE June 25,2009

half of that, the bill says we're going to find a
hundred million dollars in assets that we're going to
sell, without specifying it. So not a bad idea, but
without specifics, it's just a gimmick.

The bottom line here, Mr. President, is we have a
budget before us that doesn't make the hard choices,
and gnfortunately, tries to sneak in a bunch of things
as well. And I'll ask some questions about some of
the, in good old legislative parlance, rats that are
in this bill in a second.

But the bottom line is I'm going to encourage my
colleagues to vote no on this today and for us to
resume real budget negotiations. And my plea is to
the moderates in the circle, because it is the
moderates in the circle who can make a no tax increase
budget possible. The only way this is going to happen
at the end of the day is on a bipartisan basis. And
it's up to moderates in both parties to reach out to
?ur leadership and reach across the aisle to try to
come up with a budget that does not add 500 to a
thousand dollars in taxes to middle-class families.

Now, given that, Mr. President, I would like to
ask a few questions, through you, to the proponent of

the bill about some of the specifics in the bill.
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THE CHAIR:

Senator Harp.
SENATOR DEBICELLA:

Through you,.Mr. President, I know that the
budget reduces the commissions that the State has, the
salaries by about 20 percent. But in looking at
sections -- I believe they are 67 through 72, we seem
to be making very explicit that we're going to be
keeping the position of executive director in each of
these commissions.

Through you, Mr. President, is that the intention
of those sections, in clarifying we will be keeping
those positions and we will be, and I believe, Senator
Harp said, changing the way that they're selected?
Through you, Mr. President.

THE CHAIR:
Senator Harp.
SENATOR HARP:
Thank you very much. The answer 1is yes.
THE CHAIR: ’
Senator Debicella.
SENATOR DEBICELLA:
Thank you, Mr. President. So how does 1t make

any sense to keep employees who are making a hundred
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to $150,000 a year? Well, you cut the buddets of
these commissions. .Are they going to now do less for
women and for minorities, but we're going to keep the
person who makes $150,000 a year and make sure they're
employed? How does that make any sense? Through you,
Mr. President.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Harp.
SENATOR HARP:

Thank you very much. What we did, we're
basically keeping the same proposal in that we had in
the Appropriations Committee. And what we've done is
we've asked each commission to come back to us with a
way in which they would meet the 20 percent cut.

And each one of them is doing something slightly
differently, but almost all of the employees, so that
they wouldn't lose employees, are taking more days
without pay than is required through the union
agreement and through the agreement that the
Legislature also validated.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Debicella.

SENATOR DEBICELLA:

Thank you, Mr. President. While I certainly hope

006327
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that's true and I certainly hope that these
commissions are led by someone with example who are
willing to give back their more than 100,000 a year
plus salary. Because if you look at that as a regular
person on the street who's making 50 60,000, you say
you're cutting spending, but you still have these very
highly paid people in these positions that are not
being cut.

And Mr. President, a question through you, as
well. Towards the beginning of the bill, there are a
number of sections dealing with specific
appropriations. I'm looking at things like section 15
B on line 137, where we are appropriating money for
neighborhood youth centers.

Through you, Mr. President, are these all new
appropriations, or are they a continuance of programs
and monies that are being spent in FY '09? Through
you, Mr. President.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Harp.
SENATOR HARP:

Thank you. They are not new. It's not new
spending. It's a continuance. I think these programs

are at least five or six years old.
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THE CHAIR:

Senator Debicella.
SENATOR DEBICELLA:

Through you, Mr. President, and just out of
curiosity then, why are they called out in, you know,
sections? You know, I'm looking at 14, 15, you know,
going through to 18. It seems like there's a number
of sections here that call out very specific
appropriations, while the vast majority is contained
in the earlier line items. Through you, Mr.
President.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Harp.
SENATOR HARP:

Thank you. It makes it clear, and I think we've
done it in every budget that we've done where we've
done the neighborhood youfh centers. This is just a
past practice that we've engaged in to make it very
clear which neighborhood youth centers would be
funded.

THE CHAIR:
Through the Chair, ma'am.
Senator Debicella.

SENATOR DEBICELLA:
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Thank you, Mr. President. And through you, Mr.
President, if Senator Harp could just address -- I'm
trying to compare this to the Appropriations Committee
budget. From what I can see, there's approximately
$200 million in additional cuts ovef the biennium
above and beyond the Appropriations Committee budget.
Is that accurate, Mr. President, through you.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Harp.
SENATOR HARP:

Thank you very much. It's a little more than
200 million. 1In fiscal year '10, it's 79.1 million.
In fiscal year 'll, it's 133.6 million.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Debicella.
SENATOR DEBICELLA:

Through you, Mr. President, so I stand corrected.
It's about 210 million instead of 200 million.

Well, I thank Senator Harp for the answers to
those questions, but it's obvious, Mr. President, to
me at least, that from the appropriations side of the
budget, is we have simply taken what the Governor has
already done in terms of employee concessions and in

terms of rescissions, and we are simply adding a very
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small amount to that.

This budget doesn't make either the hard choices
or the opportunity to reinvent government and change
how we work that have been proposed. And therefore,
Mr. President, I will be voting against this budget
today.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you, sir.

Will you remark further on Senate Bill 18017
Senator Roraback.

SENATOR RORABACK:

Thank you, Mr. President. Good afternoon.
THE CHAIR:

Good afternoon, sir.

SENATOR RORABACK:

Through you, if I may, a couple of questions to
the learned Chair of the Finance Committee.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Daily.

SENATOR RORABACK:

Thank you, Mr. President. First of all, let me
state for the record that I stand united with Senator
Daily in our belief that if the Finance Committee

doesn't work harder than the Appropriations Committee,
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it's because we believe we work smarter than the
Appropriations Committee. That -- with all due
respect to our friends on the Appropriations
Committee.

That having been said, Mr. President, on a more
serious note, I do think it's regrettable that we
stand before the people of the state of Connecticut
with a $35 billion budget document before us, which
has had less than three hours of sunlight in order for
members of this circle to become familiar with its
contents, but more importantly, for the people of the
state of Connecticut to understand what it is we
propose.

Mr. President, in Washington, the theme has
sounded that all of us benefit from an open and
transparent process, from an opportunity for the
public to speak, from things not being done hastily or
in the dark of night, and I do think we can do much
better. Without regard to the content of what's
before us, I do think we can do better with respect to
the process that we're following.

That having been said, I'd like to ask a couple
of questions, through you, to Senator Daily. And we

had a long colloquy in the Finance Committee this
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morning which I don't think needs to be repeated. 1I'd
rathér start with the punchline and then work
backwards.

So through you, Mr. President, to Senator Daily,
is it true that the budget before us will be $263
million in deficit at the end of two years should the
projections of the Office of Fiscal Analysis, as of
today, turn out to be true? Through you, Mr.
President, to Senator Daily.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Daily.
SENATOR DAILY:

Thank you, Mr. President. Senafor Roraback,
there is that possibility. Now, we discussed at
length the revenue estimates that were adopted this
morning, and they're the revenue estimates of May 1st.
And that was -- those were the revenue estimates that
were the underpinnings of the budget, but more
importantly, that's the revenue estimate that's almost
midway between the new OFA estimate and the OPM
estimate, and it was our effort to try to find common
ground as we move forward.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Roraback.
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SENATOR RORABACK:

Thank you, Mr. President. And I appreciate
Senator Daily's response. It does represent a
palpable change of heart from a theme which has been
sounded repeatedly, emphatically, and sincerely over
the past several months, which was any deviation from
the projections of the Office of Fiscal Analysis would
be an irresponsible abrogation of our duty to observe
their numbers.

So let it be clearly understood by the people of
the state of Connecticut that should the Office of
Fiscal Analysis, and I have the utmost respect for
their ability and integrity, but let it be known that
the document that we have before us today would leave
us $263 million to the bad if the Office of Fiscal
Analysis is correct in their most recent revenue
projections for the next two fiscal years.

Mr. President, 1 also wished, if I could, to try
to take a view from 30,000 feet, as to the big picture
with respect to the revenue side of this budget, and
through you to Senator Daily, has she had an
opportunity to add up the increase in taxes on
Connecticut citizens and businesses which will come to

pass if this budget becomes law, the increase above
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and beyond the taxes that we're currently paying? Has
she had an opportunity to try to quantify what that
amount of money is and who it might be coming through
-- from? Through you, Mr. President to Senator Daily.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Daily.
SENATOR DAILY:

Thank Qou very much, Mr. President, and again we
can praise OFA. I never had to take out a calculator.
OFA did that one -- 1 billion -- 1,390,000 in the
first year, 1,128,000 in the second. -

THE CHAIR:

Senator Roraback.
SENATOR RORABACK:

And so if we add up 1,000,380 and 1,000,100 and
-- 1 million -- 128, would it be fair to say that this
budget will impose on Connecticut citizens and
businesses an additional $2.5 billion in new taxes
beyond what they're already paying? Through you, Mr.
President, to Senator Daily.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Daily.

SENATOR DAILY:

Thank you, Mr. President. I would consider that

006335
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to be a'very correct estimate for a cost over the
period of two years.
THE CHAIR:
Senator Roraback.
SENATOR RORABACK:

And again, Mr. President, none of us have had the
time to fully digest and understand all of the
implications of $2.5 billion in new taxes, but I do
think no one can discount the risks that we run as a
State in increasing taxes at this rate in the depths
of the deepest economic troubles most of us have ever
seen in our lifetimes.

And specifically, Mr. President, through you to
Senator Daily, I was curious whether Senator Daily or
others who have worked on this budget have given
thought to the potential consequences of increasing
both the estate tax by 30 percent and the income tax
by 50 percent, or nearly 50 percent, on Connecticut's
-- the potential pool of people that might pay this
tax, whether there are risks that we might, in fact,
end up with less revenue by virtue of these increases
because of outmigration than we are already collecting
from those that are best able to contribute. Through

you, Mr. President, to Senator Daily.
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THE CHAIR:

Senator Daily.
SENATOR DAILY:

Thank you, Mr. President, and I thank Senator
Roraback for the question. That was posed to OFA this
morning, and I was very satisfied with OFA's answer.
And it's the same as discussions we've had in years
past.

They do their very best to use their historical
data from other increases, which would give them a
measure of any outmigration or outmigration problem.
So they have taken that into effect -- account the
best they can. And I would also point out that the
surcharge on the estate tax is temporary.

THE CHAIR:
Through the Chair, please, ma'am.
Senator Roraback.

SENATOR RORABACK:

Thank you, Mr. President. My understanding of
the temporary surcharges that it would be -- it would
apply to anyone who died in calendar years 2009, 2010
and 2011. Through you, Mr. President, to Senator
Daily, does she have a common understanding of those

individuals to whom this surcharge would apply?
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THE CHAIR:

Senator Daily.
SENATOR DAILY:

Thank you, Mr. President. Yes, that is a common
understanding.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Roraback.
SENATOR RORABACK:

Thank you. And I guess three and a half -- two
and a half years is temporary, but it's a long
temporary and there is an element of arbitrariness to
saying to thosg that die on December 31, 2011, there's
a 30 percent surcharge on your estate tax. If ygu can
hang in there until January 1, 2012, your family will
be that much to the better.

And I think it's a policy --

SENATOR DAILY:

We should all be very careful of our nearest and
dearest.
THE CHAIR:

If I could just ask everyone to please come
through the Chair, I'd appreciate it. Thank you.

Senator Roraback.

SENATOR RORABACK:
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And through you to
Senator Daily, my understanding is that the Office of
Fiscal Analysis is projecting that we will see $910
million in additional income tax revenue in the first
year of the biennium because we'll be collecting the
income tax over an 18-month period, backdatihg its
effectiveness to January 1, 2009.

And then in the second year of the biennium, over
a 12-month period, we'll be collecting $612 million in
additional income tax, which means 1.5 billion in new
income -- p;ojected new income tax dollars for the
State of Connecticut. And does Senator Daily concur
with those numbers?

THE CHAIR:

Senator Daily.
SENATOR DAILY:

Thank you very much, Mr. President. Yes I do, .
sir.

SENATOR RORABACK:

And the other point I'd like to make --
THE CHAIR:

Senator Roraback.

SENATOR RORABACK:

Thank you, Mr. President. Through you, I do
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think we should be mindful of the experience of other
states, Maryland, in particular which raised its
income tax rates in the hopes of capturing additional
revenue and in fact, ended up with less revenue after
they adopted higher income tax rates because of both
an economy which had soured and people who left the
state because they didn't wish to pay a higher income
tax rate.

So I think we are building this budget on
precarious assumptions that none of us should have
great confidence will necessarily prove to be true
particularly given the uncertainties with respect to
the economy.

And through you, Mr. President, to Senator Daily,
I've heard Senator Daily this morning in the Finance
Committee say that the 30 percent surcharge or 25 --
now, 25 percent surcharge on corporate taxes was
something that the business community asked for.

And through you, Mr. President, to Senator Daily,
I just want to better understand whether it's
something they asked for or whether it's something
that they said would be the worst of the ills that
might be visited upon them by this body. Through you,

Mr. President to Senator Daily.
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THE CHAIR:

Senator Daily.
SENATOR DAILY:

Thank you very much, Mr. President. I find that
a very interesting way to pose the question.

There were meetings in this building, in the
Legislative Office Building and out around my
community and many communities. And business leaders,
small and large, admitted quickly their intention and
their obligation to help support those in the state
that need our help, and they acknowledged that we have
a serious revenue shortfall and they wanted to do
their part.

And they said the best way for them to do it was
for us to tax their profits, to tax their ability --
not to tax their ability to make money, but that
profit.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Roraback.
SENATOR RORABACK:

Thank you, Mr. President, and respectfully I
would suggest that the greatest service that the
business community in our state provides for its

citizens is employment and giving people an
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opportunity to make a decent living, working an honest
days work.

And, Mr. President, every dollar that businesses
pay in additional taxation is one less dollar they're
going to have to put to work hiring another
Connecticut resident, providing them with a decent
job, expanding their plant, making their presence in
Connecficut stronger.

And respectfully, I think that, on the one hand,
if this tax becomes law, it will no doubt provide
revenue if the businesses don't leave the state, but
it will also foreclose opportunities for good jobs for
many of Connecticut's people.

The last line of inquiry, Mr. President, through
you to Senator Daily, is whether this budget contains
any increases in fees. Through you, Mr. President to
Senator Daily.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Daily.
SENATOR DAILY:

Thank you very much, Mr. President. Yes, this
bﬁdget does contain an increase in fees. The fees --
including an increase in marshals' fees. The total

would be 76.7 million in the first year and 48.7
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million in the second year.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Roraback.
SENATOR RORABACK:

Thank you, Mr. President. So by my math, that's
about $125 million in new fees on the people of the
state of Connecticut.

And through you to Senator Daily, if I were a
citizen, if I were watching CT-N and I wanted to know
where to look to find out which fees were being
increased and by how much, would she have any advice
on where I should turn? Through you, Mr. President.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Daily.

SENATOR DAILY:

Thank you very much, and I think it's wonderful
to be concerned with people watching CT-N and help
them know where to go.

This will be articulated in the implementer bill
after the Governor signs this legislation, and in the
meantime, they can look at the Governor's proposal.
This was taken directly from the Governor's proposal.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Roraback.
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SENATOR RORABACK:

Thank you, Mr. President. Now, through you to
Senator Daily, just to be clear, the implementor bill
to which she directs the people of the state of
Connecticut, does that bill exist today? Through you,
Mr. President, to Senator Daily.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Daily.
SENATOR DAILY:

Thank you, Mr. President. No, I'll repeat that
it will exist. We will do it after the Governor signs
this bill. And in the meantime, anybody can go to the
Governor's original proposal and find the articulation
of the increase in fees and fines.

THE CHATIR:

Senator Roraback.
SENATOR RORABACK:

Thank you, Mr. President, but I'm curious, we
have before us LCO 1801. It has a fiscal note. It
has an analysis from the Office of Legislative
Research, and I was wondering whether in the documents
that we're voting on today, does anything in these
documents point to $125 million dollars in new fee

increases? Through you, Mr. President, to Senator
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THE CHAIR:

Senator Daily.
SENATOR DAILY:

Yes. I think the total certainly does.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Roraback.

SENATOR RORABACK:

And I appreciate that, Mr. President. But again,
not trying to be difficult, but really wondering if
someone were watching CT-N and wanted to click on
these documents and go to a particular page, and see,
if they're a nurse or a doctor, if they're a
pharmacist or a surveyor, if they wanted to know, how
much is my fee going to go up?

Now, Senator Daily says look at the Governor's
proposed budget, but that's not what we're voting on.
We're voting on a budget that's being put forth by the
majority party today. We have a bunch of documents
that are prepared incident to the budget. And I'm
just wondering if there's anything in any of these
documents which would give a clue that these fee
increases are part of the deal. Through you, Mr.

President, to Senator Daily.
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THE CHAIR:

Senator Daily.
SENATOR DAILY:

Thank you very much, Mr. President. I can only
apologize for not being clear. I thought I said this
would be an implementpr and that this is not in this
particular document. And if someone wanted to see
today what those items are, they need only look at the
Governor's original proposal.

THE CHAIR:
Through the Chair, ma'am, please.
Senator Roraback.

SENATOR RORABACK:

Thank you, Mr. President. And through you to
Senator Daily, I hear her answer, and I think it is
this bill sets forth very specifically and very
clearly what the increases to the income tax are. It
sets forth very clearly and very explicitly what the
increases to the estate tax are. It sets forth very
clearly and very explicitly what the increases to
business taxes are.

And so through you, Mr. President, to Senator
Daily, is there a reason to that it doesn't -- that we

have to wait for and implementor bill before we put in
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black and white the fee increases that this budget
contemplates? Through you, Mr. President to Senator
Daily.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Daily.
SENATOR DAILY:

Thank you very mucﬁ, Mr. President, and through
you, the primary reason was to save the state
taxpayers money. The bill is about 300 pages as 1
understand. It is possible to have it for viewing,
but to copy 300 pages for 151 legislative people, as
well as for staff, is an expense we thought we need
not make and the state taxpayers need not bare.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Roraback.
SENATOR RORABACK:

Thank you, Mr. ?resident, and I am as zealous a
guardian of the taxpayer dollar as anyone, but I am
also a zealous guardian of transparency in government
and of giving the people of this state the chance to
know what's in the offing if a particular budget
passes.

I think that by not having this information

readily available in connection with the bill that
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we're debating, first of all, I don't know what's in
the Governor's proposed budget as I stand here foday.
All T have in front of me is the budget that's been
put before me. And if I don't know, and I'm here
quite often, how can I expect every surveyor or
plumber or architect in my district to who know what
this budget will do to them?

Mr. President, I don't want to belabor the point.
I do think that we can do much better by the people of
the state of Connecticut. I think all of us need to
recognize that if we're going to put ourselves on a
firm financial footing for the long run for our
families and for our state, we have to balance our
budget in a way that doesn't visit an additional 2 and
a half billion dollars in new taxes and fees on a
beleaguered public. So I urge rejection of the
amendment. Thank you, Mr. President.
THE CHAIR:

Thank you, sir.

Will you remark further? Senator Boucher.
SENATOR BOUCHER:

Thank you, Mr. President. Mr. President, I
reluctantly rise to state my opposition to this

particular proposal. I was hoping that that would not
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be the case. I was hoping today that we would be
péssing a bipartisan budget that would move the State
forward in a timely fashion before our July 1lst
deadline.

I must tell you that it is -- and you all know
this, it is not an easy time to be in elected office.
It's a very difficult time at whatever level you are
in, whether you are in a local municipality as a first
selectman or mayor or you're sitting here in the
Senate today.

Our towns have had to face devastating moments of
financial crisis in their own municipalities and they
have rolled up their sleeves. They have gotten down
to business. They have made concessions, and they've
brought together a balanced budget on a timely
fashion. We are not doing that, and it is very
disappointing, I must tell you.

And everywhere I go there are individuals that
are very concerned, not just about what is happening
in Connecticut, nationally of course, as well. That
concern has spilled over in almost every meeting that
I've gone to.

And just recently, in my own town, when the good

Speaker of the House came to protest a library cut
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that might occur, what was facing him was not
necessarily an audience of those working hard to
protect library services, but many of those
questioning, well, if that wasn't cut, then what
should they expect as to cut? What would be the
alternative? Would it be harder? Would it be a more
devastating cut to a social services program or to
their nursing home, or to their ocwn taxes?

There were people there that had lost their jobs.
There were people there that had businesses where they
had originally 1800 individuals that work for them,
but were being severely reduced. T think that they
have their eye now on what we are trying to do here.

And when, this morning we were deliberating in
the Finance Committee, there were questions asked
about our tax policy. What we're doing here today is
huge. It might be as pivotal as it was in 1991 when
the first income tax was introduced into Connecticut.
It made a big difference.

We had another moment like that of shifting of
tax policy that was monumental, and it is a good place
to look into as an example of what might -- we might
expect from a change in tax policy that we're

entertaining right now.
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And I've spent a little time, as many others have
as well, looking over and reviewing a report done in
February 1, 2008.- So it wasn't that long ago,
literally -- very short time ago by the Department of
Revenue Services to give us a window in view of what
happened when we change our tax policy in a major way
on the estate tax.

And what's important is for us to look at this
possibly just this one example, but to look at our tax
policy as not in a vacuum, but not one on one, but as
a cumulative effect upon our State and on its economy.
But it is interesting to look at this particular one.
We should remind ourselves that we are in the top
three of tax burden, local and state, in the country,
only to be outdone by New Jersey and New York. But if
we add the federal tax burden and all of the other
fees and other taxes we have, we are in the number one
bracket.

We've often heard about the fact that we're the
latest one in the nation to have a tax free day of
April the 30th. We also understand that we're one of
the few states that continue to tax our pensions.
We're probably only one of two or three states that

actually tax the car as property. We have a high gas
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We have a sales tax, but the fees that were just
remarked upon, also, it has a cumulative effect on the
burden that people and businesses have in continuing
to reside in what most of us consider one of the most
beautiful states; one of the most desirable states to
live in. But it's becoming increasingly more
difficult.

But let's, take a look, just as an example of the
estate tax. I think it's very important for us to see
what has happened since we've enacted that. You
should note that there are only 11 states, by the way,
that continue to have the estate tax, and a number of
them are in the process of considering eliminating
them, the states of Kansas, Nebraska, Oklahoma,
Virginia and Wisconsin. ‘

There are certain states that do not have an
income tax or an estate tax, Alaska, Florida, Nevada,
New Hampshire, which is just in our backyard. And by
the way, their demographics are a strik;ng contrast to
the rest of New England.

You should go on the site of the Boston Federal
Reserve Bank. They have amazing statistics on

demographics of what happens within the area and
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region they're responsible for. It is very, very
telling.

But you should also note that the state of
Wyoming, which does not have an income or an estate
tax is one of the places that my estate attorney
counsels people to go to because I ask him about.how
he feels -- by the way, he's a very géod Democrat, you
should know, and I implore him to go visit his
majority leadership to talk about -- you know, he
always is asking me, but why aren't you now changing
or fixing the cliff?

Because I have clients that are going to Wyoming.
And it's not sunny there all the time. It's certainly
not warm like Florida, but they do it because of the
double advantage that they do get, maybe even triple
if they don't tax pensions as well.

But I am concerned about Connecticut and I think
having us look at the specifics of our tax policy and
what this report says is a wonderful, wonderful thing
for us to do before we embark on a tax policy that,
literally, could be very difficult for us. 1In this
report they talk about migration in and out of
Connecticut. And in there, in 2002 to 2003, they show

generally that the residents that moved out of
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Connecticut . were in the neighborhood 893 people.

After we changed our tax policy the number was
staggering, we Jjumped to 10,000, 11,000, and 12,000 in
the in the following three or 4 years for a net
migration out of 35,000. The state experienced a net
loss” of households, residents and aggregate federal
income over that period primarily at an increasing
rate, according to the report.

It further goes on to state that during that
time, we lost $1.2 billion of income out of the State.
And nearly 11,600 moved from Connecticut to Florida
and those that moved from Florida to Connecticut.
What's interesting is, those that moved from Florida
to Connecticut were making as an average $45,000 a
year, but those moving from Connecticut to Florida
were making an average of $70,000 a year, nearly
double the income which again, reduces the income
stream that Connecticut can tax here. We also had a
net loss to North Carolina and California during that
same period of time.

Now, what factors influenced Connecticut
reference residence or retirees to migrate? They
actually did a survey because they wanted to find out

the reasons. Was it the sunshine? Was at relatives
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or was it other things?

And when they surveyed these individuals, 80
percent of which were coming from three majors
counties in Connecticut. That's Fairfield County,
Hartford County and New Haven -- those responding, 52
percent -- 53 percent said that their clients changed
their Connecticut domicile primarily due to the
Connecticut estate tax.

And if you ask them if it was other taxes --
others, about 76 percent said that it was the estate
tax and the income tax together that made a big
difference in where they were moving.

Now, what is also interesting in this report and
bears reviewing is that the growth of employment, the
growth in population, personal income -- and the
growth in population is-very telling, because here
they talk about states that have an estate tax and
those states that do not have estate tax and compare
that to the growth nationally.

And you find that growth in employment nearly

doubled to states that had no state income tax. And

the growth of population nearly tripled to states that

had no estate tax as well. But the growth in

population was a huge concern to me because
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Connecticut had a .09 percent growth in population
over the period of 2004 to 2007, whereas those states
that did not have a state income tax was 1.30 percent
which was just a huge, huge amount.

So the bottom-line, in terms, of real gross state
product, those states with an estate tax did not
perform as well as those states without one. The
survey found, also when they analyzed and talked to
businesses, what were the number one reasons that they
had a concern about where they were located. And it's
no surprise, of course, the number one thing is the
cost of doing business, the availability of qualified
workers and taxes. Again, taxes 1is at the very top.

The conclusion of this report, and the conclusion
of my remarks as well, is that this report concluded
the majority of states did indeed make a conscious
decision to eliminate the estate tax and forego such
revenue. The migration data which indicates that
Connecticut is a next -- exporter of people. The
survey of practitioners which indicates that estate
tax was a factor in the relocation decision of the
majority of their clients.

And lastly, the economic data which shows that

those states with an estate tax underperformed those
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states without an estate tax. I'm sure we can also do
an analysis of the increases in the estate tax,
there's no question now that we're going to a much
higher rate.

And I will conclude with the fact that just a
news report came out a couple of days ago in the
democratic state of Maine, and their Democratic
assembly both reconsidered their highest tax bracket
rate and decided it was time to reduce it. They're
going the opposite direction of Connecticut.

They're reducing it because they saw such a loss
of jobs. Because those individuals and those
companies and those higher tax brackets really
represent jobs, the number one -- the number one
priority when it comes to really improving a person's
economy and improving the status in the lives of the
people in our state.

With that, Mr. President,.as you can understand,
I'll probably be voting against this proposal. Thank
you.

THE CHAIR:
Thank you, ma'am.
Senator Frantz.

SENATOR FRANTZ:
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Thank you, Mr. President. I stand because I have

a great deal of concern that we are perhaps missing an
opportunity of many, many generations.

Connecticut has traditionally been an incredible
place to do business. 1It's been an incredible place
for financial services here more recently, the last
decade and a half or so. We have witnessed the entry
of many firms from New York City from other states in
the country to Connecticut. And in particular,
southwestern Connecticut and right here in our
backyard at Hartford, we've also unfortunately seen
the insurance business get to the point where we've
lost many of their divisions and many of their jobs as
well, to other states because of the cost of doing
business.

My colleague was talking about looking at this
from the 30,000 foot level. 1I'd like to take it up to
the 45,000 foot level for a couple of minutes and talk
little bit about the history of Connecticut and talk
about how capital, business leaders, families, and
individuals react to changes in the tax code.

There is no question that a hundred plus years
ago in Connecticut, it was a much more friendly place

to do business. I don't believe they had anything
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remotely close to an income tax. I think corporate
taxes were minimal and of course, regulations were a
lot easier, and that's a discussion for another day.

However, it was a wonderful place to do business.
There was critical mass that occurred. There was a
great deal of synergy in all sorts of different
industries, all the way from basic metalwork, through
summary technology, through defense and aerospace, and
then into more sophisticated industries and the
financial services business and insurance, in
particular.

Are our golden days over? Arguably, possibly,
yes. Why is that the case? I think it's because the
burden on Connecticut businesses has become so great.
Taxes are part of that. We have this opportunity
right now to keep our taxes where they are or vote in
favor of this budget proposal.

And Mr. President, I'm deeply concerned about
that because I do know for a fact that in my neck of
the woods, in southwestern Connecticut, that if this
is enacted, that we will lose billions and billions of
dollars of capital, not only personal net worth and
corporate net worth, but many dozens of billions of

dollars of assets under management in private equity
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venture capital, hedge funds, et cetera.

This is money. This is capital that eventually
turns into income tax to the State of Connecticut.
Being a little more philosophical about it, I can tell
you, the sfate government wouldn't exist today without
the taxpayer, without the tax base paying its annual
dues to us up here in Hartford.

In turn, Connecticut state government turns
around and provide services and goods to the people of
Connecticut. And again, it's a philosophical
argument, to what degree should the government be
doing it? But I can tell you on the other side of the
argument which is, what can the tax base afford? We
are at the threshold.

We are proposing, the majority is proposing to
increase taxes almost 50 percent on individuals at the
top rate and a 30 percent surcharge on corporate
taxes. Are they going to be able to afford it?
Probably not. We've already witnessed in the last 18
months or so about 18 to 20 thousand businesses in
Connecticut shuttering their doors. They just can't
take it.

How many large corporations will look at this and

say, this is something we simply can't afford? Walter
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Risten said it many years ago, capital follows the
opportunity and so do the families and limited
liability corporations and partnerships and éo on and
so forth. We need to be cognizant of that.

If we do that, we are just squeezing more and
more people out of the tax base. And when stimulus
funds dry up in 2012, 2013, what do we do then? Do we
raise our taxes even more and continue to\push out the
tax base? To me, it's a golden opportunity that we
should not be missing right now.

As was previously pointed out Maine gets it.
Maine said we want to hang onto what we have here. We
don't care who it comes from, but it's obvious where
it comes from. We need to hang onto them.

And maybe we'll even get really lucky. Maybe the
faur or five other states surrounding us or in New
England will raise their taxes to the point where
people say, hey, Maine is not such a bad place to do
business or to reside. And we'll be happy to pay our
five an a half or six and a half percent tax to the
state of Maine as opposed to 10 percent if we were to
live in York city or to Connecticut -- it's at the

rate of seven and a half percent.

These are criteria that people pay extremely
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clése attention to. Senator Boucher just took you
through the statistics that we have about the estate
tax and behavior felated to the rates there, and the
proposal as a provision for a 30 percent surcharge on
the estate tax liability, should it occur.

We know for a fact that there are so many people,
and it's very difficult to track this kind of data,
they will leave the state in a heartbeat. I think I
told you last time on the floor when we were
discussing this issue that before the previously
proposed budget from the majority side, my phone was
ringing off the hook because New York had just raised
their taxes all across the board.

And thetre were doéens and dozens of financial
services firms that said they would unequivocally come
to Connecticut if we could guarantee -- if I could
guarantee that tax rates wouldn't go up. Obviously, I
couldn't do that. The phone continued to ring for
about two weeks and then it went dead, because they
realized that there was a good chance that Connecticut
would be following suit with the other states that
surround us.

So we started to tip our hand. We started to

say, we're not really interested in gaining or
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maintaining that competitive advantage. We basically
sent the message out that we are closed for new
business here in Connecticut.

We also have to take into account that just
because rates may be going up here, in the not too
distant future, it does not guarantee a bump-up in
revenues. We all know -- and I hope this was
discussed in the Finance Committee meeting over the
course of time and perhaps, even this morning -- I
didn't get a chance to follow it on CT-~N, but there's
a little thing called tax loss carry forwards.
They've been growing here in the last 18 months like
weeds.

And these are tax loss carry forwards that are
good in perpetuity. They will, in fact, put a huge
damper on revenues to the State of Connecticut going
forward, especially under the new scheme if it is
adopted. And that's something I'm very, very
concerned about because again, our funding dries up
from the federal government in the not too distant
future. What do we do at that point?

This is also an opportunity to look at what we
should be in, what businesses we should be in here in

the State of Connecticut. It doesn't make sense to be
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everything. If we had unlimited funds, if we could
print money, yes, I think everybody in the circle is
here for a reason and wants to do better for this --
the taxpayers and the citizens of the state of
Connecticut, but unfortunately the reality is we do
have a bank account that must be in balance.

With that, Mr. President, thank you very much.
THE CHAIR:

Thank you, sir.

Senator Kissel.
SENATOR KISSEL:

Thank you very much, Mr. President. First of

all, I'd like to go on record as being in agreement

with the remarks made by Senator Roraback earlier this

afternoon. 1I've always enjoyed serving with Senator

Daily and I appreciate her responses regarding Senator

Roraback's concerns about the fee increases. But
without a doubt, that's sort of the real nuts and
bolts of some of the concerns of many of my
constituents.

Whether they're hunters, whether they're
professionals, no matter how they intersect with our
state government, they understand that they pay fees

in dollar amounts to the State of Connecticut. And
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whether Governor Rell herself has proposed this
earlier or not, I think that in our striving for
transparency as Senator Roraback pointed out, that it
would behoove us to have those figures here in front
of us, and let me tell you why.

Once upon a time, when I was lucky enough to be
in the majority side of this circle, I served as the
cochair of the General Law Committee. Lucky enough,
Senator McKinney was kind enough to put me back on
that committee as one of the members this year, but as
a member of the General Law Committee, we're always
mindful of what kind of contracts are put before the
public so that they can understand them.

And when we have a budget like we have before us
today and just by oblique reference to these fee
increases, I don't think that's the best way of doing
business with the people of the state of Connecticut.
If we were a business and we were going to ask the
public to sign on the dotted line, and oh, by the way,
in appendix a, there are all these millions and
millions and millions of dollars of fee and permit
increases, and by the way, that's not with us today,
Mr. and Mrs. Connecticut, but you can access it

online -- I think that General Law committee would
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have a real problem with how that the business
conducted its relationship with the purchasing public.

It maybe 300 pages, but I think it would have
been helpful to have it here today. At least trees
are a renewable resource. And I think that that would
be a way for the public to get their arms around
exactly what we're depating.

That being said, I do have three general areas of
inquiry and at the outset I would state that it was
just last week that myself and my friend and
.colleague, Senator -- I mean Representative Karen
Jarmoc from the House, went and availed ourselves of a
tour of the Carl Robinson Prison located in my home
town of Enfield, Connecticut.

As you know, as the ranking Senator on the
Judiciary Committee, public safety issues are at the
forefront of what we do. We've had certain problems
in the past. I remember when I was first elected to
office in i993, there was a riot at Carl Robinson, I
remember very distinctly. )

The facility was shut down. I was standing
outside there with an individual, who has since passed

that I hold in highest esteem, the late Chief State's

Attorney Jack Bailey, and we were waiting for the CE&T
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team to arrive. And for those of you not familiar,
that's the Corrections Emergency Response Team.

One of the facilities was burnt to the ground.
The corrections officers were locked into their areas
of security and before that evening was over, two
inmates were murdered.

So when Karen and I toured that facility last
week, those memories were still in the back of my mind
and it was important for the Legislators that have
correctional facilities to make sure that they're
properly staffed, that we never go back to those bad
days when riots like that occurred.

And with the very brief indulgence of the
President, I just want to extend my deepest
condolences, not only to Representative Karen Jarmoc,
but to my friend and colleague, former Representative
Stephen Jarmoc. His father passed away just at the
end of last week. The funeral was this morning.

Edwin Jarmoc was an incredible individual in
North Central Connecticut and in Enfield. And I just
want Representative Karen Jarmoc and former
Representative Stephen Jarmoc and their children Owen,
Grace and Celia to know that I'm thinking of them

today.
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Through you, Mr. President, a question to the
Appropriations Chair regarding correctional facilities
as articulated in this budget proposal.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Harp. ]

Senator.

SENATOR KISSEL:

Thank you. Through you, Mr. President, it was
indicated that this budget contemplates the closing of
two correctional facilities in the state of
Connecticut and I was wondering what two facilities
those are. Through you, Mr. President.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Harp.
SENATOR HARP:

Thank you. Through you, Mr. President, there
have been no prisons indicated now, but just so that
you'll understand, right now we're down about a
thousand prisoners.

We expect that if we implement a policy that has
been both in the Governor's budget as well as in our
policies, the furlough policy that wé suspended for
the past year and a half, that we would, in fact, have

even more room.



rgd/mb 63
SENATE June 25,2009

And we hope through our implementor process to
set up a process that the executivg’branch would
engage in to ultimately make the decisions around
which facilities would be closed.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Kissel.

SENATOR KISSEL:

Thank you very much. And through you, Mr.

President, I had an opportunity just this past Monday

and I certainly can't speak for the Governor myself,
but I know that in being with her as she was so
gracious to come to the great town of Enfield, to

announce the creation of a jobs project, a

reconstruction of a bridge over Interstate 91 near the

Longmeadow border -- $4.7 million.
I know that one of the questions that she was

asked by the reporters that huddled around her after

the ceremony regarded prisons. And she had indicated,

where do the prisoners go? What is the timeframe
that's anticipated by this potential closure of two
facilities? Through you, Mr. President.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Harp.

SENATOR HARP:
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Through you, Mr. President, as I said before
there are approximately -- we are approximately a
thousand prisoners down. Ultimately, would enact the
new policy, there will hopefully be more room.

In the Governor's -- we call it the G2 proposal,
her second proposal, under labor in her last proposal,
in the writeup, it indicated that there was the
ability to now close one prison as we speak today. So
that I'm assuming that one can closed in '10, in
fiscal year '1l0 and towards the end of fiscal year
'10. Beginning of fiscal year 'll, we can close
another.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Kissel.
SENATOR KISSEL:

Thank you very much. When does fiscal year --
it's my understanding fiscal year '1l0 starts in less
than a week. 1Is that correct? Through you, Mr.
President.

THE CHAIR:
Senator Harp.
SENATOR HARP:
Yes, it does. And I'm assuming since -- through

you, sir, that since the writeup indicated and we got
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that from the secretary of the Office of Policy and
Management about two and a half weeks ago, there was
indication then that it could occur.

And so -- soon as actually we have a budget that
we've all agreed to, we can move forward and do that.
So I'm assuming that that writeup is correct and that
could be done immediately. And then as we implement
the new policies that we're -- the Governor has agreed
to through her, what we call the G2 submission, that
we will be able to, towards the end of '10, implement
the second prison.

So it's my sense that as soon as we have a budget
that is agreed to by all parties and passed, that we
can move on closing at least one of those prisons.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Kissel.
SENATOR KISSEL:

Thank you very much. I appreciate the detail to
that answer, but as fiscal year '1l0 starts
approximately next Wednesday, and that there's cost
savings built into this budget proposal that we're to
vote on this afternoon predicated on the closing of a
facility starting to utilize those savings fiscal year

'10.
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Is it the position of the cochair of the
Appropriations Committee that they are building their
budget on a prison closure that's to take place in
less than one week? Through you, Mr. President.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Harp.
SENATOR HARP:

Thank you. We've -- the first prison that could
close could actually close that soon, but it probably
would not be in the interest of the people of the
State, people who work in the prison. I believe that
we will still get our savings even if we close it
sometime in the first quarter.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Kissel.
SENATOR KISSEL:

Thank you very much. I'm not going to belabor
this, but I'm going to tell you why I believe that
that is a preposterous proposal at this point in time.

First of all, to state that we are going to close
a prison next week is unrealistic at best. And it's
not just because I have six correctional facilities
within my district. Let me tell you why I think that

that is completely unrealistic and not a real spending
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Number one, when I was in -- touring that prison

with Representative Jarmoc and others, it was brought
to my attention that the current warden of the Carl
Robinson facility will be taking advantage of the
early retirement incentive program.

Indeed, as I believe most of you are aware,
Commissioner Lantz, as well as Deputy Commissioner
Murphy, as well as many others in the Department of
Corrections will be taking advantage of the early
retirement incentive program that we'vedput forward.
Tﬁat's number one.

When I asked how that may impact the Department
of Corrections, the warden indicated to me that two
things are taking place. First of all, the biggest
hiring for our corrections for our corrections
expansion occurred 15 to 20 years ago. Why? Why did
that take place? Because when I first was elected
back in '93, there was a change in the philosophy of
our State Legislature. And that change in philosophy
was that we were moving into an era of truth in
sentencing.

It is my understanding that as much as we may

want to re-implement furlough programs, and by the
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way, one of the bills that got killed on the last day
of session, unfortunately was allowing the Board of
Pardons and Paroles to utilize part-time commissioners
to act on applications, and that was unfortunate and
that may have benefited the éituation. But above and
beyond that, even if we move forward with some of
these initiatives, as Senator Harp had indicated, I
have grave doubts as to whether any of the numbers
that we're talking about will actually be achieved.

I checked through our staff, and I want to thank
Attorney Kronen for checking on this for me, currently
we stand as far as the prison population in the state
of Connecticut at 18,865. Back when it was about
19,400 -- 500 we were taking tours with Representative
Lawlor and other interested parties listening to \
corrections officers who were saying, the system was
overcrowded, and they were concerned.

Commissioner Lantz at all she could do to keep
the number under 20,000. We never got above that.

But when we were in the middle 19,000s, my COs, your
COs were telling us, this is a dangerous situation.

I would posit to you that at 18,865 we're not

even where we are supposed to be based upon the

facilities that we have in place right now. And I
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would love to talk to my union leaders and find out if
that's their position, as well. My guess is that's
the case, but let's go above and beyond that, because
that's a figure we should actually strive to achieve.

How we built these facilities, for what
standards, for what kind of correctional staffing --
we want to make sure that we are striving towards the
optimum. We don't want to go and turn around, and as
soon as we get a little breathing room for the men and
women that serve us in these facilities, turn around
and rush through some kind haphazard closure such that
they're back in the soup again with overcrowded
conditions. That is bad public policy and that is a
recipe for disaster. So that is a senseless way to go
in this Senator's opinion.

But number two, let's take cognizance of the fact
that our retirement incentive program has not only
been embraced by state employees, but has been
embraced to a number that we couldn't even imagine.
Our best case scenario to the best of my remembrance
was that we were striving to have 3000 state employees
take advantage of that program. Last I checked, the
number is closer to 3,400. Many of those folks are in

the Department of Corrections.
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Let me take a step back. Again, when did we have
the biggest growth in corrections? It was when we
went into truth in sentencing. When was that? That
was in the early-90s. We're about 15 to 20 years in.
If you have hazardous duty employment, when can you
retire? After 20.

What are you seeing here? I'm telling what
you're seeing. Not only are we going to have a huge
loss of personnel in the Department of Corrections
because they're taking advantage of the early
retirement incentive program, but in terms of planning
out legacy, as corporations do, legacy strategy as far
as a changing of the guards -- making sure that there
are people in place to assume the role of warden or
deputy warden or other folks up and down the letter in
the Department of Corrections, you have to have
programs and people in place.

To Commissioner Lanfz's great credit and a lot of
folks don't know this, one of the things she did in
her tenure was she knew that this changing of the
guard would take place, so that we would not be left
in a lurch. There are individuals ready to assume
these roles, but when she planned those programs and

that legacy strategy she did not take into account the
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early retirement incentive program and that is going
to double the problem.

When I talked to that warden, who will be leaving
us next week by taking his early retirement, I said,
well, what about the rank-and-file corrections
officers? And he said, we're going to be shorthanded
for a while. We're going to have to graduate some new
classes to fulfill those early, those first, those
rank-and-file positions. He goes, I don't know how
some people can do this job for 20 years. It is a
tough, tough job.

So number one, and I will leave you -- leave this
and move on to my next area of concern, I think it is
specious and completely without grounding, in good
public policy or fiscal prudence to assume that we are
going to close a correctional facility next week or
within the first quarter of the next coming fiscal
year.

We're going to be shorthanded after the end of
June. We need to plan thoughtfully as to people
moving up the ranks in our correctional facility. And
we are going to have to make very sure that we have
proper staffing at all of these facilities. And my

guess is just to maintain the status quo of safety
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that we have right now, we are going to have to
redouble our efforts to graduate classes of
corrections officers to adequately man these
facilities.

It's not just about our correctional facilities
or the good state workers, the men and women that
serve in those facilities, it's about the communities
that house those facilities. And I need to be able to
go back to all of my constituents in Enfield and
Suffield and Somers, and tell them that those
facilities are not going to blow up in riots, like
happened in 1993.

Now let me shift to another area. 1It's not a
huge dollar amount, but it is an area that is like a
lightning rod in my district. One of the things a lot
of folks don't realize, and I believe it to be a
historical fact is that Enfield, and I'm partial to
Enfield, but I'm partial to Windsor -- I grew up in
Windsor, but Enfield actually had more people per
capita serve in World War II than any other community
in the state of Connecticut, and they say it may be in
the United States. It was a huge, huge percentage.

(

And so I just want to let all of you know and I'm

sure all of you have strong and compassionate and
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perseverant veterans in your district as well, but one
of the things they feel most strongly about is the
safety and security of that Soldiers' Sailors' &
Marines' Fund.

And I notice in this proposal, and a question
through you, Mr. President, is it true that we are
shifting $2.9 million from this individualized fund
for the Soldiers' Sailors' & Marines' Fund over into
the general fund? Through you, Mr. President.

THE CHAIR:

And to whom would you like to address that
question?
SENATOR KISSEL:

I guess that question would go to my friend and
colleague, Senator Harp.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Harp.
SENATOR HARP:

Thank you. I don't know that I know the answer
to that question. I think that what we're doing for
the Soldiér Sailor Marine Fund as I understand it is
moving the staff into the general fund so that
ultimately they will not be paid out of the fund

anymore, but out of the general fund. And it could be
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very possible then that the fund reimburse the general
fund for that.

We've had concerns over time the fund actually
doesn't completely pay for the amount of staff that
exists in the Soldier Sailor Marine Fund. So every
year we've had to pick up the excess number. So we
thought rather than having this discussion year after
year with there not being adequate funds in the
Soldier Sailor Marine Fund for the administrative
portion, that we would just put it in the general
fund. And that whatever it is the fund 1is currently
paying for staff would be -- would reimburse the
general fund and whatever it is that we currently pick
up, we would pick up. You will note, as well, that we
added an additional staff person beyond the
appropriations budget because it was requested.

So are we taking money beyond what they normally
pay for administration? Absolutely not. Are we
moving the staff into the general fund? Yes. Are we
getting reimbursed for that from the fund? It would
be what they paid anyway, but are we, from a state,
paying more than I believe that we should for this?
Absolutely, yes. So that the fund is not being

shorted in any way.
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THE CHAIR:

Senator Kissel.
SENATOR KISSEL:

Thank you very much. I appreciate that ahnswer
and I know that the veterans that serve in -- that are
living in my district and throughout the state of
Connecticut will be very happy to know that we are not
touching the Soldiers Sailors & Marines Fund.

Although I will say -- I will say that whenever
we shift things from specified funds to the general
fund, even though at first blush it may seem
completely appropriate, I know that people have
concerns. And the reason they have concerns is why we
had separated funds out in the first instance is to
make sure that they are inviolate and untouchable.

And while I have no doubts that we're helping
that fund right now, I do think that it is easier to
raid down the road the general fund than it is to
target a specified fund, because if you target a
specified fund it is very clear what programs and what
individuals will be harmed.

My last question, through you, Mr. President,
again to whomever can answer this, and it may be

Senator Harp, it may be my friend and colleague,
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Senator DeFronzo. I know that I had indicated at the
beginning of my very brief colloquy is that I had the
good luck and fortune to have Governor Rell in my
district on Monday, announcing the beginning of major
transportation initiatives including a $4.7 million
bridge repair over Interstate 91 in Enfield.

And she indicated during the groundbreaking
ceremony that it was the first of many. Not only do
we have that, but I went to a business meeting in
Windsor that too many weeks ago where they were
championing intermodal transit, trying to make
business development closer to where people live, and
trying to be sensible about that, utilizing bus
transportation.

I know that in our district we have major
initiatives regarding Bradley international Airport,
which is an economic engine. And once again, I'd like
to thank Senator Frantz and Senator LeBeau for their
initiatives regarding Bradley Intérnational Airport.
We're going to revisit that I hope in the coming

!
months. So that's a huge, huge transportation area in
my district.

As well as the fact that Enfield is looking

forward towards working with the rail service and
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building a railroad station in the Thompsonville
section connecting it as along the route, the expanded
route that we want to have that goes between New Haven
and Springfield and eventually enhance that corridor
for mass transportation.

And so I'm wondering how this budget proposal
will impact these various transportation initiatives
that are so important to my district. Through you,
Mr. President.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Harp.
SENATOR HARP:

Thank you very much. The -- through you, sir,
much of the transportation's budget actually comes
directly from the federal government. I would say
that any budget that we do would pay for, maybe, 25
percent or less.

There are funds that are available through AARA
that can continue projects moving forward, but the
budget that you have before you today does not address
transportation at all. And we will be doing that at a
later date.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Kissel.
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SENATOR KISSEL:

Thank you very much. I'm a little concerned and
confused by that answer. If 25 percent of our
transportation initiatives are reliant on our own
funding here in the State of Connecticut, and that
those are initiatives that total tens of millions of
dollars if not billions, how can we possibly say that
we're passing a budget this afternoon if any reference
to transportation is completely out of this particular
budget?

Is that something that we have historically not
included when we pass a budget? Through you, Mr.
President.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Harp.
SENATOR HARP:

Thank you very much, Mr. President.

Historically, the way that transportation has been
handled is separate. It is typically included within
our overall budget in the overall figure.

In previous years, we have separated out, for
example, the bonding from the finance package. And so
what we're doing in this particular year is what we've

done on the finance side that we have separated out.
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The transportation side -- we hoped to come in before

the end of the fiscal year to do the transportation
fund budget.
THE CHAIR:
Senator Kissel.
SENATOR KISSEL:

Thank you. Thank you very much, Mr. President.
Through you, a point of clarification to Senator Harp,
is what I'm hearing that whether we vote this bill out
today or not, whether this bill gets vetoed by
Governor Rell or not, it is the majority party's
position that between now and the end of this fiscal
year, meaning between today, Thursday, and next
Wednesday that the majority party will have before us
a separate and distinct E-certed transportation bill
for us to vote up or down on? Through you, Mr.
President.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Harp.
SENATOR HARP:

Thank you very much. I cannot speak for my
party. I can only tell you that is my hope that we
will.

THE CHAIR:
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Senator Kissel.
SENATOR KISSEL:

Thank you very much. Well, that's news to me. I
will conclude my statements with these remarks.

I appreciate that we are not undermining the
Soldiers' Sailors' & Marines' Fund, but I would state
regarding that point of inquiry that I always am
concerned when we take separate funds that we felt
strongly enough to create and turn them back over into
the general fund, because I think that that ultimately
could undermine their viability going forward. That's
number one.

Number two, as the Senator, and you're all tired
of hearing this, but as the Senator with more
correctional facilities than anybody else, 6
correctional facilities with over 8,000 inmates in
those facilities, in communities where we've really
established trust and partnership in an era, where
from first-hand experience from a tour of one of the
facilities just about a week ago, Carl Robinson, last
Wednesday, where I was informed that we are losing
hundreds and hundreds of corrections officers and
correctional employees.

Where we are going to have to initiate some
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tremendous additional classwork to bring those folks
up to speed to fill the void in an area where we all
acknowledge public safety is paramount. Where those
facilities have to be open 24/7/365.

I feel that this budget proposal is unreasonable
in assuming that we can close one of those facilities
in less ;han a week and reap those savings, even
though I understand there's a plan in place to maybe
not see the doors get locked and closed on a facility
for three months, I do believe it is extraordinarily
shortsighted to think that we're going to be able to
do that and build in those savings in the next fiscal
year in light of the criminal justice reforms that
we've put in place, in light of the other initiatives
that we have going forward; and in light of, not only
the legacy problems because our hiring peak was 15 to
20 years ago, so we're going to have a huge amount of
natural attrition in those areas, but also because of
the tremendous amount of retirement incentive program
participants.

I think it is completely unreasonable --
unreasonable to state to the people of the state of
Connecticut that we're going to possibly be able to

close a facility anytime soon.
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And I would posit that it's bad public policy and
bad for public safety and I think that's something
that over the next several days people are going to
have to come very much to terms with, that this is
something that the majority party feels that we can
do.

At the last point is, while I appreciate the
optimism from Senator Harp in that, between now and
next week, we're going to have another E-certed bill
in front of us that will have an entire new set of
revenue enhancements and initiatives regarding
critical infrastructure, transportation for the state
of Connecticut.

If we are going through this process today and if
it's the majority party's position that they want to
trumpet to the people of the state of Connecticut,
well, we knew that it was like the 1890s when we
didn't pass a budget, but gosh darn it, we're passing
a budget now and we don't want to be tagged with the
fact that i£'s us that didn't pass a budget.

If this budget doesn't have, as a key critical
component, transportation, which is fundamentally
necessary to the prosperity, not only to our business

community, but to each and every citizen in our state,
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if we don't have that as part of this package how can
we possibly even call this a budget? It is something
close to a budget, but it certainly can't be the
totality of our hopes and dreams.

I'll conclude with this. 1I've heard in past
budget deliberations, and indeed, I believe it was
Senator Williams himself that spoke of a budget, that
it is aspirational. It is difficult to maintain our
aspirations in this very difficult economy.

I appreciate the fact that our friends on the
other side of the aisle and the majority party have
moved forward with these particular set of
recommendations, but I would state from my particular
perspective that these are not the things that I
believe the State of Connecticut should aspire to.

The future that I'd like to see us strive for
would better utilize the critical juncture that we're
at here economically, as an area of possibilities
where perhaps, we can position ourselves as a state to
grow and take advantage of the mistakes of our
surrounding states as opposed to walking in their
footsteps and tripping over the exact same faults in
the ground.

And for those reasons, Mr. President, I would
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oppose this particular budget proposal. Thank you
very much.
THE CHAIR:

Will you remark further? Senator McLaughlin.
SENATOR McLACHLAN:

Thank you, Mr. President. I rise to express
concern similar to those of my colleagues with regards
to the bill before us. )

This morning in the Finance Revenue and Bonding
Committee, I asked questions of the cochairs and
representatives of the Office)of Fiscal Analysis,
expressing concerns about the increase in income tax
and estate taxes and corporate taxes, and what is the
potential impact of those dramatic changes in tax
policy?

The cochairs, even here on the floor, my esteemed
colleague, Senator Daily, stated that she feels
comfortable with the response and the due diligence
that was done by the Office of Fiscal Analysis in the
revenue projections.

And I submit to you today that I must disagree
respectfully with their opinion in that it is fairly
clear to anyone who follows migration here in

Connecticut that it wasn't too long ago that we lost a
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congressional seat and that those states that appear
to have much more business and income friendly tax
policies are gaining congressional seats. And so that
migration factor is clear as a bell.

In fact, if we look at a very well written report
that my colleaque, Senator Boucher, referred to
submitted on February 1, 2008 by the Department of
Revenue Services énd the Office of Policy and
Management, it clearly shows that the migration out of
the state of Connecticut from 2002 to 2006 was 22,606
families, but that 71 percent of the net migration out
of Connecticut between 2002 and 2006 went to Florida.

And that concurs with the reality of what's
happening to the makeup of Congress and what's
happened here in Connecticut with our loss of a
congressional seat. I submit to you that Florida has
no income tax. Florida has no estate tax. So that
when someone has a choice, they leave.

And that this tax policy that is before us today
is going in the wrong direction. That we must,
especially in this fiscal crisis, in this economic
crisis, look seriously at being much more creative in
the way that we address the challenges of providing

state services.
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Now, I will tell you that as a freshman member of
this circle, I was greatly encouraged back on
February 25th, when we, this body deliberated a
deficit mitigation package that ultimately, I had a
lot of problems with, but ultimately included the
creation of the -- a new Commission on Enhancing
Agency Outcomes.

And Public Act 9 -- 0902 states that this
commission shall identify functional overlaps and
other redundancies among state agencies and promote
efficiency and accountability in state government by
identifying ways to eliminate such overlaps and
redundancies and by making such other recommendations
as the commission deems appropriate, with a goal to K
reducing costs to the State and enhancing the quality
and accessibility of state services.

Unfortunately, I believe that the majority party
has ignored the Commission on Enhancing Agency
Outcomes. Thatvthis commission has the potential to
truly reinvent state government. That this commission
has the potential to bring before this General
Assembly the tough decisions that need to be made to
truly reinvent state government in Connecticut and

eliminate this out of control tax increase proposal,
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because this tax increase proposal is going to
translate into migration out of Connecticut. 1It's
proven.

My other concern, as recently discussed by my
colleagues is the lack of including the transportation
piece of this budget. And so a question, if I may --
a couple of questions, if I may, through you, Mr.
President to the cochair of the Appropriations
Committee, through you, Mr. President.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Harp.
SENATOR HARP:

Thank you, sir.
SENATOR McLACHLAN:

Thank you, Mr. President. Senator Harp, I wonder
if the anticipated -- well, I guess this is hard to
answer, but the anticipated transportation budget that
we don't have before us yet, there is a fiscal note on
the bill before us that excludes the transportation
budget that states that we are under the spending cap.
How do we know if we'll be under the spending cap with
the transportation budget?

THE CHAIR:

Senator Harp.
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SENATOR HARP:

Thank you very much. Through you, Mr. President,
we are -- we can safely assume that we're under the
spending cap because one, we were under the spending
cap with the appropriations budget that did include
the transportation fund. And that this particular
budget, from a general fund perspective, is spending
less by $210 million over the biennium in the general
fund than the Appropriations Committee was spending.

And it's clear that we're not spending more in
the transportation fund because the fund itself would
have to actually support that. And to my knowledge,
we have not said that we're going to spend more than
$210 million over the biennium in transportation
through state funds.

So we can safely assume, since we're under, in
the general fund by $210 million, we're not going to
be spending those dollars in the transportation fund,
that we are under the spending cap, sir.

THE CHAIR:
Senator Mclachlan.
SENATOR McLACHLAN:
Thank you, Mr. President and thank you, Senator

Harp for your answer. I wonder though, without having
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before us the specific detail of the transportation
piece of the entire budget, if others of this circle
and perhaps, at a later date in the House, aren't
going to have concerns about what the big picture is.
And in fact, how does OFA treat a new fiscal note as
it relates to the big picture of the entire budget?
And so my concern among many is that this is not
a complete budget. This is a piece of a potential
budget, certainly one that I am very uncomfortable
with because of the dramatic change in tax policy.
Through you, Mr. President, and also, I have a
question to Senator Harp regarding section 47 of the
bill before us.
THE CHAIR:
Senator Harp.
SENATOR McLACHLAN:
Senator, section 47 of the bill before us
restricts the Governor's rescission authority over

judicial and legislative branches. And I wonder if

you could clarify for me, what is the change in policy

of Section 47, as it relates to current policy of how
we operate in state government? Through you, Mr.
President.

THE CHAIR:
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Senator Harp.
SENATOR HARP:

Thank you. Through you, basically, the Governor
will be able to make a recommendation of a rescission
to both branches, but will not have the authority
under this legislation to actually rescind amounts.
And the reason that we think that this is important 1is
because of balance of powers.

The executive -- the legislative branch is a
separate and equal branch of government as is the
judicial branch. And what we've discovered
particularly in the case of the judicial branch that
there were rescissions made that impacted the branch
in such a negative and destructive way as to impede
their ability to move forward with their business.

And so it's really clear that we believe through
this policy measure that, while the Governor can
recommend a rescission, that because the executive
branch is more familiar with the operations of the
executive branch and less so of the legislative branch
and even less so of the judicial branch, that in cases
where those rescissions have been made in the past
that due consideration was not made to the impact of

those rescissions on the abilities of those branches
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to do their work as was foreseen by the Constitution
of this State.
THE CHAIR:
Senator McLachlan.
SENATOR McLACHLAN:

Thank you, Mr. President. And thank you, Senator
Harp for your answer. I think that spells out pretty
clearly how I disagree almost completely with the
concept of reducing the Governor's rescission
authority.

In fact, during our deliberations of one of the
deficit mitigation packages 1in late Winter, it was my
suggestion that we, in fact, increase the Governor's
rescission authority because it does appear that the
Governor is the one who has made some very difficult
decisions in this current fiscal year to reduce
spending when it appears that this body and the
General Assembly as a whole has been lax in making
those tough decisions.

That's evidenced, quite frankly I'm sorry to
report, by a current deficit of the current fiscal
year of $1.2 billion. And so if we can't seem to
manage our own budget and we're running red ink for

the next five days of $1.2 billion, we should be
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adding to the Governor's rescission authority to help
get through those tough decisions, not taking away
rescission authority.

So I respectfully disagree with your assessment
of the difficulty that was created by the Governor's
decisions -- her rescission decisions, but I hail the
Governor for making some of those tough decisions that
we have been unable to do here in the Legislature and
that is distressing to me as a freshman legislator. I
frankly would much rather be able to make those
decisions in the legislative body, as I feel that 1is
our responsibility to do so.

I thank you, again. I have one more question as
it relates to the proposal of self insurance for
employees of the State of Connecticut. Through you,
Mr. President, to Senator Harp, self insurance, as I
understand on a municipal basis, my exposure through
that in a self insured plan. There are exemptions for
a self insured health plan for state mandates of
coverage.

And so my question to you -- through you, Mr.
President, is in the new proposal for self insurance
of health coverage, does this legislative body plan to

require itself, the State, to cover the recently
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passed health coverage mandates like autism and others
as part of this insurance coverage under
self-insurance? Through yéu, Mr. President.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Harp.
SENATOR HARP:

Thank you very much. Through you, Mr. President,
it's my understanding even in the case when we're not
self-insured, because of the type of plan that we are
that we are covered under the ERISA preemption.

And as a result it's certainly our decision
whether or not to accept the mandates that state
policy insured insurance companies are required to
accept.

And in almost every instance in the past and, I
believe, moving forward, the State, through its
insurance hasLaccepted those mandates that we'wve put
upon commercial insurance carriers that are not
covered under the ERISA preemption.

THE CHAIR:
Senator McLachlan.
SENATOR McLACHLAN:
Thank you, Mr. President. And I thank you,

Senator Harp. So, just to summarize, it is your
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anticipation that the new plan of self insurance,
where you, this budget proposal is anticipating some
pretty dramatic savings in the first and second year,
which are basically postponing claims for a period of
time, that in fact, that the program will provide all
of the mandated coverage that this body has recently
passed. Through, you, Mr. President.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Harp.
SENATOR HARP:

Through you, Mr. President, it is my belief, and
I believe it may even be underscored in some of the
language with the new mandates that the state will, in
fact, accept and take on those, the obligations to pay
for those services.
THE CHAIR:

Senator McLachlan.
SENATOR McLACHLAN:

Thank you. And through you, Mr. President, thank
you for that answer.

Senator Harp, does this new budget proposal
anticipate the increased cost of health coverage in
the self insurance formula to reflect the additional

coverage under new mandates? Through you, Mr.
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President.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Harp.
SENATOR HARP:

Thank you very much. Because the insurance is
negotiated, we've actually increased, I believe, what
we think the overall amounts that we will get because
of the co-pay changes and other types of changes, so
that I believe that it does.

And as I understand it, because most of these
bills came before appropriations, that these will be
built into the overall budget in fiscal year '1l2, most
all of them.

So that's what I understand as we move them
through appropriations would be the impact on the
State and its cost. So it doesn't really impact this
biennium, but it will impact the next.

THE CHAIR:

Senator McLachlan.
SENATOR McLACHLAN:

Thank you, Mr. President. And thank you, Senator
Harp. That response actually answered my next
question. lI appreciate that. You were anticipating

what I wanted to ask and that was, what is the fiscal
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impact of transferring to a self insured program on
future budget cycles?

And in fact, what you've just clarified for me is
that, in fact, this process of making the migration to
a self insurance program gives us some breathing room
for a couple of years in the current budget of not
paying the premiums that we're currently paying, but
in fact, the impact will be felt in the next biennium.
Which, do we have an idea what that impact will be in
2012? Through you, Mr. President.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Harp.
SENATOR HARP:

Thank you. Through you, sir, I don't know what
the impact would be.
THE CHAIR:

Senator McLachlan.
SENATOR McLACHLAN:

Thank you, Mr. President. And thank you again,
Senator Harp, for all the hard work that you and your
colleagues on the Appropriations Committee -- I thank
Senator Daily also for her work on the Finance
Committee.

I think we'll just have to agree to disagree on
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the tax policy here. Unfortunately, I will vote no on
this bill. I believe this is an incomplete budget. I
believe that it has not done the due diligence
necessary, as obviously demonstrated by the lack of a
transportatioq component of the budget. And that some
of the issues of the tax policy are disconcerting to
me.

And my concern, that we're going to lose
population, especially that population that's been the
greatest share.of the tax burden here in Connecticut.
And last, but not least, as we just discussed, that
the health insurance savings are unforeseen. They are
just postponing payment of premium and that we're
going to have another, essentially, an unfunded
liability in 2012.

And for all those reasons, I urge my colleagues
here in the circle to vote no on this proposal. Thank
you, Mr. President.

THE CHAIR:
Thank you, sir.
Senator Kane.
SENATOR KANE:
Thank you, Mr. President. Good afternoon.

THE CHAIR:
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Good aftérnoon, sir.
SENATOR KANE:

Thank you very much. I appreciate it. I too
rise in opposition of this bill. And I've have
listened to the debate going back and forth on both
sides of the aisle this afternoon and it's been very
intriguing. And I appreciate the commentary made on
both sides. |

I think the biggest thing that stands out in my

mind 1s the income tax and the increased taxes we have

on business, on the estate tax, on corporations. And

it's just way too much of this time.

I believe that, as we all know, this is probably

the worst economic time in our history. I'm sure all

of us in this room have never seen anything like this.

I myself, as you know, as a small-business owner, and

I have worked with a number of different small

businesses in my community, a member of the chamber of

commerce and a member of -- another organizations.
And they're struggling right now.

You know, ladies and gentlemen, they are
struggling. Businesses are really hurting. You see

every day the Secretary of State comes out with more

job losses, more business closings and this is not the
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way to go. This is not the time for us to be raising
taxes on these very same people that we're talking
about.

I try to be a positive person. I try to see
silver linings in things. And I think we do have a
silver lining here with this budget deficit, and
that's the way we have an opportunity to reform the
way we do government.

Businesses are tightening their belts. You and I
in our own households are tightening our belts. We
cannot spend the way we did spend, maybe a year ago,
or two or even more. So why can't the State of
Connecticut do the same thing? Why can't we reduce
the spending that we have here in the State of
Connecticut? And I think that's a very important
thing that we're just not doing.

The way out of this is not through taxation, but
to reduce spending and if you and I had a deficit in
our own homes, that's what we would do. Whereas
business have nowhere else to go to increase funding
to try to get additional revenue. We have sales
projections. We have sales forecasts. If we don't
make those forecasts, we have to cut spending and I

think the State of Connecticut has to do that as well.



006406

rgd/mb 100
SENATE June 25,2009

I believe in Senator Daily and the work she does
on the Finance Coﬁmittee and I do know you do a great
job. I wili disagree with you on one point that when
you said that some of these taxes are just temporary.
Well, I think there's nothing more temporary -- or
more permanent then a temporary tax.

We all know that the income tax back in '91 or
'92 was supposed to be a temporary thing. We know
that the business entity tax was supposed to be a
temporary thing. We know the real estate conveyance
tax was a temporary thing. These were all trying to
cut or close budget gaps.

And I'm afraid that these type of taxes that
we're dealing with here today, although may be called
temporary, will not be. Once they get on the books, I
believe it's going to be very difficult to remove them
later on.

Everywhere I go, since the end of session, I've
been going to my different rotary clubs in my
district. I have been attending Chamber of Commerce
functions. 1I've been going to senior centers, trying
to get out and talk to the people of my district. And
not one person has said to me, Senator Kane, please

raise my taxes. I don't think I've heard that from
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one person.

If anything, it's been the reverse, and they have
said, we need to reduce spending in the State of
Connecticut, and I believe them. And I believe in my
constituency and I believe all of your constituencies
will say the same thing in the state of Connecticut,
and that is to not pass this type of tax increase.

Its historic, it's monumental, and it is the wrong
thing, especially in this economic time.

So, for those reasons, Mr. President, I will be
voting in opposition to this bill.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you, sir.

Senator Witkos.
SENATOR WITKOS:

Thank you, Mr. President. Good afternoon.

Here we are, five days to the fiscal year end and
we have a budget before us. And the budget before us
was brought to this side of the aisle's attention
early this morning.

It's 175 page document, a little less than four
hours to digest it, digest something that has a major
impact financially on individuals, on businesses,

corporations, nursing homes, hospitals. Anything that

006407



006408

rgd/mb 102
SENATE June 25,2009

touches anybody's lives.

When I look at the tax package of the quget and
the amount of money that it purports to raise to close
the budget deficit, I'm scared, because I don't kn;w
how we're going to reach those dollar amounts. And as
member of the éeneral Assembly, I try to keep up to
speed on the budget negotiations.

I don't serve on the Appropriations Committee. I
don't serve on the Finance Committee, but one of the
most often asked questions when I'm out and about in
my district is, what's going on with the budget? What
are you guys doing up there in Hartford? And I give
them a little bit of a history going back to last June
as to the forecasts, bringing it right up through to
the session, to June 3rd, to where we are today.

And this morning, with the information that we
were coming in to dispuss a budget, about 5 a.m. when
I got ;ut up, having my cup of coffee. I sign onto my
laptop and I looked on CT-N and their archives to see
anything it says about the budget.

And I looked at the Capitol News Briefing about
the budget talks and those were dated June 23rd.

There was a rally out on the south lawn of the

capitol. And there was interviews by the Speaker of
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the House and the President Pro Tem by CT-N and other
news reporting agencies.

And when asked the specific questions to the
leaders, that most 1likely, it's known that the
Governor is going to veto this budget, why are you
going through the exercise of bringing this budget
forward? And the answer given was because Democrats
need to stand up and show what they stand for.

But I am -- I have to apologize to the Democrats
in my district, who I represent, because they don't
support these large tax increases. They're telling me
they can't afford the tax increases.

Well, some may say, well, you know what? How
many people actually make $500,000 as a married
couple? Everybody else, they're not going to be
affected by that. But we've heard testimony from the
different folks here around the circle that says no,
you will be impacted, because these people can move.

We saw just one of our states, Maryland as a
matter of fact, I think it was brought up earlier that
they had 3,000 millionaires. After they passed his
tax increase, they went down to 2,000 millionaires.

Everybody that's left in the state is going to

have to make the difference of that revenue‘loss,
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everybody. The higher you make the wage, the more
people are going to leave and I can't tell you how
many e-mails I've gotten and phone calls from folks
that say, when I retire, I'm out of here. I'm leaving
this state.

And then we look towards our businesses. And
Senator Kane brought up a point that, well, we're
taxing the businesses at 30 percent or 25 percent, but
were only taxing the ones that make a profit. So it's
kind of damned if you do, damned if you don't. So if
we do well, we're going to tax you. If we don't do
well, hopefully you can survive to make it another
day.

But our communities and our schools and everybody
look towards our businesses every day for the items
that we need, for the necessities, for the kinds of
things that ‘people cannot afford, schools in
particular. They're always going to the business,
hey, can you contribute? Can you donate? Can you
sponsor? And the business community has been so
supportive of all the things in their local
communities to help out.

When I served in my local board of education, we

actually looked at trying to get our hands around what
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the in kind contributions were that would have
affected our budget, had not the PTOs, the parents,
the businesses contributed to offset some of these
costs.

And that number was extremely large. And I say
to you that I'm sure if you all went back to your
business communities and got a total number of in kind
contributions that went right back to your
communities, it would far exceed 25 or possibly 30
percent.

But now, with this budget before us they may not
be able to do that. They may say, you know what? The
State of Connecticut put a corporate tax on us that
takes away our profit. So the money that we would
have contributed to support or sponsor a school team,
to provide for things in an education budget, that you
might not have been able to afford, an athletic team,
civic organization, all those different types of
things that we routinely go to our business community
to provide, they may no longer be able to do that.

And then we'll really feel the impact.

But when I looked about, I looked through the

budget -- and it's very difficult, because when I look

at budgets, often you get to see what's asked for,
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what was last year's balance and what was the actual
balance spent.

But in this budget, there's only numbers.

There's a T number, then a line of what it is and then
a dollar figure. So it's very hard and difficult if
somebody weré to go online, as the colloquy was
discussed earlier, if somebody wanted to go online and
look at something, you wouldn't be able to tell
quickly how much this department had last year, how
much we're proposing to give them this year and what
was the actual spent dollars of the current year.

You just see a number in the appropriation, how
much they're going to get. Well, did that number go
up? Did it go down? 1Is that sufficient to meet the
needs of that department? Very difficult to tell by
reading this bill.

So I kind of flipped over to the OFA analysis and
I was very surprised to see one particular section of
this analysis, where people are cutting corners to
make ends meet. We're reducing the size of agencies.
That there is a provision to provide for meals for a
certain segment of the state employees. In fact,
$287,000 for meals. Is that right in this economic

climate? I don't think so.
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It's not required under the collective bargaining
agreement. I understand that some members do have
that provision and maybe want to treat all those
members the same. But the fact of the matter is
that's over a quarter of a million dollars. When
we're trying to close the size of the budget deficit
that we have now and we're making these additional
expenditures, it's very, very difficult to go back
home to tell the folks, or if we're asked, hey, you're
giving $287,000 for meals. I don't even know how I'm
going to feed my family -- I just lost my job. It's
hard, extremely hard to justify that expense.

And my Jjustification will be that I voted no on
the budget. That's my justification. I think that
we've got to go back to the table. I hope when this
budget reaches the Governor's desk she immediately
stamps veto on it and we can get back to the work that
we were elected to do in making sure that we can make
Connecticut affordable for all of its residents.

Thank you, Mr. President.
THE CHAIR:
Thank you, sir.
Will you remark further on Senate Bill 180172

Will you remark further on Senate Bill 1801? Senator
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SENATOR LOONEY:

Yes. Thank you, Mr. President. Mr. President,
speaking in support of the bill, would first of all
want to commend Senator Harp and Senator Daily and
their counterparts in the House and all who worked on
this and in the countless hours that we know have gone
into this process.

One of the realities of this budget, Mr.
President, as we know is that this is an
extraordinarily difficult year and there are both
painful cuts and painful tax increases;, and both of
which are necessary to have a responsible budget.

The State of Connecticut has not been a
profligate spender over the years. We have had
relatively modest budgets for a number of years and
therefore, when cuts have to be made to what is
already a modest budget, those cuts are indeed quite
painful and very quickly cut right to the bone.

And that is why we have this difficult process in
terms of recognizing that in this crisis there have to
be sacrifices made on both ends. The revenue
increases are such by having an increase in the income

tax beginning -- for joint filers at over $500,000, is
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indeed a modest increase in our income tax only for
those at the upper end of our income scale.

And in doing it that way, Mr. President, we are
also cognizant of the fact that with that increase in
income tax, we will still have a lower top marginal

Rl

rate than our neighboring states who have state income
taxes. And also/that top rate will kicking in at a
much higher rate of income than is the case in other
states that have state income taxes structured
similarly to ours.

So this is a very balanced package that
recognizes that we are one of approximately 46 states
grappling with this terrible budget crisis in this
time of a severe downturn in our national economy.

But it also recognizes that the State has certain
obligations that have to be met in bad times as well
as in good.

And in some cases, it is even more critical to
meet those obligations in bad times than in good
times, notably in areas having to do with education --
sustaining our K-12 education program, our higher
education programs.

How is Connecticut to be competitive in the

future if we don't have the best educated, most
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competent workforce, and for the most highly
sophisticated jobs that will be developed in years to
come? That we know that the economy is becoming
increasingly more sophisticated, demanding higher
levels of skill even for the most entry-level
positions.

Therefore, education spending is to be seen as an
investment, as a way to guarantee our future, to at
least give us an opportunity to be competitive in that
future. And in these difficult times, it is even more
important than ever to sustain spending in that area.
And that is what this budget does.

And again, that budget has to be balanced, has to
be supported by appropriate revenues. We are not in
the position of the federal government that can do
deficit spending. We have to have a balanced budget
and this is a responsible balanced budget that, after
a long period of deliberations on both sides, it does
recognize that there has to be an appropriate
balancing of new revenues, commitment to programs,
painful cuts.

At the same time, we have a surcharge, a
temporary surcharge on the corporate tax and on the

estate tax, recognizing that this is a period of
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crisis that we hope will end relatively soon.

So on balance, Mr. President, I want to again,
commend Senator Harp and Senator Daily for the
countless hours that they have éut it on this process
beginning back at the beginning of the session,
through the committee deliberations and all the time
since then in working with their counterparts in the
House to bring us today to have a responsible budget
to be enacted before the end of the fiscal year.
Thank you, Mr. President.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you, sir.

Will you remark further on Senate Bill 180172
Senator Daily.

SENATOR DAILY:

Thank you, Mr. President. The Clerk has in his
possession, LCO Number 9511. I would ask that he call
that and that I make a motion to move it and explain
it.

THE CHAIR:
Mr. Clerk.
THE CLERK:
LCO 9511, which will be designated Senate

Amendment Schedule A. Is offered by Senator Daily of
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the 33rd District.
THE CHAIR}

Senator Daily.
SENATOR DAILY:

Thank you very much, Mr. President. I move the
amendment and seek leave to summari:ze.
THE CHAIR:

There is a motion on the floor for moving the
amendment and a motion to summarize. Seeing no
objection, please proceed, madam.

SENATOR DAILY:

Thank you very much. These are the revenue
estimates. They are Senate Amendment A. I think
we've discussed them any number of times in the circle
today. They weren't here when we started.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you, ma'am.

Will you remark further on Senate Amendment A?
Will you remark further? Senator Roraback.
SENATOR_RORABACK:

Thank you, Mr. President. Through you, if I may,
just a couple of questions to Senator Daily.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Daily.
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Please proceed, sir.
SENATOR RORABACK:

Thank you, Mr. President. And Senator Daily and
I covered this ground earlier in our general
discussion of the tax package before us. But through
you, Mr. President to Senator Daily, is it safe to
assume that the revenue estimates before us would
leave us with the same $263 million shortfall that
Senator Daily and I discussed previously should the
view of the Office of Fiscal Analysis, as to their
projected deficit over the next two year -- prove to
be true? Their most recent wview, their June 17th
projections of the deficit.

Through you, Mr. President to Senator Daily, if
they are correct, will these revenues leave us $263
million to the bad? Through you, Mr. President to
Senator Daily.

THE CHAIR:
Senator Daily.

SENATOR DAILY:

Through you, Mr. President, and Senator Roraback,

you're correct. This is the same number that we
discussed before.

THE CHAIR:
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Senator Roraback.
SENATOR RORABACK:
Thank you, Mr. President. And again, to cover

ground we covered previously, briefly, is there

anything in these revenue estimates that breathes life

into the projected fee increases in terms of

enumerating specifically what those fee increases are

and whom they will affect? Through you, Mr. President

to Senator Daily.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Daily.
SENATOR DAILY:

Thank you very much, Mr. President, and through
you, Mr. President, I would articulate what I have
tried to declare about before. They are not
enumerated in the bill or in the fiscal note. And if
anyone is watching CPTV and wants a reference, it was
Senate Bill 837.

They can go online and look at that. That was
introduced, I think by the Governor, Senator McKinney
and Representative Cafero.

THE CHAIR:
Senator Roraback.

SENATOR RORABACK:
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Thank you, Mr. President. Through you, to
Senator Daily, and 1if there's any citizen that has
hung tough for the past four hours and been watching
this debate, they should call Senator Daily and I, and
I think we ought to take him to lunch. Thank you, Mr.
President. I appreciate Senator Daily's --

THE CHAIR:

Does that go for the president of the Senate
also?

SENATOR RORABACK:

Absolutely. Yes, through you, Mr. President, we
expect you to pick up the tab.
THE CHAIR:

Oh, I under -- just like home. Thank you, sir.
SENATOR RORABACK:

But I appreciate Senator Daily's answers.
Respectfully, Mr. President, as I did in the Finance
Committee, I can't support these revenue estimates and
I'd ask that when a vote is taken, it be taken by
roll.

THE. CHAIR:
Thank you, sir.
Will you remark further on Senate A? Will you

remark further? If not, I will try your -- Mr. Clerk,
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. please call for a roll call vote.

THE CLERK:

Immediate roll call has been ordered in the
Senate. Will all Senators please return to the
chamber. Immediate roll call has been ordered in the
Senate. Will all Senators please return to the
chamber.

THE CHAIR:

Have all Senators voted? 1If all Senators have
voted, please check your vote. The machine will be
locked. The Clerk will call the tally.

. THE CLERK:

Motion is an adoption of Senate Amendment

Schedule A.
Total Number Voting 35
Those voting Yea 24
Those voting Nay 11

Those absent and not voting 1
THE CHAIR:

Senate Amendment A passes.

Will you remark further on E-cert Bill, Senate
Bill 1801 as amended by Senate A? Senator McKinney.
SENATOR McKINNEY:

. Thank you, Mr. President. You know, Mr.
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President, in 11 years here, budget day is always
somewhat of a special day and we, sort of led off with
a little bit of our traditional budget with cochairs
of the Finance and Appropriations Committee bringing
out their budget and thanking all of the people who
worked on it. -

And while this may be a budget that isn't enacted
into law, it is still worth noting and thanking ?ll of
the hard work that went into putting this together.

But this is a little bit of a different budget
day, in part, because traditionally on budget day the
various cochairs of appropriations get up and talk
about all the hard work and good things that have been
done by the subcommittees and that has sort of been
lacking as part of this process.

It's a little bit different because
traditionally, to pass a state budget we actually
don't ignore transportation. We do have a special
transportation fund and we have a budget before us
that deals with transportation, but we don't have that
with us today and that in and of itself is an oddity.
For the last couple of weeks, many people in the state
of Connecticut have been concerned about proposals to

increase fares, bus fares, rail fares.
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I know several of my colleagues on the other side
of the aisle and in the House have stirred up rallies
against Governor Rell's proposed fare increases, but
at least Governor Rell put a transportation budget
before thé people of the state of Connecticut. And
the Democrat budget completely ignores the issue of
transportation.

So if you're against rail fare increases and
you're against bus fare increases, at least you should
have a transportation budget, but we don't have that
as part of it here. And it is hard to say to the
people of the state of Connecticut, we're passing a
budget, when we completely ignore the issue of
transportation. So I think it's fair to say that this
isn't a budget. 1It's part of a budget and not a
complete document in that.

I've also heard today that we're not going to
complete a whole budget because we want to save money
for the people of the state of Connecticut. We're not
going to print some additional 300 pages that it would
cost to do that and to put all those fee increases.
That we'll do that in back of the budget language once
the Governor signs this.

But what's interesting is that when we look at
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this document, we note that we specify the income tax
rates and increases and put the money in there. We
specify the corporate surcharge and we put the rates
and the money in there. We specify the estate tax
surcharge and put the money in there, but nowhere in
this document before us is any line that says, we are
going to get this amount of money from fees. It's in
our estimated revenues, but there's no language that
even acknowledges that that will happen or even allows
for the implementation of it.

So therefore, this budget which is not a complete
budget, is also on its face not balanced and a *
violation of our constitutional balanced budget
argument because if we don't pass those implementors
or if the implementor which has the fee increases 1is
not passed or is vetoed, we don't have a balanced
budget.

One line could have been in there that would
implemented and allowed for those fee increases. We
did that with the securitization. This budget
requires some $335 million of securitization. It
doesn't specify how you're going to do it. It says
we're going to do it in certain areas, lottery, some

other things. We're going to ask OPM and the
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comptroller to put together a plan. We don't specify
that plan. We want to save money so we don't want all
those pages. We just say somebody is going to do it.
But we didn't do that with the fees that are in here.

So this is the first time in 11 years that we've
estimated revenue that we're going to gain, but we
don't have any language to allow us to get the
revenue. Imagine if we said we're going to gain
500 million from increase in income tax, but we're not
going to put in here what the income tax increase is
going to be. That's going to come later after the
Governor signs it. It's no different than what we've
done with it fees. So that's what makes this budget a
little bit different.

It's also different, and this may not be a bad
thing, because hopefully this will get us towards a
balanced budget compromise, which I think we all want
to get to, but on May 28th we sat here and the
minority party brought out the majority party's
budget. And we were told by the Senate President
that, although he suppofted his own budget and he did,
that he was going to vote against it and urge his
colleagues to vote against it because he didn't want

to waste his time and Democrats didn't want to waste
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their time passing a budget that the Governor wasn't
going to sign.

Here we are passing a budget that the Governor is
not going to sign, so there's been a change and maybe
that's a positive change that will get us to the final
product.

The other change that's different here is that we
are going to be voting on a budget which is not
balanced according to OFA numbers. Now for some, I
would say that's nét a problem. It's certainly not a
constitutional obligation that we do that. We are
solely vested with establishing and setting revenue
estimates, but for months, in fact, since the very day
Governor Rell put her budget out, we have been told we
have been lectured, we have been press conferenced to
death that the only honest budget was a budget which
met OFA's numbers. And this budget doesn't, as
Senator Daily has conceded to a question by Senator
Roraback, some $263 million.

- And we now know that OFA estimates the budget
deficit over the biennium which is higher than this
budget closes. Now, I'm okay with that because I
don't know how we can predict what's going to happen

in 2011. 2010, we're need to be pretty sure we're
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right. 2011, it's going to be harder.

None of us can predict how and if or when our
economy is going to turn around. We all hope it does.
So projections are just that. Sometimes we're closer
than others. But why did it take until June 25th for
us to realize we don't have to be on the OFA number to
get a balanced budget? We could have talked about
this two months ago and perhaps we would have a
balanced budget for the people of the state of
Connecticut.

So since February we've been told that honest
budget equals OFA deficit numbers and finally, we've
moved off that and I hope that's progress in the right
dirgction.

Others have mentioned the transparency and
openness and it's a broken record, so we'll leave it
at that. But the bottom line is the people of the
state of Connecticut are going to have their
Legislature vote on a budget that they haven't seen
and that's not the right way to do it.

At least for 24 hours, we should have this thing
open and exposed to the people of the state of
Connecticut. Let the press write about it and then

let the people know. And then I would just ask you,
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go look back at what happened in New York state, how
upset the people in New York were when they woke up
one day and read the paper, what their Legislature had
done to them and the tax increases that had been
foisted on them without them knowing about it. And
that's what we're doing here, as well.

That's sort of what makes this a little bit
different than some of our traditional budget days.

We are here in special session without a budget less
than a week or so away from the end of our fiscal
year, and for obvious reasons. This is an economic
crisis that none of us could have predicted. It is an
economic crisis worse than I've ever seen in my
lifetime and it is an economic crisis not caused by
anybody in the state of Connecticut.

So our choices are much more difficult. Our
philosophical differences are more exposed and that's
why we are where we are. Everybody knows that. These
are very difficult times and difficult choices, but I
think what has been missing in this debate is an
understanding that what we are doing is not just
passing a budget, but we are trying to establish a
foundation upon which our State can recover.

A foundation which will allow our kids to be
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educated, our people to be safe and protected, those
who are most vulnerable to be taken care of, but also
for our State to get up off its feet -- get up on its
feet and recover again.

And that is not a two-year project. That is a
five or ten year project and we need to be looking
beyond just this biennium budget to the future of the
State of Connecticut. And that's why we continue to
believe that until we have looked at every dime, every
penny, every dollar and every agency and every line of
this budget we should not be talking about raising
taxes on people and small businesses across the state
of Connecticut because it will cause harm now and in
the future.

We know what lies beyond this biennium budget.
There's $1.4 billion in ?he rainy day fund that we
will not have for the next biennium budget. There is
about $2 billion in federal stimulus money, which I
don't think we can count on and probably will not be
there for us beyond this biennium budget.

So in all of our budgets, Democratic, Republican,
executive branch and legislative branch, we're looking
- about $3.4 billion beyond this biennium that we don't

have -- that we don't have. When you look at this
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budget in itself, you get $112.5 million of
unspecified asset sales.

Now, it does strike me as odd when you talk about
112 and a half million, that maybe there's some idea
of what we're going to sell, because why did you get
the half million? I mean, we could have rounded. And
I actually don't object to asset sales. I actually
welcome that as a -- somewhat of a reversal by the
majority, because in our Republican budget proposal,
we talked about should the deficit be worse than what
we had projected we would look at sales of assets.

The majority party was quite critical in their
response to the press after that, but I welcome this.
I think this is a good thing, but I think we should be
more specific in the types of assets we should be
selling.

For example, when the Republicans —-- and we
stood, Larry Cafero and I had a press conference about
the types of assets we would sell, we never said we
would sell state parks or beaches. That's not
something I would do. We were criticized by wanting
to sell state parks and beaches in press reports by
members of the majority because we didn't have a

specific proposal. So they basically could sell,
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well -- say that, well, they're going to sell any

state asset and we'll make it up.

So I would ask you, are you selling state
beaches? Are you selling state parks in this $112
million? I hope not. There are some state assets we
should look at selling, perhaps Bradley Airport, I've
talked about or others. But I welcome this asset
sale, but it needs to be more specific.

There's $335 million in securitization, which
also is not going to be there beyond this biennium.

So when you add up the 335 million in securitization
and the 112 million in asset sales and the 1.4 billion
in the rainy day fund and the $2 billion in federal
stimulus money, we could be looking at $4 billion that
is not there in the next biennium.

And I have not heard any economist or anyone from
OFA or OPM or the comptroller's office, say that they
expect the recovery in our country and the State of
Connecticut to be so great as to make that $4 billion
hole.

We all hope our State will recover, our economy
will be get better, but nobody is predicting that type
of rat -- rapid economic recovery. So 1if we are

saying to the people of the state of Connecticut that
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this budget document represents every cut possible,
that we've cut to the bone and we can't cut anymore,
then we are saying to the people of the state of
Connecticut that over the next four years, as a way to
get our long-term fiscal foundations set, we are
looking at over $6 billion in tax increases. Two and
a half billion in tax increases here and a hole in the
next biennium that could be as large as $4 billion.
And I think that is the wrong direction for our state
to go in.

Senator Looney and many others have referenced
the fact that, despite the large increase in taxes,
the 25 percent corporate surcharge, the income tax
increase, that we still remain lower than our
surrounding states and that's an accurate statement to
a degree, not for everybody, because we have differeﬁt
thresholds at which the income tax kicks in at
different effective rates, but the high end is lower.
And I would suggest to you as I've said before that
that misses the point.

New York and Massachusetts are not competition
for the state of Connecticut. We have lost jobs and
businesses and people, especially in manufacturing, to

South Carolinas and North Carolinas and Texas' and
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yes, Mexico and China. We haven't lost them to New
York to a great degree, or Massachusetts. They've
left New England. 1It's a New England problém.

And if we continue to raise our taxes on
businesses and individuals, as the Governor of Maine,
a Democrat said, you can't have employees without
employers, and he's right. If we continue to do that
we in Connecticut and New England will continue to
lose jobs and people.

Our opportunity in Connecticut =-- our opportunity
in Connecticut is to not make the mistake they made in
New York, not make the mistake they made in
Massachusetts or Rhode Island and New Jersey.

Just today, in the Connecticut Post, and it might
have appeared in other articles, it talked about
vacancy rates in commercial office space. Stamford,
Connecticut, 25 percent vacancy rate. Greenwich
Connecticut, the vacancy rate is doubled from 9 and a
half percent to over 18 percent. There's no question
that Stamford and Greenwich are the financial heart of
the state of Connecticut.

And with vacancy rates of 25 percent in Stamford,
I have had businesspeople from New York tell me, John,

if we had certainty, if we knew Connecticut tax rates



006435
rgd/mb 129
SENATE June 25,2009

were going to remain stable over the next couple of
years we will move. Business leaders, individuals
aren't going to move if the tax rate goes from -- the
difference is nine to seven and a half. But if the
difference is nine to five, they are going to move and
we will see those vacancy rate -- goes down.

We know that there are commercial buildings and
office space ready to accept those jobs and those
people in Stamford, in Greenwich, throughout Fairfield
County, throughout the state of Connecticut. And
those people will move if we don't make the mistakes
they've made in our surrounding states.

That 1is our opportunity -- that is our
opportunity. Imagine if the vacancy rate in Stamford
was zero, not 25 percent. Without raising taxes, we
would see significantly more revenue to the State of
Connecticut, and that's not partisan, that's not
theory, that's actually fact. And those people will
move and they will come here. We will reverse that
migration that we've seen.

That's why this is so important. That's why this
debate on this budget is so important, because we are
not just talking about a budget. We are talking about

getting our economy to recover. We are talking about



006436
rgd/mb 130
SENATE June 25,2009

looking at that small businessman and woman who make
over 80 to 90 percent of the new jobs in the state of
Connecticut, and saying, we are going to give you a
tax and economic climate that will allow you to
thrive.

Senator Debicella, I think, said it best. You
want to talk about taxing the rich, but the corporate
taxes in here hit the middle class and they hit small
businesses. And if small businesses are filing under
income taxes, then they're getting hit as well. The
mom and pop who's filing income taxes and paying more
are going to get hit by this budget.

And if you've talked to the businesses, as I
have, they've told you the same thing they've told me.
In this time of economic crisis they have cut back
everything they have, whether it's paper and paper
clips to trimming their -- how they do their business,
they have cut to the bone. And what they've had to do
after they've cut to the bone is they've had to let
employees go.

How many businesses out there have let employees
go? We know there's over 50,000 people and families
who've lost their jobs in the state of Connecticut.

They have cut to the bone.
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So you take the business that made money, that
small business, and you say, we're going to add a 25
percent surcharge on your taxes, and they can't pay it
unless they cut personnel. 1It's going to directly
lead to more jobs being lost in the state of ‘
Connecticut. And that's why we have to resist those
attempts to dq_that.

There is no doubt that making cuts to some of
these commissions and these programs and these
agencies are difficult to do. When we put together
our Republican budget we struggled mightily. We
didn't do it across the board because we said that
wouldn't be the right way to do it. There's certain
areas we don't think we should cut back and there's
other areas where we think we can.

I don't know if we got it right in every agency
and every department, but we put it out there because
we think it's the only way to keep -- to get our
economy and the State of Connecticut to recover and to
get Connecticut residents back, working again. And
that's why this is so important.

There is more that we can cut. I think members
of the majority know that there is. Doesn't make them

easy to do. Doesn't make it fun to do, but there are
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more cuts that we can do. I think we have to be
candid about that. We keep hearing numbers about how
much we've cut from the budget.

And I asked some of my staff, if we take away the
rescissions that Governor Rell implemented, the cuts
that she did that are carried forward in your budget,
what other cuts are they? 1It's not a lot. 1It's not a
lot.

She's done most of the ﬁeavy lifting and we have
to acknowledge that. Yet, in your own budget, we're
actually taking away some of her rescission authority,
and I understand. I think Senator Harp talked about
the balance of power between the branches of
government and I agree with it, but if we're not
willing to make those decisions and she is, we should

even give her more rescission authority. We should

make them in the first instance. I agree with Senator

Harp, but we're not doing them and she has.

I think we should spend a couple of days after
this bill passes here, and it will pass the House and
the Governor will veto it. And we, as leaders of this
General Assembly, Senator Williams, myself, the chairs
and ranking members should sit down with the Governor.

We should close the door, throw away the key and not
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come out till we all agree.

I don't know why we haven't done it yet. I'm
sure the Senate President is going to get up after me
and say that he wants that too, but Governor Rell has
been unwilling to get the table. 1I've been in
leadership meetings with Governor Rell at her table,
physically her table, yet she gets criticized for not

:
being at the table. For the life of me, I don't
understand that criticism.

Her OPM secretary has sat down with the chairs
and ranking members and said, let's go over the
budget, line by line by line. Speaker of the House,
in one of the leadership meetings said, we don't think
that actually is the right way to do it. We think we
should look agency by agency, because you have to look
at the whole agency, because you might get lost going
line by line, understanding that if you take away from
one line it has an impact somewhere else. My response
was, sounds good, Mr. Speaker. Let's go agency by
agency.

Let's start with the hardest, toughest, biggest
agency, social services programs, and let's start
there and not leave that agency until we've come to an

agreement. That's what we need to do. If this gets
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us to that process, then I welcome this as a positive
step.

This budget is not a real budget. It is not
balanced and it's not good for the people of the state
of Connecticut. But if it gets us to a point -- we're
going to start talking again, then maybe there's some
positive coming out of today.

Having said that, I would urge rejection, Mr.
President. Thank you.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you, sir.

Will you remark further on Senate Bill 18017
Senator Williams.

SENATOR WILLIAMS:

Thank you, Mr. President. I rise to support this
budget and to urge Governor Rell to sign this budget.
I want to thank the folks who've been involved in the
Appropriations Committee and the Finance Committee,
particularly Senator Toni Harp, Senator Eileen Daily,
and all the members of those committees -- certainly,
the staff who have contributed to this as well.

This is a budget that gets the State of
Connecticut where it needs to go, through the toughest

fiscal times that we have experienced in our lifetime.
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Now it hasn't been easy. You have a global recession
that's impacted virtually every country in the world.
And across the United States, you've had 50 states
grappling with enormous fiscal problems.

Now in the State of Connecticut, we have some
tools at our disposal and I'm pleased to say that the
budget that's before us here today employs those tools
in a wise and a responsible manner. Now some people
will criticize this budget and say that the billions
of dollars that we are cutting are too much, that the
cuts in this budget are too painful. And we've heard
from folks about some of the cuts in this budget, but
we know that we must shrink state spending.

And it has not been easy to work through
department by department, agency by agency, program by
program and find savings that adds up to billions of
dollars, but folks have done that hard work.

And I have to say that the Governor has suggested
some cuts that we have incorporated, just as the cuts
that we suggested, back in April, when our committees
finished their business and put their initial budgets
on the table, the Governor, in her most recent round
of legislative budget suggestions also incorporated

some of our cuts that we had suggested at that the
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time. So that's been beneficial.

When we make cuts they need to be smart cuts.
For example, when we can shrink the size of
bureaucracy, when we can take a look at an agency like
the Department of Public Health and scrutinize their
overhead and realize it's roughly double the overhead
of other agencies, then it's time for us to step in
and say, cut the overhead in half, as we have.

When we look at an agency like the Department of
Children and Families that has critical and important
responsibilities anqryet, has too much bureaucracy,
and we delve into that bureaucracy and we realize
among the layers we can cut 25 percent of the
managerial positions, then we should do that and this
budget does that.

When we look at outside consultants and the
contracts and the dollar amounts that the State spends
on outside consultants, and we realize we can save
millions and millions of dollars by ratcheting that
back, cutting that spending, we should do that, and
this budget does that.

When we look across the board at management
expenses for our departments and our agencies, and we

realize that in these tough times we need to cut back,
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not on thé front line workers who deliver the critical
services and who make a difference for people in the
state of Connecticut, but in the bureaucracy and in
the top level management, then we ought to cut back in
these tough times. And this budget does that.

So we have found billions of dollars of savings.
And not everyone is going to agree with it, but we
need to do it in these tough times.

Now on the revenue side, no one likes to talk
about taxes or tax increases. And it is true there is
an increase in the income tax for those making
$500,000 or more. And it is true that the rate of the
increase still puts us at a lower rate than, not only
New Jersey and New York, but also Rhode Island,
Vermont, Maine, and if you combine the capital gains
tax and the income tax in Massachusetts and compare it
to Connecticut, it's less than Massachusetts as well.

Now when we put together a budget, we can look at
history, where traditionally, back in 2003, the last
significant downturn, in 1991, the downturn that
looked something like this, although this is worse,
the State responded with a variety of tools, taxes,
spending cuts.

In 1991 there were more tax increases in terms of
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total dollars than there were spending cuts. In 2003,
when a Republican Governor signed the final budget
that passed at the end of July, there were twice as
much tax increases in terms of dollars than there were
in spending cuts. y

Now in the budget proposal that's before us
today, there is substantially more in spending cuts,
about 3.5 billion than there are in taxes, about
2.5 billion. So in terms of Connecticut history, in
the downturns, the solution that's before us today
does far more in cutting expenses, cutting state
spending than in the two previous downturns.

And as we look across the country, virtually
every state that is grappling with these economic hard
times is looking to a combination of solutions,
knowing that it is not wise to borrow, as the Governor
has suggested, an additional billion dollars, in
addition to the one shot revenues that others have
made note of, that by the way, are incorporated in
everyone's plan, the Governor's plan, legislative
Republicans plan and the Democrats plan, and they're
also incorporated in solutions across the other 49
states as well.

But to exacerbate that problem and have an
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additional billion dollars of borrowing over the
biennium, even securitizing items that don't exist
like Keno, an expansion of gambling, that is not a
wise or fiscally responsible course to take at this
time.

So we must struggle in these tough times. 1It's
not easy. There are no solutions that everyone can
say, 1t's perfect. We face the same crisis that other
states are going through. This budget addresses that
crisis in a responsible manner.

And at the same time that we are making tough
cuts, the same time we are looking at our revenue
stream from the point of view of fairness, saying,
yes, as Governor Rell said back in February, it ought
to be shared sacrifice. So that we know in terms of
the budget cuts, many of those cuts will impact those
of lower and middle income who depend on certain state
services that will be affected by those cuts.

Yes, labor and state employees ought to be at the
table and they ought to contribute to the solution,
and they have bargained in good faith with the
Governor and contributed $700 million to the solution
to help move us forward and get out of this crisis.

And yes, the wealthy should be at the table as
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well. This needs to be fair. This needs to be shared
sacrifice. The Governor was right when she said that
in February and this budget makes good on that promise
to the people of Connecticut.

At the same time, we must invest in the future.
As tough as this is, even with billions of dollars of
spending cuts, we can't overlook the fact that
Connecticut must be strong in order to come out of
this recession better positioned to grow jobs and
improve our communities. We should not take away
opportunity for our children to get the college
education in the state of Connecticut that they need
to thrive and to grow here and be part of our
communities and the future.

The Governor's budget has cut scholarships for
college educations here in the state of Connecticut.
Our budget restores those cuts. The Governor has
suggested that those on Medicaid should not have
eyeglasses supported through Medicaid. I would
suggest that if we want to get people to be self
sufficient, to have a job, to participate as taxpayers
and get back on their feet, they ought to be able to
see. And I think it is very shortsighted to cut a

critical service like that that helps people get back
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on their feet with a hand up and not a hand out.

Adult dental coverage, under the Governor's
budget, would be eliminated for those on Medicaid
except in emergency situations. Think about that. As
we have talked about prevention and avoiding higher
costs -- because folks wait until there's an emergency
instead of getting a health care problem addressed
early, when it's less costly, from a taxpayer point of
view, but it's so much better from a human quality of
life point of view. This budget restores the dental
coverage.

The Jobs First Employment Services, to connect
people to jobs, to get people up and running in
employment, to help our economy, cut by the Governor's
budget, restored to this budget.

The STRIDE program has to do with reentry for
folks getting out of prison. We heard a little
earlier about prisons and the importance of being
committed to a sensible corrections policy in the
State of Connecticut.

One of the ways we can be committed to a sensible
corrections policy is to stop the revolving door of
folks who come out of prison with no accountability

and reentry oversight -- that helps them connect to
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jobs, break the cycle of crime and not go back into
prison at taxpayer expense after they've committed

another crime at community and human expense. The

STﬁIDE program does just that -- helps people turn

their lives around.

Now, those coming out of our prisons who have no
reentry programs, they reoffend and come back into
prison at our expense at a rate of about 40 percent.
For those who go through the STRIDE program, providing
that tough oversight and accountability and
reconnection to the community and job training, and
helps plug folks into jobs, the reoffender rate is not
40 percent. It is 6 percent.

Should we be cutting the STRIDE program? The
Governor's budget cuts the STRIDE program. This
budget restores that and keeps it.

Community health centers are cut in the
Governor's budget. They are restored this budget.
Family resource centers for young children and their
families and preschool and after school programs are
cut by the Governor's budget, restored in this budget.

The across the board cut for medical providers,
including nursing homes that was proposed by the

Governor, where we've seen outcry across the state --
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restored in this budget.

The Life Star emergency medical transportation
service serves about 1200 people in all four corners
of the state of Connecticut. People have been served
in every single town in the state of Connecticut.

Life Star has transported folks to and from every
hospital in the state of Connecticut. Literally,
lives are on the line. .Literally, lives have been
saved by the Life Star medical transport -- cut in the
Governor's budget, restored in the budget here before
us today.

Yes, this budget makes tough choices. Yes, this
budget cuts billions of dollars in state spending.
Yes, this budget demands shared sacrifice and has
everyone at the table, including the wealthy.

And yes, we should pass this budget here today.
And I ask Governor Rell to consider this budget and to
sign this budget. Thank you, Mr. President.

THE CHAIR:

Will you remark further on Senate Bill 18017
Will you remark further on Senate Bill 1801 as amended
by Senate A? If not, Mr. Clerk, please call for a
roll call vote. The machine will be open.

THE CLERK:
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Immediate roll call has been ordered in the
Senate. Will all Senators please return to the

chamber. Immediate roll call has been ordered in the

Senate. Will all Senators please return to the
chamber.
THE CHAIR:

Have all Senators voted? If all senators have
voted, please check your vote. The machine will be
locked. The Clerk will call the tally.

THE CLERK:
Motion is on passage of Emergency Certified Bill

1801 as amended by Senate Amendment Schedule A.

Total Number Voting 35
Those voting Yea 19
Those voting Nay 16

Those absent and not voting 1
THE CHAIR:

The bill as amended passes.

Senator Looney.
SENATOR LOONEY:

Yes. Thank you, Mr. President; Mr. President,
would move for immediate‘transmittal of Emergency
Certified Bill 1801 to the House.

THE CHAIR:
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There's a motion on the floor to emergency
transmit the bill to the House. Without objection, so
ordered, sir.

At this time, I will entertain points of personal
privileges or announcements. Senator Crisco.

SENATOR CRISCO:

Thank you, Mr. President. For a point of
personal privilege.

THE CHAIR: ;

Please proceed, sir.

SENATOR CRISCO:

Mr. President, members of the circle, we have all
been experiencing on %& the horrific situation that
has been happening in Iran.

It was only a couple of days ago when a young
woman named Nedra was brutally murdered by a rifleman
from atop of a building.

Mr. President, members of the circle, we are one
small spot in this global world. As a father of
several daughters, about approximately the same age,
as a parent, obviously, like others who love their
children, as one who tries to be responsible to what
our duties are as State Legislators and State

Senators, I think it's appropriate for us to
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Any opposed?

Motion passes.
SENATOR LOONEY:

Yes. Thank you, Mr. President.

Mr. President, the single item on Senate Agenda
Number 1 for the June Special Session on -- is under

Bill Vetoed by the Governor, Senate Bill Number 1801.

Would move for reconsideration of Emergency Certified

Bill Number 1801.

THE CHAIR:

There's a motion for reconsideration. Anybody
else like to speak? Seeing none, all those in favor
say, aye.

SENATORS:

Avye.
THE CHAIR:

Any opposed.

Okay =-- actually, I don't know if I could -- I
can't be in the affirmative. I don't think I was in
the affirmative last time. So --

Only Senator Looney, but being in the prevailing

side, the bill is now moved for reconsideration.

Okay. Emergency Certified Bill Number 1801 -- 1is

now before the Chamber.
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Does the Clerk have any other business?
THE CLERK:
No, Mr. President.
THE CHAIR:
I would now like to recognize Senator Looney,
again.
SENATOR LOONEY:

Yes. Thank you, Mr. President.

007053

Mr. President, the Clerk has no further business.

I move that the June special session be adjourned sine

die.
THE CHAIR:
Yay.

The June special session is adjourned sine die.

On motion of Senator Looney of the 1lth, the

Senate at 2:15 p.m. adjourned sine die.
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order out of chaos. Amen.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Thank you, Reverend.

Would Répres;ﬂEafiﬁé John Gérééoéian of the 25th
District please come to the dais and lead us in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

REP. GERAGOSIAN (25TH):

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the United
State of America, and to the Republic for which it
stands, one Nation, under God, indivisible, with
libérty and justice for all.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Is there any business in the Clerk's desk?
THE CLERK:

Yes, Mr. Speaker. Emergency Certified Senate
Bill Number 1801.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Are there any announcements or introductions?
Any announcements or introductions?

Will the Clerk please call Emergency Certified
Bill Number 1801.

THE CLERK:

Emergency Certified Bill 1801, AN ACT CONCERNING

THE STATE BUDGET FOR THE BIENNIUM ENDING JUNE 30TH,

010591
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2011 AND MAKING APPROPRIATIONS THEREFOR, LCO Number
9496.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

The Chalr_6fﬂzﬁé-Appropfiéflons Commlttee,_
Representative Geragosian.

REP. GERAGOSIAN (25TH):

Good to see you, Mr. Speaker, again. 1I'd like to
move acceptance and passage of the Emergency Certified
Bill.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Question's on passage of bill. Will you remark?
REP. GERAGOSIAN (25TH):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Before I begin, I'd like
to offer some thank you's that help us get -- for the
folks who helped us get to this day. I'd especially
like to thank the committee members on the
Appropriations Committee on both sides of the aisle.
We spent a lot of time together at hearings,
subcommittee meetings, and meetings. And I think we
conduct our business in a very concise fashion. We
agreed to disagree when we did, but we did so in a way
not to be disagreeable. 1I'd like to thank my cochair,
Senator Toni Harp for her bearing with me in my first

year in this endeavor. 1I'd like to thank the finance
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chairs, Representative Staples and Senator Daily for
all their hard work on this. I'd like to thank my
vice chairs, Representative Heinrich, Roldan, and
—“égfiléff.__f'a-liﬁé to %hahk—fhé.rénking members,
Representative Miner, Senator Debicella in
Appropriations, Senator -- Representative Candelora
and Senator Roraback on finance, we had a lot of good
times together as we deliberated on this budget. 1I'd
like to thank the Appropriations Committee staff,
especially our Administrator Sue Keane and my aid and
our -- Clerk, Riju Daé for all their work.

I'd especially like to thank the folks from the
fifth floor that help us as we try to put together
these budgets, specifically OFA and I'm going to
mention the analysts, the Director Geary Maher,
Christine Ashburn, Spencer Cain, Alan Calandro, Rob
Wysock, Neil Ayers, Sarah Bourne, Jennifer Campbell,
Don Chaffee, Christina Gellman, Steve Hunt, Kerry
Kelley, William Lederman, Linda Miller, Michael
Murphy, Chris Perillo, Marcy Picano, Felix Planas,
Alan Shepard, Emily Shepard, Joan Soulsby, Rachel
Welch, Chris Wetzel, and Phoenix Young.

I'd like to thank our LCO attorney's Jo Roberts

and Angela Rehm.
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And lastly I'd like to thank Josh Nancy and Laura
Jordan from our staff, for all their help in this
endeavor.

o This.ié a bﬁdééf‘ihaf rébresents Connecticut's
values. Budgets are more than mere words on a -- more
words than numbers on a page. They're a statement of
what we deem important. Our budget invests in
education, higher education and job training, exactly
what we need in these difficult economic times. It
also protects student financial aid. It seeks to
preserve jobs.

A UConn study that came out in April said that
for every billion dollars we cut out of this budget,
we cost 7,000 private sector jobs. It's something we
can't afford in a time of recession.

It protects investments and health care for our
seniors, children, people with disabilities, and the
mentally ill. It protects the safety net for our
neediest families. It protects the front line
services, our citizens and businesses need, our
courthouses, motor vehicle departments and other
things. It protects our environment. It protects our

libraires that are resources for all the Connecticut

citizens, our children, and people trying to find new
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careers. It protects our vocational technical schools
as students learn new skills to compete in our
difficult economy.

Mf: Speaker; this-budget spends 213 million
dollars less than our budget in April, but that
doesn't tell the whole story. We actually cut much
more but encouraged some new costs that everybody in
this chamber agreed with. We had to spend 130 million
more to implement the SAGA wavier, something that will
guarder us an extra 40 million dollars to the positive
in federal revenue. We had to inveét another 13
million to effectuate the consolidation and reform of
the probate court system and we -- and we put in 10
million dollars to help our struggling dairy farmers.

We attempted to cut bureaucracy, not front line
services. We cut DCF administration by 25 percent.

We tried to streamline the administrative hearing
process in CHRO for DMV and DOT. We allowed our state
agencies to make many of these reductions on their
own, we didn't want to micromanage. The agency
commissioners and people that work in the agencies
know their agencies best and are best equipped to make
certain reductions. We required our state agencies to

reduce contracts, equipment, and leases. In order to
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ensure accountability, we moved nearly all our budget
accounts to general fund, including the Banking
Department and the Citizens Election Fund. We
éliﬁingféa_éil fﬁaéed v;cénﬁ paéitibhs, we restored
the watch dog agencies to protect consumers from
practices of -- from the practicers of utility and the
insurance industry.

Mr. Speaker, we attempted to use a balance
approach as we approached this budget crisis. We
reduce spending, we increase revenue, and we did a
little Bit of borrowing, but we listened to tﬁe people
of the state of Connecticut and our colleagues as we
approached this. We spent less than the appropriation
budget back in April, we lowered the amount of
revenues that we're asking the wealthiest of
Connecticut's residents to pay and we borrowed a lot
less than the governor proposed in her budget.

We didn't cause this problem. Every state across
the Nation is experiencing the same types of problems.
Be they democratically controlled, republican
controlled, western states, eastern states,
northeastern states, it's a problem across the
country. Simply cutting our way out of this problem

makes the false assumption that we're spending too
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much on the core functions of government, education,
health care, public safety, environmental protection.
Cutting state investment is harmful to an already
ffagile local ecohoﬁ&f__blosing court houses and DMV's
affect local businesses and land values, the
restaurants, the gas station, other support services.
Slashing state contracts hurt businesses and nonprofit
providers. Cutting too much undermines the effect and
intention of the federal stimulus and I'd like to
thank President Obama and the Congress for actually
stepping.up to the plate and helping the statés out in
their time of need. We shouldn't undermine those
efforts.

Now, the Governor proposed a couple of budget, in
what we call G2 or second proposal, and I'd like to
set the record straight about some of the statements
the Governor's been making. She's saying we haven't
responded to her cuts. We have responded to all of
her cuts in our negotiations with the Governor's
administration's representatives. We listened to the
representatives present, defend and rationalize, the
reductions in their proposals. We agreed with some of
them. There's over 60 of the Governor's cuts in this

budget -- since our budget came out in this new
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proposal today. We rejected others because we're not
fully -- they were not fully thought out or would do
too much harm to our most vulnerable citizens. We
éd&éa“éém;—éf 6£rhaﬁﬁ,na56ug-50-of fhssetfodgy-too.
It's unfortunate that the Governor's representatives
walked away from the table. We could have made some
progress, this budget could have been a little bit
better today perhaps if we kept the talks going, that
would have been good.

I'm hopeful that the Governor will sign this
budget bécause I believe it's truly a balanced
approach to the challenges facing our state. We
listened to the people of Connecticut, our colleagues.
This budget reduces spending, lowered our previous
revenue amounts and borrows much less than the
Governor's budget.

To illustrate a case and point, I'm going to talk
about the courthouse closures just briefly as some of
the reasons why we couldn't take some of the
Governor's cuts. I'll take for instance the Bristol
courthouse. I -- I should be the least happy about
the closure to Bristol courthouse because all that

business would come to my New Britain courthouse but I

don't necessarily approve of that cut. A proposal to
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close the courthouses was not supported by the
judicial branch, the prosecutors, the public defenders
or anyone else that realizes such -- that such a mess
that_wduld wé créétel if wbﬁld create ionger waits
for justice in our criminal and civil cases, causing
additional cost for individuals and businesses. The
cost and delays in criminal cases, putting a burden on
our jails and prisons, would almost certainly negate
the meager savings by the closures. It might also
undermine the right to a speedy trial and subject us,
the state, té more litigation.

We listéned to the administrations proposal and
they presented no firm plans on how thousands of
people that use the Bristol courthouse or any of the
other courthouse proposed for closures would be served
in an already overcrowded court system. We examined
the case -- case loads of all the courthouse across
the street and found that the proposal just does not
make sense.

We have a choice here today to put forth a
Connecticut solution to this budget crisis. 1In
Connecticut, we value education, in Connecticut, we
value head start, and after school programs, and

family resource centers. In Connecticut, we care
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about the physically and mental health of our
children, seniors, and disabled neighbors. 1In
Connecticut, we care about -- about protection our
prééioﬁs énviroﬁmént. In Conneéticut, we care about
libraries, arts, and culture. It's up to us. Let's
support this budget and let the people of Connecticut
know that we'll no 1longer -- we will not lower our
standards because of a budget crisis.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Thank you, Représentative.

Representative Staples.
REP. STAPLES (96TH):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to join Representative Geragosian in thanking all
of the people who helped bring us to this point. 1In
particular, I'd like to thank my Senate cochair,
Senator Daily, who was a pleasure to work and who
worked very hard with me to develop this package. And
my ranking member, Representative Candelora, who's
also a pleasure to work with and I want to echo the
comments of Representative Geragosian that, I thihk,
we on the Finance Committee had worked really well

together, even when we disagreed on policy choices we
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-- we do so respectfully, we understand the burden
that is put upon our committee to attempt to achieve a

balance and those goals and those priorities of the

_ééaié thrdddﬂ_fhe finance sidef-which is -- which is
often a difficult task. So I do appreciate all the
support, cgrtainly the work of the committee staff,
led by Mary Finnegan, my aide John Chaput, the
nonpartisan staff with Rob Wysock at OFA, Judith
Lawman at OLR, and Ann Bedding Carol at LCR as our
principal staff. And I do appreciate everything they
do for the committee and all the members of the
Finance Committee who work so hard, I think, to bring
us to this point.

Mr. Speaker, the Finance Committee task is
slightly different than the Appropriations Committee
task. I think we all are very cognizant of the need
for the Appropriations Committee to ensure that the
vital programs and vital services of our state are
preserved, that our investments in education, in job
creation are -- are preserved by that committee. And
the Finance Committee's task is to determine, how do
we pay for those programs and services that are
critical to our state in a way that does not hurt our

economic growth or damage the citizens of our state.
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And I will tell you the tax package before you today,
I think, accomplishes those goals. We consulted with
economists throughout the last several months about
unprecedented down turn that we're currently facing,
and we were told that in addition to those issues
mentioned by Representative Geragosian, that we should
not be cutting back on the very programs and services
that bring us out of a recession. Such as the
economic condition of our businesses, such as the
educational system that bfings our children to
preparedness to participate in our economy. But also
we ask, well what about taxes? 1Is it -- is it a
problem to raise taxes in a recession? And what we
heard was, very clearly, it depends on the taxes and
it depends on who and how much, and I will tell you
what I have learned over the last several months is,
to tax people that would be spending right now in our
economy, is not the appropriate way to maximize your
revenue side and the bill before you does not do that.
The bill before you does not have a sale tax and it
does not have an income tax on middle income earners
who would take those earnings and spend them if they

were not taxed. The taxes we have in our bill before
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us on high income earners and on large estates are not
dollars that would otherwise be spent in our consumer
economy, they are dollars that would be saved or
dollars that would be invested. And economists have
told us time and time again, those are not the dollars
that would be stimulating our economy, were we not to
raise them in revenue.

So this tax package is crafted with a very
careful eye toward ensuring that we preserve the
programs in the appropriations side of the budget and
ét the same time that we're not drawiné dollars right
out of the spending that is critical to try to bring
us out of this recession. So I think it is sensitive
to the needs of our state and it is structured in a
way that will not do any damage during this recession
to compound the economic difficulties we're facing.

Mr. Speaker, briefly, what the major tax
increases that are in this budget --

Deputy Speaker Altobello in the Chair.

REP. CAFERO (142ND):
Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO:
Representative Cafero, what purpose do you rise,

sir?
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REP. CAFERO (142ND):

Mr. Speaker, for purposes of calling the chamber
to order, I'm having difficulty hearing Representative
_étépiés bfiné out fﬁe.budéef-of_the state of
Connecticut.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO:

Will the chairmen please take their conversations
out of the chamber. Thank you.

Thank you, Representative.

Representative -Staples.

REP. STAPLEé (96TH) :

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And I thank the minority
leader. I know at least he is listening to what I
have to say and I appreciate that.

Mr. Speaker, the elements of the tax bill before
us are essentially an income tax increase on incomes
over $500,000 for couples of one percent, of one and
half percent for incomes over $600,000, and of seven
and a half percent total income tax rate on incomes
over $750,000. That is the principal ongoing revenue
stream in the bill before us. The other revenues that
are ongoing are fee increases that are not in the bill
before us but are in the revenue estimates which we

will be adopting, those fee increases will be
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reflected in a bill that is adopted at a later time as
part of the implementation process and we'd be
prepared to debate it and discuss it at that time.

There are also some increases on some exeﬁétioné;'
There's a delay in the singles exemption and there's
an increase in the cigarette tax. Those taxes, which
are ongoing, amount to approximately $900 million a
year. And I want to say that because there are a lot
of numbers bandied about, about how large this tax
bill is. Let me say that again. The ongoing revenues
in the bill before us émount to around 900 million
dollars a year. That's -- that's the total.

There are some short-term revenues in the bill
before us that -- that sunset. And those short-term
revenues include a three-year increase in the estate
tax, about a 30 precent increase on what is presently
paid. A three-year 25 percent surcharge on the
corporate tax, which is an actual two percent increase
in the corporate tax from seven to nine percent over
the next couple -- three years and then some one time
revenues from sale of assets and there's also
securitization proposal in here.

So there are some short-term revenues, over the

next few years, to get us out of this recession, in
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the vicinity of $500 million, and there are some
ongoing revenues that amount to a little over $900
million a year. So whatever numbers we're reading in
" the press, 3 billion, 2 billion, those are not
accurate numbers. The numbers that I think are
relevant are the number for ongoing revenues and the
number for short-term or one shot revenues and those
are the revenues I have just highlighted.

Mr. Speaker, at this time I would like to ask the
Clerk to call Senate Amendment A, which is LCO Number
9511 and I would like to ask to be permitted to
summarize.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO:

Will the Clerk please call LCO 9511, previously
designated Senate "A".

THE CLERK:

LCO Number 9511, Senate A, offered by Senator

Daily.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO:

The good Representative has asked permission to
summarize. Without objection, please proceed,
Representative Staples.

REP. STAPLES (96TH):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. The amendment before us
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includes the revenue estimates adopted by the Finance
Revenue and Bonding Committee, which are required by
statute prior to adoption of the state budget. They
‘are self ekﬁlanatory aha, Mr._Spéakér, I move
adoption.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELILO:

Question is on adoption of Senate A.

Representative Candelora of the 86th, you have
the floor, sir.

REP. CANDELORA (86TH):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. If I may, a few
questions to the proponent of the amendment.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO:

Please proceed, sir.

REP. CANDELORA (86TH):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. My first question is
essentially just how we arrived at these numbers. Are
these revenues thaf are based upon any recommendations
from OFA or are these -- these numbers, I guess how --
how are they recommended, where did they come about?
Through you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO:

Representative Staples.

REP. STAPLES (96TH):
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Thank you, Mr. Speaker. These numbers are a
recommendation or an established revenue estimate from
the Finance Committee. They are not the byproduct or
fhe ﬁérk pioduct-of the Office of Fiscal Anaijéis,_
directly, or of the Office of Policy and Management.
Every time we do a budget the Finance Committee needs
to adopt estimates. To answer your question more
specifically, they reflect the May estimates of the
Office of Fiscal Analysis and in the judgment of the
Finance Committee and of it's leaders, at least the
democratic leaders wﬁo put it before the committee
yesterday, we felt this was an accurate reflection of
what was a reasonable position between the Office of
Fiscal Analysis and Office of Policy and Management
estimates. And we felt it was moving one step forward
in a reconciliation of those numbers to put these
estimates before you.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO:

Representative Candelora.
REP. CANDELORA (86TH):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And Mr. Speaker, there
was some discussion yesterday in the Finance Committee
about what is actually reflected in the revenue

estimates and how it relates to the Senate Bill 1801
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and specifically there was some discussion about
adopting some recommended fee increases that the
Governor had proposed in her first budget and my
— uﬁdersﬁandiﬁg'is that while there is ﬁét“ény iéhgﬁage
in Senate Bill 1801 that reflects any type of fee
increase, however, the revenue estimates that we're
adopting today does reflect those fee increases. Am I
correct? Through you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO:

Representative Staples.
REP. STAPLES (96TH):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Yes, you are correct.
The revenue estimates assume that we will be doing fee
increases at a later point and time, but they are not
before us today.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO:

Representative Candelora.
REP. CANDELORA (86TH):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And through you,
Mr. Speaker do -- what do these revenue estimates
reflect, I guess, in terms of the fee increases. What
type of policy have we adopted?' Through you, Mr.
Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO:
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Representative Staples.
REP. STAPLES (96TH):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. The intention at a
‘future time is to have the bill before us and the bill
will be the Governors fee increase bill. So the fee
increases embodied in that bill, it is our intention
to have that embodied in a bill that this chamber will
consider when we consider other budget implementing
legislation.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO:

Representative Candelora.
REP. CANDELORA (86TH):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And -- and just through
you, those fee increases, what is the total dollar
amount for fiscal years '10 and '1l1l, that we are
adopting here today, if the good Representative has
that information. Thank you.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO:

Representative Staples.
REP. STAPLES (96TH):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. The numbers I have from
Office of Fiscal Analysis, 76.7 million dollars in
fiscal '10 and 48.7 million dollars in fiscal '1l.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO:
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Representative Candelora.
REP. CANDELORA (86TH):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And finally, are there
éﬁy ofhef réveﬁﬁég {héé-afé-not accounted for in -- in
this amendment and specifically my question goes to
the special transportation funds, the gross receipts
that we receive, are those numbers reflected in these
-- in the revenue estimates? Through you, Mr.
Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO:

Representative Staples.
REP. STAPLES (96TH):

Through you, Mr. Speaker, no. Those are the
other item, I would say the other significant item,
that will have to be dealt with in subsequent
legislation.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO:

Representative Candelora.
REP. CANDELORA (86TH):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I have no further
questions.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO:
Representative Miner of the 66th, you have the

floor, sir.
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REP. MINER (66TH):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And good morning.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO:

B -boad_morniﬁg; sir.
REP. MINER (66TH) :

Mr. Speaker, if I might direct a few questions,
through you, to the chairman of the Finance Committee.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO:

Please proceed, sir.

REP. MINER (66TH):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, I -- 1
heard the chairman say that there were a number of,
what he, I think, claimed were short-term revenues and
in the short-term revenues he grouped a number of
things that have sunsets, I guess, is the way he put
it, and if he could show me or tell me in the
amendment where those sunsets are listed. Through
you, please.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO:

Representative Staples.
REP. STAPLES (96TH):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Yes, the items that I
was mentioning that are time limited are the estate

tax surcharge, the corporate tax surcharge and the
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sale of assets. That would also include
securitization as a fourth item. So there are four --
four basic items that I think are time limited in a
revenue backégé. S
DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO:

Representative Miner.
REP. MINER (66TH):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And -- and once again
I'm trying to, I gquess, reconcile the words with what
I see printed here. 1Is there a line to which he could
direct me that shows thaﬁ there is in fact a date at
which those would -- those surcharges would no longer
be in effect? Through you.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO:

Representative Staples.
REP. STAPLES (96TH):

I'd have to look at each section. The language
of the -- of the bill before us specifies that the
corporate surcharge and the state tax surcharge are
only for fiscal years '9, I mean, '10, 'll and '1l2.

So for the next three years you'll see those -- those
surcharges and they are limited by the language of the
-- of those provisions. As far as the asset sale and

the securitization, those are just by their nature,
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limited in time.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO:

Representative Miner.
" REP. MINER (66TH):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And -- and with regard
to the surcharge on the inheritance tax, is that a
retroactive surcharge back to January lst, or will
that begin upon passage of the bill? Through you.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO:

Representative Staples.
REP. STAPLES (96TH):

I'm -- I'm sorry, on which -- on which tax,
Representative Miner?
DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO:

Representative Miner.

REP. MINER (66TH):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. The 30 percent surcharge

proposed in the bill in the amendment for the
inheritance tax. Would that be a retroactive
surcharge back to some point in time January lst, or
is that going to be effective upon passage of the
bill? Through you.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO:

Representative Staples.

010614
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REP. STAPLES (96TH):

Through you, Mr. Speaker, that's effective on
January lst.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO:

Representative Miner.
REP. MINER (66TH):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. So for the people who --
who predeceased this bill being passed, let's say
January 2nd of '09, those estates would be readjusted
with this surcharge? Through you.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELILO:

Representative Staples.
REP. STAPLES (96TH):

Thank.you, Mr. Speaker. We typically -- estates
- are actually settled or probated within nine to ten
months after someone is deceased and my understanding
is that it's very unlikely that if this bill passes
and is signed into law, that there will be very many
estates that will not have -- will not settle out this
fall from the spring passing of an individual. In the
event that that is not the case, then they would have
to readjust -- they would have to readjust
accordingly, but my understanding is that it is more

typically that if someone were to pass away from
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January to now, that their estate will not yet have
been settled.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO:

___'_kéﬁreséﬁtafi§é-Mihef:

REP. MINER (66TH):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. So for those that have
actually been settled at the point of passage or those
that have yet to be settled, the implications would be
the same, that the state of Connecticut is in fact
going to put a 30 percent surcharge on whatever the
tax obligation would have been, even if you die prior
to this bill being passed. Through you.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELILO:

Representative Staples.

REP. STAPLES (96TH):

Yes, that is correct, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO:

Representative Miner.

REP. MINER (66TH):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And Mr. Speaker, I --1I
believe the gentleman refers to, as a short-term
revenue also, securitization. Is that correct?
Through you.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO:
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Representative Staples.
REP. STAPLES (96TH):

Yes, Mr. Speaker. 1It's a one -- a one year
allocation of funds. It's obviouély a multiyeér debt
service but I meant it as one time in that it is the
revenue stream is just for one year.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO:

Representative Miner.
REP. MINER (66TH):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Would the gentleman
include then, in that definition of short-term
revenue, the use of fund balance within the years of
2010 and 2011? Through you, please.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO:

Representative Staples.
REP. STAPLES (96TH):

Through you, Mr. Speaker, if you're referring to
the rainy day fund and I'm not sure if you're -- if
that -- if the rainy day fund is certainly a
short-term revenue item, yes, and for the next two
years we're exhausting that fund.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO:

Representative Miner.

REP. MINER (66TH):

010617
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Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And would the gentleman
also include in short-term revenue, I guess, under his
definition, federal stimulus money? Through you.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO: ) )

Representative Staples.

REP. STAPLES (S6TH):

Through you, Mr. Speaker, yes, I would.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO:

Representative Miner.

REP. MINER (66TH):

Thank youf Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, the point'
I'm trying to make here is, that we are conveniently,
in my opinion, lumping in one time revenues, some of
which I would say have no state cost, such as federal
stimulus money, although I think people could argue
that we're -- we've locked ourselves into certain
obligations because we've agreed to accept the federal
stimulus dollars, but we have included them in
short-term revenue when they really are one time
revenue. We are building in this budget, through
these revenue estimates, a huge hole for 2012 and
2013.

Passage of this amendment and passage of this

bill isn't going to balance the books beyond this
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year. In fact, it's creating a bigger deficit. And
so, Mr. Speaker, I understand why we choose to make

definitions fit certain things but I think it's very,

- vefy daﬁéérgﬁ; for us fo_go down this rdad“téday;

adopting a policy structure of raising revenue that we
are on the front end saying to the taxpayer, this is
only going to last a certain period of time. So your
estate tax surcharge, your corporate tax surcharge,
isn't going to be in place forever, we're limiting it
and at the same time we're lumping securitization,
we're lumping a loan, we're borrowing money. Ndw, I
understand that borrowing has been part of everbody's
budget proposals so far but I don't think anyone's
ever referred to it as short-term revenue. This is
one time revenue and not only is it one time revenue,
somebody's got to pay it back.

I have some questions about that payment and
repayment schedule, Mr. Speaker, but for the time
being, I think, I'm just going to stick to this
amendment as it's proposing to raise taxes on people
of the state of Connecticut. I heard someone say that
the, and I think it might have been the chairman, that
this does not tax money that would otherwise be spent,

it would be taxing money that would be saved or
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invested and the point that I'd like to make is that
it is going to tax the very engine of the state of
Connecticut. The small to medium size businesses that
hire-éedple, thaf méke—deﬁisibné_fo hire individuals
that replace automobiles, that replace equipment, and
we've now in our mind justified our tax structure by
saying, this would just be invested, it's not going to
be spent. Well, ladies and gentleman of the chamber,
when somebody in a plumbing company goes out and buys
a new deliver truck or a new service vehicle or
soméone buys a new computer system, it ié an
investment and it is spent, it does stimulate the
economy but we're going to withdraw 30 percent more
taxes, we're taking our cut for doing nothing as the
state of Connecticut. We haven't fixed one thing, we
haven't built a house, we haven't repaired a vehicle,
but we're going to take our corporate tax right of the
top and what that does is feeds government, ladies and
gentleman, not industry. It doesn't feed the bakery
shop, it doesn't feed the parts store, it doesn't feed
anything. What it does is it takes the fee, the vig,
our percentage for doing absolutely goose egg nothing
but being government. And that's the problem with

higher taxes at a time when this economy can't stand
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higher taxes. So that's what this amendment's about,
this amendment is about a surcharge, taking a bigger
percentage out of people's wallets when they don't

" have it. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. _
DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO:

Thank you, representative.

Representative Hetherington of the 125th, you
have the floor, sir.

REP. HETHERINGTON (125TH):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. If I may, just one or
two questions to the proponent.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO:

Please proceed, sir.

REP. HETHERINGTON (125TH):

Thank you. With respect to the 30 percent
surcharge on the estate tax, what if, through you, Mr.
Speaker, the executor has already made distribution of
the estate prior to the effective -- prior to the
effective date of this legislation and where -- where
would the additional 30 percent come from? Through
you, Mr. Speaker?

DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO:

Representative Staples.

REP. STAPLES (96TH):
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Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, as I -- as

I mentioned in my earlier comments on this issue, I
believe that there would not be -- that would not be
thevtipiéai scenario. The typicél scenario is that
the -- the estates would not yet have been distributed
and if -- if that circumstance arose where there were
a tax levied after it were distributed, you know, I
think that would be a question to be posed by the
attorney for that estate to the tax department, I -- I
quite honestly think that they would have to go back
and try to recover the -- the takes from those who
have been paid under the estate.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO:

Representative Hetherington.
REP. HETHERINGTON (125TH):

Thank you. I -- I would agree with that, that's
probably right. The executor would have to go back
and -- and recover if possible, the amounts
distributed.

My second question, through you, Mr. Speaker,
currently the threshold for the application of the
estate tax is $2 million however, once that $2 million
threshold is crossed, the taxable estate goes back to

the first dollar of the gross estate. Through you,
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Mr. Speaker, would the 30 percent surcharge apply to
that retroactive effect as well as anything over $2
million? Through you, Mr. Speaker.
' DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO:

Representative Staples.

REP. STAPLES (96TH):

Through you, Mr. Speaker, it would apply to
whatever the tax owed is, so I would say, yes, it
would apply to that -- that portion of the tax that
was incurred as soon as the state crossed the $2
million threshold.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO:

Representative Hetherington.
REP. HETHERINGTON (125TH):

Through you, Mr. Speaker, so that retroactive
effect is allowed to continue in this proposed
legislation, is that correct? Through you, Mr.
Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO:

Representative Staples.
REP. STAPLES (96TH):

Through you, Mr. Speaker, yes, that is correct.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO:

Representative Hetherington.
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REP. HETHERINGTON (125TH):

Thank you. I thank the -- the proponent. One of
the aspects of our state tax most criticized is the
fact that if an estate goes one dollar over the $2
million threshold, the estate is then taxed from
dollar one. I think in -- in fairness and we -- we
should try to eliminate that and that's very
disappointing that we are not addressing that at this
time.

Mr. Speaker, I would ask that when a vote is
taken on Amendment A, that it be done by roll call.
Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO:

Thank you.

Without objection, when the vote is taken, it
will be taken by roll. We've had requests from both
sides on this. Further on Senate A? Further on
Senate A? If not, staff and guests please retire to
the well house, members take your seats, the machine
will be open.

THE CLERK:

The House of Representatives is voting by roll

call. Members to the chamber. The House is voting

House Amendment Schedule -- Senate Amendment Senate A
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by roll call. Members to the chamber please.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ALTOBELLO:

Have all members voted? Have all members voted?
Please check the board to make sure yoﬁr vote 1is
properly cast. If all members are voted, the machine
will be locked. Will the Clerk please take a tally.
And will the Clerk please announce the tally.

THE CLERK:

On Senate Amendment A to E-CERT 1801.

Total Number Voting 121
Necessary for Passége 6l
Those voting Yea 86
Those voting Nay 35

Those absent and not voting 30

The Speaker in the Chair.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Senate A is adopted.

Further on the bill as amended?

Representative Candelora of the 86th, you have
the floor, sir.
REP. CANDELORA (86TH):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, if I may,
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now that we're on the underlying bill, if I could ask
a few questions to the good chairman of the Finance
Committee.

' SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Would the chamber please come to order. Would
the chamber please come to order.

Representative Candelora, please proceed, sir.
REP. CANDELORA (86TH):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, in Section
73 of the bill, we outlined securitization and I know
the bill language does make referénce to securitizing
the lottery but I do recognize, I think, that it may
or may not give authority for the executive branch to
choose, ultimately decided what we would securitize.
Is that correct or have we specifically enumerated
what we are securitizing? Through you, Mr. Speaker?
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Staples.

REP. STAPLES (96TH):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Could you make reference
to a particular section, Representative Candelora,
that way I make sure we're talking about the same
provision.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:
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Representative Candelora.
REP. CANDELORA (86TH):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. It is Section 73 of the
bill. S
REP. STAPLES (96TH): I'm -- I'm sorry, I thought you
said page 73. Section 73, okay, one -- one moment
please.

Through you, Mr. Speaker, this provision does not
provide authority, if I'm -- I hope I'm answering your
question, this provision is actually modeled after the
securitization of the tobacéo fund that was approved
by the General Assembly about five -- five years ago,
where it calls for the treasurer and secretary to
develop a plan to be presented back to the General
Assembly next February, presumably as part of the
Governor's supplemental budget proposal. So this --

this does not explicitly authorize the securitization.

It requires a plan and then this -- this Legislature
would have to reapprove that plan next -- next
session.

SPERKER DONOVAN:
Representative Candelora.
REP. CANDELORA (86TH):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And I guess then in the
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provision of the sale of assets we have a target
figure of about $112.5 million, yet, there isn't a
specification of what those assets would be. Would
that follow then the same broéédufé?__Through you, Mr. T
Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Staples.
REP. STAPLES (96TH):

If T heard you right, I think you asked does that
follow the same process and that -- it does. It was
designed to be similar where the plan would bé
submitted back to the General Assembly, obviously
contingent upon the economic circumstances we're
facing a year from now, the General Assembly could
adopt that plan of sale just like they could adopt the
securitization proposal.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representatives Candelora.
REP. CANDELORA (86TH):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Earlier, we discussed
the in -- in the discussion on the amendment of the --
the revenues. There was some discussion of -- of

whether or not the special transportation fund is

contained herein and it's my understanding that those
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funds are not contained in the budget

1801. Am I correct? Through you, Mr.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:
- Reéfesentative Stables.
REP. STAPLES (96TH):

Mr. Speaker, I'm sorry I'm had a
hearing the question. Did you say --
Energy Fund?

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Candelora.
REP. STAPLES k96TH):

I'm sorry, I couldn't hear which
referring to.

REP. CANDELORA (86TH):

. 40
June 26, 2009

of this document

Speaker.

little trouble

if you said the

fund you were

Thank you, Mr. Speaker and I -- I guess this

question could go to either the chairman of Finance or

the chairman of "approps". In particular it is the

expenditures of the special transportation funds. Are

those expenditures contained in this budget? Through

you, Mr. Speaker?
SPEAKER DONOVAN:
Representative Staples.

REP. STAPLES (96TH):

Through you, Mr. Speaker, no, they are not in the
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proposal before us.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Candelora.
' REP. CANDELORA (86TH):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And we have not yet --
we have not contained the revenue, excuse me, the
expenditures. Now my understanding, those
'expenditures also include the operating budgets for
DMV and DOT. Am I correct? Through you, Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Répresentative Staples.

REP. STAPLES (96TH):

Through you, Mr. Speaker, yes, that is correct.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Candelora.

REP. CANDELORA (86TH):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. So therefore then we
have not, through this budget, we have not funded the
operations of DMV or DOT, through you, Mr. Speaker?
SPEAKER DONOQOVAN:

Representative Staples.

REP. STAPLES (96TH):
That's correct, through you, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:
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Representative Candelora.
REP. CANDELORA (86TH):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And when we adopted the
fé;énué-ésiiﬁates f-—;.f guess_I didn(t séé_a line- _ .
item for any of the gross receipts. Are the -- the
revenues from the gross receipts contained in our
revenue estimates, through you, Mr. Speaker?

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Staples.
REP. STAPLES (96TH):

Thank you, Mr..Speaker. I'm just going to take a
quick look at the revenue estimates before us to --
before I answer that question.

Through you, Mr. Speaker, I do not see the gross
receipts specifically itemized under the -- under the
revenues that are before us today. And -- and just in
further response, Mr. Speaker, you know, clearly there
are other items that would have to be adopted for a
complete budget as I mentioned earlier. The fee
schedule, rather the fee proposal, obviously the bond
act is connected to the revenue package so there would
have to be a subsequent adoption of -- of a few
particular pieces of legislation to finish the

implementation and I think at that time specifying the



010632

hl/rgd/mb : 43
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES June 26, 2009

status of the transportation fund as well as the
expenditures for transportation would have to be part
of those proposals.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Candelora.
REP. CANDELORA (86TH):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And I guess it's part of
the revenue estimates that we've adopted and as -- as
the good gentleman is talking about fees. Have we
included the fees that DMV collects, such as the
licensing fees ana the sales tax on automobiles, are
those fees contained in this budget? Through you, Mr.
Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Staples.
REP. STAPLES (96TH):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. They are contained in
the revenue estimates, but they are not contained in
the bill before us. The revenue estimates are an
indication of -- of that bill before us as well as
what the fee bill will include.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Candelora.

REP. CANDELORA (86TH):



hl/rgd/mb . 44
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES June 26, 2009

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. So, just to be clear
then, I guess, so we -- when we adopted the revenue
estimates, we certainly did include all the fees that
DMV collects and I know there is a line item, I
believe, in the revenue estimates that included oil
companies. So I'm assuming that may reflect at least
part of the gross receipts tax, so while we've
included that in the revenue estimates, we are not
including those revenues for the purposes of adopting
this budget today? Through you, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Staples.
REP. STAPLES (96TH):

Through you, Mr. Speaker, yes, you'll notice this
the general fund the revenue estimates are targeted
toward the general fund and so the special
transportation fund, for example, is not before us
today and that would be part of a subsequent bill. To
your question about the license fees or the DMV fees,
they're in the revenue estimates but they're not in
the bill. They would have to be articulated in a bill
which we would raise at a future time.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Candelora.
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REP. CANDELORA (86TH):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And I -- I guess I'm a
little bit confused by that because as I look at the
éméhdﬁéhf_théf we adopted,-the bottom line figure on
Line T38 is -- is 17,528,700,000 which reflects that
same amount contained in the fiscal note on the first
page of 1801. Therefore, as I read this, it seems as
if we -- we have adopted those revenues, am I -- am I
correct in that? Through you, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:
Representative.Candelora.
Representative Staples.
REP. STAPLES (96TH):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. You know, I will -- I

will consult about the matching of those numbers,

Representative Candelora, to give you -- to give you a
better answer because my understanding is that -- that
the fees are in -- the fees are in the revenue

estimates and I know they're not in the bill so I will
have to consult to find out, you know, why -- why
those numbers look the way they do.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Candelora.

REP. CANDELORA (86TH) :
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Thank you, Mr. Speaker and I -- I appreciate the

answers. I'd like to move on and maybe I'll -- I'll

summarize later but I'd like to move on with a couple
more quéétiodé, épecifically when we get_fo_fhe income
tax there is a reflected increase, a progressive
income tax, if you will, that's being proposed and as
part of that I see that we are increasing the income
tax from 5 percent to 7.5 percent on trust and
estates. Am I correct? Through you, Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Staples.
REP. STAPLES (96TH):

To make sure I understand the question, you asked
if we're going to increase the tax from 5 percent to
7.5 percent on estates? 1Is that -- through you, Mr.
Speaker, was that the question?

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Candelora.
REP. CANDELORA (86TH):

Thank you. And through you, Mr. Speaker, a 7.5
percent tax on the income generated from trust and
estates, specifically, through you, Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Staples.
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REP. STAPLES (96TH) :

Through you, Mr. Speaker, the 7.5 percent is on
income earned over $750,000 from any source. The
estate-tax is én the corpué of the.estate, not on the
income from the estate, so they're two separate taxes.
We don't have a separate capital gains rate or a
separate rate for other types of income, we just have
7.5 percent income tax on all income over 750,000
dollars and just to further answer, the estate tax is
a temporary surcharge on whatever the estate tax would
be without the surcharge.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Candelora.
REP. CANDELORA (86TH):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I appreciate that answer
but I -- I am distinguishing between the 30 percent
surcharge that's on the corpus of an estate and I'm
trying to find the language, but specifically, and I
guess, in the -- I have the -- the fiscal analysis on
page 14 it references the chart where we are providing
a progressive income tax but in the first paragraph on
the last line it also discusses the increase of the
flat tax rate for trust and estates, which as I read

that I -- I assume that any income derived out of a
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trust is taxed at a certain level and traditionally
Connecticut is taxed at a 5 percent along with
everything else and I just want it to be clear today
that‘he_ake_incfégsiﬁg the income on those trusts and
estates, the income that's generated to 7.5 percent.
Am I correct? Through you, Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Staples.
REP. STAPLES (96TH):

Through you, Mr. Speaker, that -- that provision
still just refleéts the increase in the rates for the
income tax itself. 1In other words, the only estates
that are subject' to the estate tax, you know, are
estates of over $2 million, and if there is income
that exceeds the $750,000 level from an estate, then
you would be paying the 7.5 percent rate.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Candelora.
REP. CANDELORA (86TH):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. So I -- I guess to -- to
try to clarify this because my understanding was that
that would be a rate that's imposed on the actual
trust of 7.5 percent so I guess that my reading is

incorrect. So what -- what we're doing here today is,
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there is a 30 percent surcharge that would be

imposed on a trust from the state of a decedent's '
estate once it's probated. The -- the reference that
i'ﬁ makind}—which-may be an exisfing trust such as a
GRAT or a trust that's being -- being funded, an
income is being given to an individual for their
enjoyment, for their lifetime of a set amount of say
$50,000 a year, that income then would only be taxed
at a 5 percent rate, am I correct? Through you, Mr.
Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Staples.
REP. STAPLES (96TH):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Yes, through you, Mr.
Speaker, that's correct. It's taxed at what ever rate
the income level is taxed as all other income. So
there is no differential in rates for income generated
from an estate versus income generated from another
source.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:
Representative Candelora.
REP. CANDELORA (86TH):
Thank you -- thank you, Mr. Speaker. I guess at

this time I really -- I don't have any further
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questions and I appreciate the good Representative's
answers today. I -- I think that -- I appreciate the
work that's gone into this budget. I have appreciated
‘the disbﬁséioné that we've had here to, in the bﬁdgef -
negotiations but to -- to be clear, I am gravely
concerned of the document that we have put forth

today.

In particular, I think that not only are we
proposing one of the largest tax increases for the
state of Connecticut, I think it probably is one of
the mdst anti-job packages that we've seen foday. The
reason for that is, when we hear some of these
discussions about increasing 30 percent on profits
only, or just increasing the personal income tax, what
we're doing is so much more than that because these
taxes will permeate and as it was said before is going
to affect the engine of the state of Connecticut. We
are certainly creating a so called "progressive income
tax" which is going to tax individuals at the high end
of 7.5 percent. Part of the problem though is that
that income tax is not just a personal income tax is
not just a personal income tax, it does effect all
entities that are not C Corps, meaning it will effect

all of our small businesses that are sole proprietors,
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that are LLCs, that create jobs in Connecticut. They
are now going to see, potentially, a additional tax of
2.5 percent.

~ And what I think we all need to appreciate here
today is, the 30 percent tax on profits, as we are
calling it, it certainly is not, it's a 30 percent
corporate tax on income and personally as somebody who
is -- is -- I run a business and one of the things
that I've always appreciated is that at the end of the
year when we do our tax returns, the bottom line that
you're paying taxes on, is-never reflected --
reflective of what the money you have in the bank. A
company operates with phantom income, they will --
will have money on their books that aren't -- isn't
actually there and the state of Connecticut is now
going to tax you. These businesses are in an economic
crunch where they're having difficulty getting
financing. So what a lot of them are trying to do is
now to finance their own project on their -- on their
own revenues, their own income streams, and what
Connecticut is now going to do to them is we are going
to take 30 percent of that. We're going to take a
third of a corporations potential to reinvest in

Connecticut. And where is that money going? All that
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money is going is to continue to grow government. I
think what this budget represents, in particular, is a
divergence of philosophy here. Connecticut has a
problem'and_f—think what the Republicéns have been
proposing, what the Governor has been proposing is
that in order to fix that problem, we need to free up
some of the unnecessary restrictions on government --
excuse me, on business. We need to give them as many
tools they can in order to maintain jobs, in order to
create jobs in Connecticut.

The estate tax in particulaf, we've heard a lot
about the 30 percent cliff that. We're now going to
impose. And while we say it is temporary, we need to
understand that those taxes come into play regardless
of liquidity, regardless of wealth. A lot of us talk
about the millionaires that are moving out the state.
It's not just about the millionaires moving out of the
state. It's about the small business owners that are
employing maybe 50 people in the state of Connecticut
that has a business that might be worth $2 billion on
paper.

And what we are now doing is we're going to take
that business and if the individual who owns it dies,

we're going to whack them with a 30 percent tax. How
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is that business going to be able to survive? So the
policy that we're setting here today is we're saying
small business in Connecticut, which is family owned,
"which is hopefully passed down from generation to
generation is going to be stifled. Business in
Connecticut is going to be on an individual's lifetime
cycle. So when a business owner dies in the state of
Connecticut, they have very little hope of being able
to pass that asset down and keep it running. What
they're going to have to do is liquidate it --
liquidate it in order to fund the state of Connecticut
and our great appetite to grow government.

And I think we've reached a point here in
Connecticut. We are choking the golden goose of
business here. We continue to see the great divide in
Connecticut of our working poor becoming poorer, and
the wealth divide, and our middle class evaporating.

I think our middle class is evaporating at the
same rate that we are evaporating jobs. And I think,
frankly, we are seeing the spending proposals not
working. We've seen the federal stimulus plan out of
the government, 40 percent of that money has been
spent. Over $2 trillion. I think it's 2.6 trillion

have been spent so far. And since then, what have we
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got for it? We have an additional 3.9 people
unemployed. We are not going in the correct direction
and I'm concerned that this budget proposal is
__attéhpting to "Obamanize" the State of Connecticut,
take on the federal proposals, and grow government in
a direction that we shouldn't be going.

We need to be freeing up the State of
Connecticut, the businesses. We need to stop choking
them. We need to sit down and make real cuts and free
up business so that jobs and our middle class can come
back here to Connecticut.. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Thank you, Representative. Representative Miner.
REP. MINER (66th):

Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker,
if I might, a few questions through you to the
chairman of the Appropriations Committee.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Please proceed, sir.
REP. MINER (66th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, I have
attempted to go through this document to try and
analyze the priorities of the majority. And I have a

few questions with regard to some items on pages 78
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On page 78, section 48, it appears that there is
going to be a specific allocation of money to the Town
of East Lyme. If I might, through you,'for what
purpose and from what area will those funds be
derived? Through you.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Geragosian.
REP. GERAGOSIAN (25th):

Through you, Mr. Speaker, section 48 deals with
the -- a piece of.federal property. It will be
reimbursed under pilot, mainly Dodge Pond. The Dodge
Pond Acoustic Measurement Facility in East Lyme to be
included as part of our pilot calculation. Through
you, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Miner.
REP. MINER (66th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. So as I understand the
gentleman's answer, then these -- the State of
Connecticut will be paying what otherwise would have
been paid for -- through some federal grant on this
piece of real estate that would now be occupied by the

federal government. Through you.
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SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Geragosian.
REP. GERAGOSIAN (25th):

Throdgh you, Mr. Speékef, I think my
understanding is that the -- this particular parcel
will be covered under our state pilot program. And
for the -- as calculated under that program. Through
you, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Miner.

Representative Geragosian.
REP. GERAGOSIAN (25th):

Through you, Mr. Speaker, I believe this has been
done in the past and -- through you, Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Miner.

REP. MINER (66th):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Could the gentleman site
one occasion for me, please?
SPEAKER DONOVAN:
Representative Geragosian.
REP. GERAGOSIAN (25th):
Through you, Mr. Speaker, I can't, but I remember

in past budgets we've done such things. Through you,
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Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Miner.
~ REP. MINER (66th): ' )

And through you, Mr. Speaker, will this be an
annual allocation or is this just a one time
opportunity for East Lyme? Through you.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Geragosian.
REP. GERAGOSIAN (25th):

Well, through you, Mr. Speakef, it says for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 2010, so it looks like a
one time expenditure to me. Through you, Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Miner.

REP. MINER (66th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And in terms of the
revenue stream for this, is this coming out of a -- an
allocation that is already being made to another
municipality? Through you.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Geragosian.

REP. GERAGOSIAN (25th):

Through you, Mr. Speaker, I believe it comes out
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of the entire amount. So it's added to the list of
properties under the pilot and it's allotted
accordingly. Through you, Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Miner.
REP. MINER (66th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And with regard to
another priority as listed here in the budget, under
section 49, it appears that the town of Mansfield also
will be the recipient of -- in this case, I guess
it's 400,000. So through you, Mr. Speaker, will that
also be coming of the pilot program?

REP. GERAGOSIAN (25th):

Through you, Mr. Speaker, yes.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Miner.

REP. MINER (66th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

So ladies and gentlemen, what we're doing here is
we are going to earmark dollars that we have
previously said two other municipalities, they are
entitled to through our formula to two circumstances
that previously weren't part of the formula and

weren't eligible for the formula. So we're splitting
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the pie further, cutting municipal aid.

And if I might, through you, Mr. Speaker, I know
there was a bit made of the fact that the Governor's
bﬁddeg_ihdiddea some closures. It's my dndéfstahdiné
that this budget, as proposed, reflects closures to
corrections facilities. 1Is that correct? Through
you, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:
Representative Geragosian.
REP. GERAGOSIAN (25th):

Through you,.Mr. Speaker, it does.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Sorry. It was a quicker answer than I thought.
Representative Miner. ’
REP. MINER (66th):

It was so quick, Mr. Speaker, I didn't catch it.
So if you would, are there closures to corrections
facilities proposed in this budget?

REP. GERAGOSIAN (25th):

Through you, Mr. Speaker, there are two --
proposal to close two facilities. Through you, Mr.
Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Miner.
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REP. MINER (66th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And to the gentlemen,
are those corrections facilities yet identified in
thié_bﬁaget? _Through you, Mr. Speaker. -
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Geragosian.

REP. GERAGOSIAN (25th):

Through you, Mr. Speaker, they are not. I was
just trying to find the write up in our original
budget to talk to you about this particular issue if
yéu -- the gentleman will give me one sécond.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Miner.

REP. MINER (66th):

Happy to do so, Mr. Speaker. He requested a

couple seconds.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Oh, thank you, Representative.

REP. GERAGOSIAN (25th):

I thank you for giving me some time. Our

original budget on page 336, talks about the reduction

in operational funding to the corrections system. We

received a report from the commissioner on corrections

and month or so ago.
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And we asked her to look at certain factors,
namely one, looking at reentry furloughs and that
policy and I think we've all agreed on a change to
this péint of 45-dayé; but our origiﬁai proposai said
90 days. Looking at issues like risk reduction
credits, looking at savings in pharmacy, that doesn't
necessarily relate to this particular provision, but
also other savings the commissioner deemed fit.

We also gave the commissioner, and I think it's
in the back of the budget language here, the latitude
to shift money érbund aside from the FAC process to
effectuate these kinds of reductions in prison cells.
Through you, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Miner.
REP. MINER (66th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And so as part of this
proposal there would be two prison closures. We don't
yet know which those prisons would be, and we don't
know yet under what scenario inmates would be
released. 1Is that correct? Through you, Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Geragosian.

REP. GERAGOSIAN (25th):

010650
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Well, I would also note that the Governor in her
second proposal mentioned a closure of one prison and
did not have any of those factors. If you look at our
_bfiginél budéet iéﬂgﬁagé}_wé fel§ ﬁéaVin_on the
commissioner.

Once again, as I said in my opening remarks, we
trust the agencies and the commissioners that run
their agencies to do what they can and what they deem
is in the interest of public safety and in the
interest of the operations of their agency. So if you
look at fhe language in our original budget nérrative,
which I would assume will be included in any budget we
pass, you know, we give the commissioner a lot of
latitude. Through you, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Miner.
REP. MINER (66th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And so, knowing that the
language that is not before us in this document, is it
assumed that we would be adopting a 90 day rather than
a 45 day reduction as the gentleman spoke of? Through
you -- furlough reduction.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Geragosian.
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REP. GERAGOSIAN (25th):
Through you, Mr. Speaker, I believe that was part
of the assumption. Through you, Mr. Speaker.
~ SPEAKER DONOVAN: T
Representative Miner.
REP. MINER (66th):

And through you, Mr. Speaker, there is no current
law, no change to current law, no change to current
policy that would adopt -- that would allow such an
assumption. Through you.
éPEAKER DONOVAN:

. Representative Geragosian.
REP. GERAGOSIAN (25th):

Yes. Through you, Mr. Speaker, once again, the
narrative talks about legislation is required to
implement such changes and I think that's important.
If we're going to make such a monumental step we
should vet it out completely. And we've been talking
about these changes for months, but we, you know, we
should do so in conjunction with the commissioner and
her agency. Through you, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Miner.

‘ REP. MINER (66th):
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Thank you, Mr. Speaker;' At through you, Mr.
Speaker,-ls there an assumptlon that the 1nd1v1duals

being released would be whlte collar crlmlnals or

would they begV1olent criminals? Through you, Mr.

_Speaker{

SPEAKER " DONOVAN:

RepreSentative.Geragosian.
REP. GERAGOSIAN .(25th):'

Through_you; Mr;'Speaker, the characterization
I've heard used is,nonyiolent, to descrihe the
release; but also,; the prison population has.tome down
over theflast year. ,éé we're base -- nearly reacting
to also -- to those changes:in the prison population.
Through.you, Mr..Speaker.
SﬁEAKER DONOVAN::

Representative Miner.

'REP. MINER (66th):

Thank . you, Mr._Speaker. Mr. Speaker, on page 48,
I'm trying to, I guess; in my own mind reconcile what'
we're doing'here. On page 48 of the document that's

before us, there was a llne item Tl8OO that appears to

- say prison overcrowding, $6.2318683 million of

fnnding._ Could the gentlemen help me reconcile a

prison overcrowding situation as adopt -- would be
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adopted in this budget with a furlough circumstance
that would generate savings? Through you.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

~ Representative Geragosian. ) )

REP. GERAGOSIAN (25th):

And through you, Mr. Speaker, could the gentlemen

repeat the amount of that line item?
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Miner.
REP. MINER (66th):

Certainly, Mr. Speaker. 'It's on page 48 and the
line item is T1800 and the heading his prison
overcrowding, $6.2 million. Through you.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Geragosian.
REP. GERAGOSIAN (25th):

Through you, Mr. Speaker, I'm having trouble
finding that line item in our original budget.

Through you, Mr. Speaker, I'm sorry for the
delay. That lineup is in the Department of Mental
Health and Addiction Services and that's why I -- it
didn't -- I was looking for it in the corrections
budget and it's a line item that we essentially flat

funded from the Governor's recommendation.
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It was the Governor's proposal that we adopted
and -- so I would say to the extent that we were
talking about prison overcrowding a year ago, in the
light of the Cheshire case and other things, that
populations have come way down and our policies have
come way down. We process things a lot quicker. The
Governor has added more parole officers and helped

expedite that process.

And we find ourselves just like in our budget, in

a different position we were a year or two ago.
Through you, Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:
Representative Miner.
REP. MINER (66th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. So in terms of our
budgeting process for the upcoming biennium, there
would be no logic, I guess, to the notion that if
we're going to go through the exercise of closing
prisons under the guise that they're no longer
overcrowded, that we don't have to make these
additional expenditures as well, that we don't really
have to allocate in this case, $6.2 million under the
heading of prison overcrowding when we are actually

closing prisons. Through you, Mr. Speaker.
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SPEAKER DONOVAN:
Representative Geragosian.
REP. GERAGOSIAN (25th):

_ ”Through'you, Mr. Speékéf, I'm not réally sure

. about that. I don't remember the line item in our

deliberations along the way, but I assume because
they're in the -- it's in the Department of Mental
Health and Addiction Services, it deals with a big
proportion of our population. It's dealing with
mental illness, because unfortunately that's a
byproduct of hot having enough services for people'
with mental illness out there. They end up in prison.

And so I don't think that regardless of whether
the prisons are overcrowded or not, whether we're
lowering the amount of prisons that we have in this
state, it's going to be a problem until we get people
treatment across the state so they don't, the prisons
don't become a warehouse for mental health treatment.
Through you, Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Miner.
REP. MINER (66th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I would not disagree

with the gentlemen that there may be other services
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that we will be providing to, have been providing,
should be providing. But my question is, that as the
public begins to take a look at this document, and

"probébly fﬁé bfess more”iﬂpbrtaﬁtly;-tﬁefé are
disconnections within the document in that we are
talking about closing prisons, releasing prisoners and
still have line items within the operating budget that
we spent months on that talk about prison
overcrowding.

If I could, please, through you, I think we all
are aware that there ié a ‘SEBAC agreement which limits
the State's ability to change working conditions and
employment with certain state employees. Through you,
is it envisioned that with the closure of two
facilities, that there would be a reduction in
workforce in the Department of Corrections? Through
you.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Geragosian.
REP. GERAGOSIAN (25th):

Through you, Mr. Speaker, I'm not sure, because
I'd have to -- in order to answer that question

accurately, I'd have to know what the balance of

overtime is in the Department of Corrections. There
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has been a lot of overtime.

And I'd also have to know exactly and I know that
we've had a larger number than expected take part in
the éafiy-reﬁirement—p}ocesé.— So -- and I listened a
little bit of the debate in the Senate yesterday and
Senator Kissel who represents a prison -- a few prison
towns, was very concerned that there wouldn't be
enough corrections officers so we might have to refill
those corrections officers to fulfill it.

Obviously, you know, as I said before, our
proposal empoweré the commissioner to make
determinations based on what it -- what's necessary to
run the prison system, but also what's in the best
interests of the public safety. And I'll also note
that I along with Representative Lawlor and Senator
McDonald and Senator Harp have talked to the
correction or commissions -- corrections commissioner
about these issues. And we trust her. And
unfortunately, she's retiring and we will work with
the new commissioner to ensure that whatever
happens -- is it in the best interest of the public
safety? 1Is it in the best interests of the
corrections officers that work in the prisons? And is

it in the best interests of the neighbors that live
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near those prisons and for their safefy and for the
safety of their families? Through you, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER .DONOVAN :

010659 -

Representative Miner.
REP. MINER (66th):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker.. Mr. .Speaker;, I -- I'm

trying to, I guess, get to what the meat here is in

this budget and I underétand the notion that we should

empower our commissioners.and empower our agencies,

"~ but we are.talkiﬁg_about in this specific area is
closing th facilities. We're taking a credit.so to
speak, . méaning £hat we are going to assign less
doliars to this agency under. certain assumptions.

So what I've asked was, are there going to be
‘changes ih emplpyment? Are there going to be fewer
full-time positions within the agency after we've
clo§ed these twb-facilitiés? And I understand the
genélemen ddesﬁ't-kno@ the inner Workings-of every
prison and I_respect his ppipt that in- the past we've
had overérowding é;tuations, and I understand that we

want to empower agencies, but- I can't imagine that we

would be voting on a budget that proposes to close two

corrections facilities, not knowing which ones they're

going to be, not knowing whether they're going to be
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reductions in workforce, not knowing whether they're
going to create another situation somewhere else.

So, through you, is it envisioned that we would
have fewer fdii;fime_éQGivaleni-Eﬁblé?ééé-under_
corrections after the closures? Through you, Mr.
Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Geragosian.
REP. GERAGOSIAN (25th):

Through you, Mr. Speaker, I would assume yes.

And my answer wés qualified because if you look at our
original bddget, in the narrative, it talks about a
lot of things happening in order to achieve this and
that's the way it should be if we're making such a
monumental decision like this.

We have to look at all of these factors including
the amount of corrections officers to take the early
retirement, because -- and that has not been finalized
yet. It might be something we have to do, quite
frankly, if too many corrections officers retire
because I don't know how you ramp up -- say you're a
couple hundred corrections officers short. How do you
ramp that up right away?

That was the, you know, part of the double-edged
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sword of the early retirement, was one of my concerns.
I've always said if we can do an early retirement that
was selective and surgical, it would make sense, but
"these are the kinds -- éﬁé&ﬁly the kinds of proBleﬁs
that come about when you do an early retirement
program. Through you, Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Miner.
REP. MINER (66th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker and I think the retirement
proposal.before us recognizes that there are sbecial
circumstances for public safety corrections and a
couple of others. So I don't think that's an issue
here. What I think we need to try to be clear about
today, whether we vote in favor of or against the
budget agreement is that what it includes.

And it either includes fewer people in the
Department of Corrections or it doesn't at the end of
the day. If it doesn't include fewer people, this
isn't like a motor vehicle department that you can
open up extended hours. These function 24 hours a
day, 365 days a year under the brick-and-mortar that
they operate. Now, maybe we could shift some of these

people somewhere else.
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So, through you, if we shift to a different
furlough scenario, 90 days for ipstance, will that
require us to hire other people in other agencies to
" manage them? Through you, Mr. Speaker. - I
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Geragosian.

REP. GERAGOSIAN (25th):

Through you, Mr. Speaker, that is all part of
£his new system that we've proposed. And it's good
for a lot of reasons terms of having intervention at
the end of sentence. The recidivism rates are much
lower and people have much more success coming out of
prison if there is intervention with a -- usually a --
one of the not-for-profit agencies or through a court
support services division.

That is what's most successful and to reducing
long-term crime and our demand on the system. Through
you, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Miner.
REP. MINER (66th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And so within this
budget document, then if it is anticipated that we may

need other services and other agencies, we have
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accounted for that within this budget so that there
are additional dollars in place. We're not in this
proposal saying to the public, we're going to close
_Eﬁo-briébhs éﬁa-QeT}é—ﬁﬁ}ﬁiﬁg;“i don't know how many,
prisoners out into the street with no services.

I hear the mayor of New Haven on television quite
often that New Haven seems to be the stopping point
for prisoners. Whether it is or it isn't, I don't
know, but I'd like to be able to assure the mayor of
New Haven that within this-budget document proposed by
the'majority, that there are those kinds.of services
that are going to be in place when we finally close
the door on a prison and turn it into a museum.
Through you.

REP. GERAGOSIAN (25th):

Through you, Mr. Speaker, and I'm looking again
at the narrative from our budget in April and it says,
as it relates to the commissioners recommendations, it
says, such recommendation shall include the
redistribution of savings into appropriately --
appropriate community resources and reentry programs
as needed in order to facilitate a ;eduction in the
incarcerated population, a reduction in recidivism and

the safeguarding of public safety. That's our intent.
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Through you, Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Miner.
REP. MINER (66th):

And through you, are the dollars to each of the
line items you've just talked about generally, are
they the same that is what is in this document? Are
there any reductions in those areas from what was
proposed back in April? Through you.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Geragosiaﬁ.
REP. GERAGOSIAN (25th):

Through you, Mr. Speaker, just the one change as
it relates to the savings for the prisons, but we had
shored up, I believe, these alternative sanctions, and
I believe there was savings in the area of youthful
offenders as it relates to the raise the age. Through
you, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Miner.
REP. MINER (66th):

So if I understand that answer correctly, in
April, there was no anticipation of closing prisons as

there is now and we allocated certain dollars to deal
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with prisonefs that weren't going to be out on the
street requiring services, but now that' we are closing

prisons, we had enough money in the budget in April

010665

and thié is all going to work. Thréugh you.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Geragosian.
REP. GERAGOSIAN (25th):

Throﬁgh you, Mr.'Speaker, there was always an
understanding and I think the commissionef of
corrections has done a wonderful jop in this vein that
corrections is not just abqut,having peoéle in priéon.
She's,‘yoﬁ'khow, said -- I've talked to.her about this
and she's said on numerous times it's about making
sure people don't have to go to prison on the
long;term. That there are proérams.to make sure that
they don't recidivate. That there are proérams to
make édré tﬁat they can go back into_the community.
That fhere are.programs that help them gb to work when
they get out of prison and earn their citizenship back
in the sense that -- become productive ﬁembers of
society again. That's the goal.

This otherwise, where we have'a system that
doesn't do anything, just explodes in terms of cost in

our system but doesn’t help these people in their
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lives, too. We have to feel that if somebody pays
their dues and does their sentence, they have to come

back and have a chance to rebuild themselves. Through

you, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Miner.
REP. MINER (66th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. If I might turn the
gentleman's attention to section 63 of the budget
document. There's some language in here with regard
to th municipality -- a specific municipality would
be allowed to deal with its pension obligations.

And through you, this seems to be a little bit
unusual, Mr. Speaker. Is this a normal circumstance
for the state of Connecticut through its operating
budget to be granting the authority to a municipality
not to fully fund its pension? Through you.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Geragosian.
REP. GERAGOSIAN (25th):

Actually, I believe the question to be -- forward
to Representative Staples. Representative Staples.
REP. STAPLES (96th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. With your indulgence,
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Representative Miner, since this is a piece of
legislation that originated in Finance Committee, I
thought it might be appropriate for me to respond.
o I thiniiit;é a—vefy unuéﬁal circumstance and I
don't think it's something we should do lightly or
frequently, but I think in this particular case we
were persuaded that their situation was dire enough
that it makes sense for us to do that.

So, I guess, to be candid with you, I don't think
it's something we should do very often, but these are
times that require some real sensiti?ity in this
building about the impact on certain municipalities of
the obligations that they have and the obligations we
put on them. So that was why we brought the bill
forward and why I think it's important to have it
adopted.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Miner.
REP. MINER (66th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. So to Representative
Staples, in this case, is my understanding that we had
in years past, provided legislation that allowed
municipalities to borrow money. Let me say that

again. We allowed municipalities to borrow money to
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fund pension obligations that they had with an

' understanding that they don't miss a payment on that

borrowing. Is that correct? Through you, Mr. -

Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:
RepresentativérStaplesﬂ'
REP. STAPLES (96th;: |
Thréugh you; Mr. Speaker, yes. I believe that is
the way that we've doné'it in the past. '
SPEAKER DONOVAN: |

Representative Miner. -

" REP. MINER (66th):’

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And so what we are doing
through the adobtion of fhis quget also is we afe
alloWiné the municipalities that we séid up front,
after mény yeérs of debéte, we don't like this. We're
going to allow you to borrow the money to fund your
pension, but you caﬁft miss your pension payment and
you Ean't misslyohr debt service payment.

Now we're going to go back and retract thét
obligation. This is amazing. Under our state budget,
we're going to give a municipality the opportunity to
dig themselves further into a hole. We haven't

learned our lesson here. West Haven, Waterbury,
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Bridgeport, there are all sorts of cities in this
state that have not handled their operations as they
should have and we have allowed them to do it.

Ahdnnow)-oﬁ.ghé—déy tﬁéé Wé've pﬁt-moﬁéhs iﬁﬁo
this operating budget, we thought it was important to
put a section in here that allowed the City of
Bridgeport to underfund their pensions and not make
their payment. This is absolutely unbelievable. We
haven't learned our lesson from our own underfunded
pension obligation. We want to spread the we;lth. We
want to.let municipalities join the pain of ﬁot being
able to fund their obligations to their retirees.

I have one other question for you, Mr. -- through
you, Mr. Speaker, and I don't know really who to
direct it to, but it has to do with a representation
in this budget for the debt service for '09. So
through you, I guess I'll try the chairman of the
Appropriations Committee. Is there any budget
allocation in the biennium of 2010 and 'll that would
repay the presumption of debt that I believe this is
built upon for '09?

Meaning if we were going to borrow $900 million
in '09, is there an allocation, a line item allocation

here for debt service during the upcoming biennium?
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Through you, please, Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:
Representative Staples.
 REP. STAPLES (96th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I don't have the section
before me, but my recollection is -- and I will be
happy to find it, Representative Miner, is that the
interest is rolled into the financing for the next two
back fiscal years and that the first payment -- and I
believe the payment schedule is laid out in the fiscal
note and I will fiﬁd it. The first payment is due in
2012.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Miner.
REP. MINER (66th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. So with regard to our
obligation to pay the debt, what this budget proposes
to do is to take that obligation and defer it. So
we're paying bills for this year, the fiscal year
we're currently in when we close this budget, we're
going to pay those expenses with a loan. And the loan
isn't going to have a payment for two years. So we're
not making a payment in 2010. Were not making a

payment in 2011. We're going to make a payment in
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2012 and we're going to finance the interest on the
bill we paid over the last 12 months on money we're
going to borrow over the next seven years. Through

o N -_-—yoﬁ;—ﬁr.“éééaker; - I )
SPEAKER DONOVAN:
Representative Staples.
REP. STAPLES (96th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Yes. We are going to
defer payments for the next two years and this is
consistent with the proposal that the governor has
submitted to address thé '09 deficit.

. SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Miner.
REP. MINER (66th):

I'm trying very hard not to use the bridge
analogy here, Mr. Speaker. I think the public would
be horrified to know that we intend to pay this year's
bills with money we're going to borrow and we're going
to defer the payment. 1It's like going to Home Depot
except it's not a $200 lawn mower. This is a billion
dollars. A billion dollars we're going to borrow that
we should have taken care of this year. We're going
to borrow the money. And oh, by the way, we're not

going to put the payment and we're not going to put
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the interest that we're going to accrue for the next
two years in the next biennium budget.

Mr. Speaker, what we're doing here is we're

‘building an increasing problem for 2012 and 2013.
There is not one bit of information that I've looked
at or anybody else here that's looked at this stuff
for purposes of putting together a budget that would
tend to indicate that our picture, our fiscal
condition is going to get better.

Every economist, whether they're legislator or
not has told thié chamber we are in serious trouble.
And what are we doing? We're borrowing money and not
paying for it. This bill is going to become the
expense of our children because we can't make
difficult decisions. I respect the gentleman's
comments that the priority of the majority party in
this chamber is to continue to fund things, services
that they believe are important. I understand it. I
get it. But we've got to pay for it and in this case,
Mr. Speaker, we're not even paying the interest on
that loan.

We're going to put the interest off to another
day when we loose federal stimulus money, we have no

more money in our savings account. The rainy day fund
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will be dry. That's how this budget is built. We're
securitizing revenue that we don't yet have. That
means that revenue that we normally get and use in our
opéf;ting-bﬁdéeé,_fhié budget proposes-gé every other
budget does that we're going to borrow money and take
those dollars and pay debt. I'm not so sure that
following the governor's example on not making a
payment on debt is a wise decision for this chamber.

I know the governor has proposed some very difficult
cuts that we have all -- all made phone calls, some of
us have actually enticed.people to get energized
because those cuts are so onerous. Closing libraries
are a bad idea. Closing services to libraries are a
bad idea. Closing courthouse is, as the gentleman
said, bad idea that the Governor proposed.

But we're going to borrow money and we're not
going to make any payments on it for two years, and
that's not a bad idea. That's a horrible idea.

Mr. Speaker, I think we ought to really give very long
consideration to what we're doing here today. We are
digging a hole deeper for the state of Connecticut and
I know some people showed up here today figuring this
is a free pass because the governor said I'm going to

veto it with $2.4 billion in it. 1It's no free pass.
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I don't intend to ever let it be a free pass. How we
could go home and tell our constituents that we voted
for something that did the kind of things that are in
tﬁiénbudget,"héf_ﬁéviﬁé thé_info}ﬁéﬁioﬁ; not bayiné on
the debt is beyond me.

Where going to say, oh, we came in today knowing
that the governor was going to veto it, so I got to
vote yes and doesn't really count. It's got to come
to somebody. It's got to count when you look at the
Mayor. This is wrong. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:.

Thank you, Representative.

Representative Kirkley-Bey.

REP. KIRKLEY-BEY (5th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I've been listening to
the conversation. While I think some very important
things have been brought to light, there's other
things that are bothering me. When I hear about a 30
percent surcharge on estate tax, I think about the 40
percent increase on bus fares to the 10 percent
increase on trains, which is a 30 percent decrease in
the disposable income of the poor because they are the

ones who take the buses. I represent the second

poorest district in the city -- and the state of
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Connecticut, which has three of the poorest cities in
America.

We haven't talked about the things that were in
héfé-Eé_ﬁat cabéyé, doctérs fees. Thé-gally_fhaé Qés
held the other day where mothers who could not get
wheelchairs that they need to keep their children out
of institutions. What will that cost us? People who

couldn't have wheelchairs that they need because it's

the way they stay alive and they have dignity and they

have the right to be able to have some kind of

mobility. Those people are people who are citizens of

the state of Connecticut and deserve just as much of
your support as we're concerned about the more
affluent in the state of Connecticut. We talk about

jobs being created and the job rate dropping down. I

think Representative Candelaria said it's a 3.9. 1It's

still double digits in the cities.

We're still having a very hard time trying to get

folks jobs. There are billions and millions of
dollars in here for bridges and highways and whatnot.
I finally heard that one is going to start. How long
has that money then here? We were all working for
shovel ready projects. Everybody in this building

probably sent something in on shovel ready projects.
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Our community development corporations are going under
the ground because they're not getting anything.

Nobody knows what's going on and I'm wondering
wﬁéf, ybu kno@, there's not juét"oné Connecticut.
It's a poor and affluent Connecticut and we need to
take care of all of the people. You can't ask them to
pay increases in the buses, increases in surcharges,
increases in what they pay for medicines, taking away
formularies, duly diagnosed. You can't do all of
those things and said, I've done what was good for the
state 6f Connecticut, is I cut the heart ouf of a
whole lot of people.

I'm sorry, but I can't buy some of the arguments
I'm hearing from my friends on the other side of the
aisle. I'm concerned about the prison piece too. All
right. But the other parts of it hurt a lot of the
people that I serve, and I don't hear any of you
talking about them. They're not disposable people and
they're not invisible people. They're people who
already carry a disproportionate share of the burden
of this state and they're making it harder and that's
not fair. We were elected to serve all the people of
the state and the governor said she would make sure

that the budget reflected fairly what people had to do
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and that didn't do it, when she put it out here and
that was not balanced.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Thank you, Representative.
Representative Coutu.
REP. COUTU (47th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I rise today with great
qonéern. I'm looking at the situation’ we face and I
think about the léng éerm planning that's required to
really get the .state back on stable groﬁﬁd. And the
more data I look at the top of the more concerned I am
about the direction Qe're going and specifically where
we're at right now. And this potentially, in my view,
is going to put us over the edge.

I recently found out that we have one of the
worst credit ratings in America, AA3. Moodys, we're
in the bottom ten for sure. And I know some people
will say, hey, you know what? Our credit rating when
we sell bonds is right up there with the best of them.
And that may se‘true, but when you make a decision
long term, we're éelling another billion this year to
cover the next five days expenses, basically. We have
60 billién unfunded mandates -- unfunded liabilities,

I'm sorry, and we're going in the wrong direction.
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There's a point where you just cannot come back
from such an overload of debt. 1In my view, we should

have took more action earlier in this fiscal year

instead of bbﬁdihg_another billion doilérsj but that's
done with.

Originally, when I was elected, I was excited
about the idea that we could potentially reinvent the
way government was done. There was going to be no
more business as usual, according to many. Rather
quickly, I learned that's not the case. The Governor,
in my view, did send dan and each party had cuts that
we could do and it seemed that they were getting
delayed, punted to the future, which I did say in the
past when we were having the deficit mitigations. 1In
my view, that's not responsible and what's going to
happen is with this credit rating, more debt, we're
not going to be able to do anything in two years. And
as you know, there's a lot of things in this budget
that are talking about one time revenue streams,
including the rainy day fund which is a -- whatever
it's at now, over a billion dollars. Securitization
of lottery revenue, future lottery revenue. You give
me 10 today, I'll give you 20 in three years from now.

The federal stimulus, billions of dollars. We're
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not going to be funding accounts. 1It's going to be
more long-term liabilities at the SEBAC agreement and
in this budget, there is some, I know we went over a
little bif,_hot-spééifiéf pioperty that we are éding
to sell.

In the end, this is billions and billions of
dollars that will not be here in two years. So what
are we going to do then? If we are going to be
raising taxes, 30 percent surcharge inheritance tax,
we're going to be raising taxes of progressive rate.
We're going to be raising a 25.percent surcharge on
corporations. And we'd all like to believe that some
of these are temporary, but from somebody who's new to
this body, everything that I've ever heard of that was
temporary, it seems to last for much longer than what
the temporary mindset was, the income tax, the
conveyance tax, the small business entity tax, the
list goes on and on.

So it's hard for me to believe that this is
temporary when in two years we're going to be
4 billion potentially short and how is that looking
long~term?

The reason I bring this up, last night I was up

till 12 a.m., watching the Senate and I heard the
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Senate leaders say we did put things back in
throughout the state, basically we spent more money.

I don't know if specifically if that meant it was

010680

after a question relating to how one of the senators
from Fairfielq Count&, who traditionally votes against
the budget, voted fér'it. So in my view it's say,
wait a minute, are-we really working hard -- and I'm
not saying.that nobo@y in here isn't because I do
appreciate the finance, the appropriations, and our
leadership for their effort. I know we may have
different beliefé, but people are working hard.

But if wé are already increasing these taxes and
we're going to bé short billions, specifically rainy
day and stimulus because they will not be b;ck, is --
as is much. What exactly are we going to do in two
years? So we're looking long-term, the people of the
state, Eﬁe Eompanies, they plan long-term and many are
questioning, do we want to stay in an environment
where we know the only option is going to be further
tax increases after a 25 percent tax?

The people, thé young professionals looking for
positions and jobs, we already know the ratios there.
We've had a slow growth in this state and we've had

our youngest generations, people from my generation
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are moving out. And I'm proud to be one of the ones
who actually came back, thinking we could make a
difference, but when I see this and I hear other
béoplé—ff6ﬁ yegtefaéy_sayiﬁé, oh“wé-jdst éut a little
more back, we spend a little more, I start to question
wait a minute.

There is other things not specifically related to
this, which I do think DCF, the probate court, and
other areas that we've actually done things to change

the way our government is working. But, I personally

'don't think enough. We definitely néed to take an

opportunity and look at, with every agency in the
state where exactly, what are their priorities, what
exactly should be number one through a thousand and in
my view we haven't done that because we've learned
from 3.3 billion in taxes to 2.8.

I leave you with this, the Democratic governor
from Maine a few days ago said you need employers to
have employees and if we're going to be raising taxes
on corporations, up to 25 percent this year, what
exactly are those companies that were potentially
going to move to Connecticut, what are they going to
do knowing that in two years we're going to be facing

a catastrophic situation? And what's that going to
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More taxes, and until we make the hard decisions,

and some parts of me really think that this budget --

‘we already knew with the way Senate vote went down
that it wasn't going to depend on our vote today, but
what it's telling me is that maybe we're putting this
to the governor to make the hard decisions when she
does her month by month budget.

So thank you, Mr. Speaker. I hope we sincerely
come to the table again and make some real tough
decisions and think about long—ferm because to me,
this is what exactly can we do to make those people,
who we've already went to their districts and said, we
want to protect your million dollar program, when we
face a $10 billion deficit.

When everyone in this room wants to protect every
program and every person in the state, but there's
times like this when we have to make tough decisions
and we can't punt it off to the governor month after
month. So thank you, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:
Thank you, Representative.
Representative Stripp.

REP. STRIPP (135th):
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Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Just like to make a few
points that perhaps weren't picked up by others.

Number one, I read in the paper, yesterday, in fact,

- that Deutsche Bank was making a projection as to where

the real estaté market was going in this country and -
they're talking abodt it not really rebounding to the
levels of 2007 until 2017. Hope they're being very,
very pessimistic, but they may be right. And to think
that in 2012 this is all going to be over and we can
borrow and we'll be able to pay back in the great
times, we might be a little premature which could be
devastating to us.

I would also like to point out ‘that yesterday,
Fitch, who rates the value of corporate bonds and
municipal bonds and state funds, downgraded
California. California is slowly creeping toward junk
bond status, which creates a very, véry serious
problem, in that, they become high-yield. Now high
yield is great if you're investing, but on the other
side of the high-yield means you pay high expenses and
it costs you a great aeal of money. So this is a
dangerous sign that we have to be very careful of and
keep in mind.

I would like to relate a story to you that
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happened'back when we raised the rncome'tax rate 10
percent‘ back some years ago nght now, 1t looks:

llke the rate could go . from flve and a half to seven

'.and'a.half'for;some people, whlch 1s a 36 percent

" ‘rate.

It_was'aggentieman Who had .done .quite. well. “He

' startedjin_the7c0nstrnction bueiness with a wheel

 barrow, a.éhovei,-ano'a borrowéd’pickup;truck. And he

was very, very,SUCcessful”over the'years. He
appreciated what the'State of Connecticut did for him,

but overjtime,his tax accountant.kept telling him, as

8 weli as his attorney, YOu'Ve got to be a darn fool to

continue your re51dence in the state of Connectlcut

At that tlme, he was paylng about $3O OOO a- year

-in taxee The 10 percent would brlng it. up to 33 000.

- So what could he do° He moved hlS re31dence to the

state of-Florldajso'hls‘tax bill to the,state ofT-

Connecticut went from 30,000 to 0. .MrE-Speaker,1We

“

;have'to_befvery careful that by doingIWhat Wejre_doing

.and_raising theltax rate. And youfsay, well, the

wealthy'can afford,it;~that may be_true,-but the

wealthy mayoatop paying:it:and we may.find out by

doing this and attempting to do!this, in fact, what

we're doing is reducing our reveénue.



. 010685
hl/rgd/mb - . , 96
HOUSE OF "REPRESENTATIVES June 26, 2009

Maryland recently did that and the end result was
the three thousand people of the highest taxpayers

weﬁt from 3,000,and'in the next year there were only.

2,000. §£ill t?ying to find out what happened to the
thousand, but b; the way, thgy're'not paying taxes in
the state of Ma;?land gny_ﬁore. Again the revenues
went sbuth.iﬁstead Sf no;th when you increase the
rate, _This is a éénger that we'may be walking into,
Mr. Speaker, somééﬁing we'must keep in mind.

And as a:iasp point,” when we increased the
inheritanéé ;ax by 30 percent, say'well, somebody will
only move when they're contemplating death. _Well like
it's wfiften in tﬁé géod book, that ﬁight come as a as
a thief in the night. No one ever knows. So people
have fo plan'ahead of Fime gnd when they plan, they -
-élan to 'go to a place iike'Florida. If you stay in
Flogida.fdr six months and.one.day, you dévelop a .
residency there. You can still come back to
annecticut six.months less one day and your residency
is in the stéte of Florida. And then your estate,
.other.than what is loéated in the state of Connecticut
is taxed in the state of Florida, which has a much,
‘much lower rate. Makes a lot of sense.

Now, you may not feel very sympathetic toward the
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well wealthy people, but they're not going to sit
still as we continue to tax them and they're going to
move. And when they move, we're going to lose revenue
‘instead of_gainfhé revenue.

Mr. Speaker, I think we have to keep this in mind
as we go forward with this program, which may be quite
aggressive and actually do more harm to our revenues
instead of increasing our revenues which was the
intent. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And I am very much
opposed to this bill.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Thank you, Representative.

Representative Mazurek.
REP. MAZUREK (80th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And good afternoon to
you.

SPEAKER DONQVAN:

Good afternoon, sir.
REP. MAZURER (80th):

Thank you. Mr. Speaker, ladies and gentlemen,
this morning when we started our budget negotiations,
we had a guest reverend in the House. He asked us to
all stand, bow our heads, and pray with him, he prayed

for us. And if you recall his words at 10:00 o'clock
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this morning, he told us that we must prioritize,
prioritize the needs of the people of the state of
Connecticut.

) The Reveféﬁa_goﬁ-it; The Reverend was féiiing
us, we had to make some hard decisions going forward
in order to enact a budget for the State of
Connecticut.

I had a conversation this week with the president
of Central Connecticut State University, Jack Miller.
Jack was talking about how he was going to go forward
this ?ear and next year and run his university. And
Jack said he thought he'd get through this year, he's
down about a hundred people. He had very grave
concerns about what would happen the following year at
Central Connecticut State University.

And one of the things that Jack said was he was
down some 100 members of his staff and professional --
professors. And he said I'm going to have to make
some hard decisions. I would like to replace the
athletic director, but how in the world can I replace
the athletic director when I need a librarian and I
need other professors. I've got to make some hard
decisions.

Ladies and gentlemen, we're going to have to make
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the same hard decisions here in the state of
Connecticut. Now, as most of you know, I have been
strenuously opposed to using public financing to run
6ur-cambaigiél_mf-aoﬁ;tmbelieve it's a propé} use of
the taxpayer dollars. I voted against it in 2005 when
the initiative came up, 2006 when the good
Representative from Bridgeport ran a severability
clause, I voted against that also and I'll continue to
vote against the use of taxpayer dollars to fund our
campaigns.

I felt so strongly about the use éf taxpayer
dollars that, a couple of weeks ago, I was approached
by the Executive Director for the State Elections
Enforcement Commission and he asked that I not run an
amendment on campaign financing to take that fund out.
And I told him at that time I was sorry, but with all
due respect, I wasn't willing to do that.

In 2005, the General Assembly voted to perform an
experiment, an extremely costly experiment. We voted
to have the taxpayers of the state of Connecticut fund
our political campaigns. I want to tell you about a
meeting that I attended in Waterbury, in January, a
snowy night, SEBAC invited me to come down and have a

conversation with them and meet some of the SEBAC
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employe€s that felt ﬁhét the state budget was going to
squeeze them out 6f a job by the time we adopted a

budget. And I.want to thank Paul Filson and Jim

Vignew for_that.invitation. And all of these workers
got up. and théy'téld us, for the few Legislators that
- were there, hOW-éifficu;f.their jobs'ﬁere,.how'much
;hey loved t&eIState of Connecticut and how much the
sacrificed'fof.thezétate of - Connecticut.
And thezlast.pefson to speak was a gal by the
Hame of Sharon. And Sharon ‘stood up and she said 20
years agq,'the-stéfe of Connecticut was in big
"1 “trouble. The l.'egislatu.re came to the stat;_e employées,
and said we need ybur help adopting a state income tax
and that staté.inéome fax”yill guarantee that the
state-emplojees will néver have to worry about whether
their jébs will bé'funded. And they -- Sharon told me
at that time sﬁe was guaranteed. She went to bat for
the state_iﬂcomé tax, knowing that hér job would
always be secure in the state of Connecticut and we'd
h;ve an adequate amount of money to fundtour
employees. |
fhe last thing Sharon said to me was, with all
due respect, Bepresen;ative, what do you ao with the

‘ . money? I went home thét night and, that snowy evening
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I drove home and I said, what should I have said to
Sharon in answering her question? Sharon, I'm ready
to answer your question now. We spent the money. We
“spend all of it.

When times were good, we spent a lot of it. When
times were bad, we didn't spend that much, but we
certainly didn't look very hard on where we could save
it and where we could cut.

Ladies and gentlemen, there's a 400-pound gorilla
sitting in the living room, staring at a us. And that
400—pound gorilla is a campaign-finéncé bill that we
have in the state of Connecticut. We're facing a
gigantic deficit. We're facing a deficit that's so
large, we can't even agree on how large the deficit
is. Oh, there's an 8 billion, there's a 9 billion,
there's a 10 million, we don't know.

The Speaker and the Majority Leader both spoke to
our side of the aisle and they were very clear in what
they told our side. They said we're going to have to
cut programs. Don't come to me begging for your
program without coming to me on where you want to cut
in the state of Connecticut. And I thought that was

very, very decent of them to tell us we're not going

to continue spending money the way we're spending it.
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We're also going to cut.
Ladies and géntlemen, our constituents, mom and

dad are.sittiné at.arpﬁnd the k;tchen table. They're

010691

wonderiﬁghhqw they're goinglto pay their bills. How
they're going té pay ﬁheir mortgage, their rent, their
medical bills, tﬁeir"éhild - their children's
education, theifiﬁeép, their lights, their credit card
bills.. Apd.we.ih ;hi; chambér are going to gsk them
to pa§ for-éar pumpe; stiqkers, our pencils, our back
écratchers. I'm sorry. I can't sit back any longer
énd say that the.éahpaign—finance éystem that we have

in the state of Coénnecticut is a good system.

In 2005, the legislation that we ‘put forward said

‘that if somébody wanted to run for.the House of

Represéntativesy all you-had to QO Qas earn -- raise
$5,000 in smail amounts aﬁd the state of Connecticut
would give yol $25,000. That's a 500 percent rate of"
return on that investment, not bad: -Doing-pretty
well. |

The Senate, you've got to raiée iS grand, you get
85,000 of taxpayer dollars to run your campaign,
another 500'percent rate of return on investment.

We were told that this system put in place, would '

increase the number of candidates that we had running.
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We were told that it would level the playing field so
that everyone would have an equal opportunity. And
most importantly we were told that it would take
special interest money out of campaigns of the State
of Connecticut, those people who wait out there and
bother us on a daily basis, those lobbyists. We would
take their money out of the campaign.

Well, we asked OLR to do a study and compare the
2008 campaign that was run with public financing and
public money. We asked them to do a study and compare
it to the 2006 campaignf

And what they reported back was this, we had less
candidates run in total then we had 2006, so we didn't
get more candidates with public money. We had the
same percentage of incumbents win, approximately 97
percent with public money as with the old system. But
we did manage to keep the special interests out of the
process and that was probably a good thing.

I believe our 9 million dollar experiment that
was funded by the taxpayers of the state of
Connecticut was a failure. And Mr. Speaker, at this
time, the Clerk has an amendment. It is possession,
LCO 9518. I ask that it be called and I be allowed to

summarize.
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SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Will the Clerk please call LCO 9518, which is
designated House A -- I mean -- excuse me. House A,
yesj- . S

THE CLERK:

LCO number 9518, House A, offered by

Representative Mazurek.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

The Representative seeks leave of the chamber to
summarize the amendment. Is there objection to
summarization? ﬁearing none, Representative Mazurek,
you may proceed with summarization.

REP. MAZUREK (80th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, this
amendment very simply would return the General
Assembly and the state elected officials back to the
system that we had in place in 2006. We had a way to
raise funds. We had a very open and honest system.
We had reporting through the State of Connecticut,
where each and every one of your donations came from,
and where each and every dollar was spent. We had a
system that, in my opinion, was very fair, was very
honest and it worked just fine.

If we were to return to the system that we had

‘010693
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2006, it would return according to OFA, $61 million
back to the State of Connecticut, back to the
taxpayers. Ladies and gentlemen, this is taxpayer
‘money. It's not our money. I mean we can make an
argument that we're going to continue along with the
campaigns, but it's not proper.

So we have two Systems in place. This amendment
will have the two systems that's very similar to what
we have right now under public financing. Right now,
you can collect up to $250 if you're a House of
Representatives campaign, the amendment will return us
to that system and you can collect the same exact
amount.

I have made one change from the 2006 laws that
were in place that dictated how we ran a campaign.

The one change that I did make and I made it at the
request of several members of this chamber, I have
kept lobbyists out of it. I've left the portion that
we wrote in law that excluded lobbyists, prohibited
lobbyists from donating to an individual campaign, and
from donating to a PAC that would, in fact, contribute
to a campaign.

So other than that, I would ask that we returned

to the system that we had in place in 2006 and that we
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save the taxpayers money.

Mr. Speaker, I move adoption of the amendment and
ask that when the vote is taken, the vote be taken by
roll call. o -

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

The question before the chamber is on a roll call
vote. All those in favor of a roll call vote, please
signify by saying, aye.

REPRESENTATIVES:

Aye.

' SPEAKER DONOVAN:

The requisite 20 percent has been meant. When
the vote is taken, it will be taken by roll.

Remark further on the amendment? Remark further
on the amendment? Representative Bacchiochi.

REP. BACCHIOCHI (52nd):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I rise in support of the
amendment and I'm sorry that my good colleague who
spoke so passionately a little earlier about funding
such important programs is not in the room right now.
I wish that we could do everything and continue to
fund the Citizens' Election Fund, continue to fund all
of the very important social programs, but I really

don't think that we can do that and still be
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responsible Legislators.
This could be a difficult vote for some, but I
see it as accepting my job and my responsibility to
_"ﬁake_téugh aeéisions.'_By éliﬁfhéiidg the Citizens'
Election Fund, we can use that money for some of the
programs that the Representative from Hartford spoke
so passionately about. People who need wheelchairs,
students who need special education, mothers who need
job training. We can't say that we want all of these
services, but not be willing to make cuts. When we
vote on this, I urge you to keep in mind that we need
‘ to make priorities and this is the time to do so.
Thank you.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:
Thank you, Representative.
Representative Klarides.
REP. KLARIDES (114th):
Mr. Speaker, I had hit my button before the
amendment was called. So, thank you.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:
Thank you, Representative. Representative
.Spallone, will you remark on the amendment?
REP. SPALLONE (36th):

‘ Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, a few
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questions for the proponent of the amendment, please.
SPERAKER DONOVAN:

Please proceed, sir.
'REP. SPALLONE (36th):

Through you, Mr. Speaker to Representative
Mazurek, the gentleman during his remarks in
introducing the amendment stated that the citizen
election program is paid for by taxpayer dollars and
he stated that repeatedly. I ask the gentleman, what,
in fact, is the source of the money for the Citizen
Election.Program?

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Mazurek.
REP. MAZUREK (80th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, I believe
that that money comes out of unclaimed assets that
would be turned in to the state of Connecticut and
they are now directed towards the Citizen Election
Fund. Through you, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:
Representative Spallone.
REP. SPALLONE (36th):
Through you, Mr. Speaker to Representative

Mazurek, so sir, isn't it true that the monies that
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are used to pay for the Citizen Election Program are
not in fact tax receipts, but unclaimed property
receipts?
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Mazurek.
REP. MAZUREK (80th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker and through you, Mr.
Speaker, I'm not exactly certain that we should
differentiate what is a tax receipt and what is an
unclaimed receipt.

In my mind, it's all téxpayer money because if it
is not used for this fund, it goes back into the
general fund and is used exactly like a tax dollar is
used. Through you, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Spallone.
REP. SPALLONE (36th):

Through you, Mr. Speaker, I ask the question
again. Are the funds that are in the Citizen Election
Program tax receipts?

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Mazurek.
REP. MAZUREK (80th):

In my mind, Mr. Speaker, yes. They are.



010699

hl/rgd/mb , 110
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES June 26, 2009

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Spallone.
REP. SPALLONE (36th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I believe that answer is
incorrect, since the gentleman did say that these were
unclaimed property receipts, that's how the program is
funded. They are not taxpayer dollars in that
respect. They are monies that belong to the people of
the state of Connecticut. That is true, once those
properties are unclaimed, but they are not tax
receipts. I'll move on.

Is the gentleman aware of whether there was an
increase in the number of primaries with the advent of
the Citizen Election Program?

SPEAKER DONOVAN:
Representative Mazurek.
REP. MAZUREK (80th):

I am not aware of that, Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Spallone.

REP. SPALLONE (36th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Well, then I would

inform the chamber that there was an increase in the

number of primaries from 2006. There was an increase
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of -- a net of eight primaries in three districts.

There was a net increase in both the House and the
Senate of primaries. So I would suggest therefore
that barficibaiion in our democ}ééy_inéféaéed as a
result of the Citizen Election Program.

I'd like to pose a question, Mr. Speaker, through
you for to the gentleman regarding the comparison to
the program as it was in 2006. The gentleman said
that the amendment would return us to the way that the
system was in 2006. He mentioned that he would
continue to.ban lobbyists from contributing to
political campaigns for state office. Does his
amendment cover contractors?

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Mazurek.
REP. MAZUREK (80th):

Yes, sir. It does. Through you, Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Spallone.

REP. SPALLONE (36th):

Thank you. And the gentleman mentioned that we
would -- except for those two exceptions, apparently,
return to the way things were in 2006. Does that mean

that we would be restoring the ability of political
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action committees, PACs to donate to candidates?

Deputy Speaker McCluskey in the Chair.
DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Representative Mazurek.

REP. MAZUREK (80th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker and welcome. And yes,
through you, yes it does.
DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Répresentative Spallone.
REP. SPALLONE (36th):

Through you, Mr. Speaker to Representative
Mazurek, and in 2006, under that prior system, certain
PACs were able to donate unlimited contributions,
which was the largest hole, loophole to drive through
in our previous system.

Does the gentleman's amendment restore unlimited
PAC contributions to candidates for state office?
DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Representative Mazurek.

REP. MAZUREK (80th):
Yes, sir. It does. Through you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

010701
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Representative Spallone.
REP. SPALLONE (36th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And is the gentleman
of women candidates with the advent of the Citizen
Election Program?

DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Representative Mazurek.
REP. MAZUREK (80th):

I'm sorry, Mr. Speaker, through you. I did not
"catch all of that question.. Somethiﬁg about women
candidates, but --

DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Representative Spallone, would you please
rephrase your question.
REP. SPALLONE (36th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Through you to
Representative Mazurek, does the gentleman know
whether there was an increase in the number of women
candidates through the advent of the citizen election
program?

DEPUTY SPEARKER McCLUSKEY:

Representative Mazurek.

REP. MAZUREK (80th):

010702
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Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Through you, Mr.
Speaker, no. I don't know whether there was an
increase in the number of women candidates or not. 1In

hfécE; I_wés-ffaﬁkiy sdrbfiséd to hear that there were
eight additional primaries in 2008 as compared to
2006.

And I guess if you -- one were to look at it,
that we spent $8 million for a traditional primaries,
that comes out to a million dollars per primary.
Through you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Representative Spallone.
REP. SPALLONE (36th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. There are in fact 102
women candidates running for the General Assembly in
2008, which was, according to the citizen -- according
to the State Election Enforcement Commission, the
largest number of women candidates in ten years.

So Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to this
amendment. In the future years, I believe in the
decades to come when people look back at the history
book and maybe see the next edition of Under the Gold

Dome by Judge Satter, or read other books about

Connecticut history.
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The budget debate this year will not be the
primary thing that's remembered about this General
Assembly and this Governor during this decade in
Connecticut history. It will be the advent of the
Citizen Election Program as long as we keep it in
place. Governor Rell made it possible through her
executive leadership in getting this passed. There
was a lot of effort through a number of people in this
General Assembly and outside this room for decades to
have public financing of e;ections.

Her being willing, despite a hiétory of not
supporting it, to support this, was a major
breakthrough in allowing this legislation to pass.
The other thing that led to it, of course, which
barely needs to be stated was a corruption scandal
within the state of Connecticut that allowed for
people to realize that public financing of elections
might be the better way. And I don't have to recite
what that was all about.

We all remember it, but I ask people to read
Judge Underhill's decision the case which upheld our
Citizen Election Program that was released last
December on a motion for summary judgment. In which,

he recited the history and stated that it was
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legitimate State action to invoke this program in
response to both actual and perceived corruption
within state government. And that was the underlying
" reason éuééorting ﬁhé_éoﬂsgifatiéﬁéiity_of this
program.

Mr. Speaker, this is a forward thinking program.
We were all me the third state to adopt public
financing of state elections and the first Legislature
to do it without an initiative to make us do that.
And we should be justly proud of that.

Mr. Séeaker, it is a little early also to méke
final conclusions about this program. It's only been
in effect for one election cycle for the General
Assembly. When you look at other states that have the
program, I daresay that the participation increases
over time and the competition increases over time, in
addition to the number of people who may not be
traditionally involved in the political process
deciding to run for office.

In fact, our freshman class has people in it who
have personally said they may not have run for office
without the Citizen Election Program. It opens the
doors to more people who are traditionally not

involved in the process whether they be women
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candidates, minority candidates, or people with fewer
dollars -- access to dollars.

And of course, it did eliminate PAC lobbyists and
contract contributions which is a very important
reform to restore confidence in our electoral and
democratic processes.

So Mr. Speaker, I urge all the members of this
assembly to recall where we've been over the last
several years to stand proudly in support of this
program and to -- and I respectfully ask us all to
oppoée this amendment. Thank you, Mr. Spéaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Thank you, sir, for your remarks.

Will you remark further House Amendment Schedule
A? The distinguished ranking member of the GAE
Committee, Representative Hetherington, you have the
floor, sir.

REP. HETHERINGTON - (125th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I rise to support this
amendment.

As was mentioned. There's about $61 million
available in this program. They do -- that money
comes, as the distinguished Representative has

mentioned, from unclaimed receipts -- from unclaimed
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properties escheated to the state. I find it,
however, impoésiple té conclude that that doesn't

belong to thé.taxpayers'of the state of Connecticut.

Y
.

I think that property escheated the state to
which the state is entitled to receive is very much

the property of this state and if turned to the

.general fund, it is $60 million -- over $60 million

that could use -- be used to fund some of the programs

desperately needed in our communities.

The Eurrent biil, éé amended: provides $3.2
million ﬁor adminiétration of the proéram.” And that
ié 3 millioh —- $3;é millioh of taxpayer money. And
what we are saying to our -- Fhe people of Connecticut

is that, you have to pay $3.2 million to fund an

-agency so-that that agency can distribute money to

politicians to run their campaigns. I think at this

time -- I opposed this originally. And I think now in
this time of need, ‘we cannot spend 53.2 million for
administration plus $40 million -- pardon me, $60
million that the state would otherwise have available
in the general fund to pay for campaién_financing.

Let us take a more cafeful look at the results.
In 19 -- in 2006, there were, for the House of

Representatives, 40 uncontested races. In 2008, two
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years later, when this program was in effect, there

r.

were 46 uncontested races. So there were six fiore

unconteSteq'races-in-the House in 2008 with the

.Citizen Election Program thar there were in 2006, when

there was .no Citizen Election Program.

If yoﬁ look'at the total for, both the House and

'Senate togetherp there where 46 total uncontested

'seats in 2006'" There were '53 total uncontested seats

in 20982 There where 1ndeed fewer challenges

ln the'House of Representatlvesh 1n.2006, there

:1
' i

were, 116 challengers.;:In 2008, there wére 103

~

challengers. And look at, House and Senate together,

':a:totalfof;l43 challenges_—— challengers in 2006 and
;131 challengers in 2008
The total number of candldates appearlng in those‘

Ielectlons is: 281 in 2006 273 ‘in 2008 ‘So. the total

i

'number-pf candlqates for the House_qf Representatlves
. was fewer in 2608'than'in 2006. .There were, -of the

. petitioning, for mingr party cangldates,'ncpe

succeeded-either time.
Now, if two of the primary goals of this program
enunciated when it was. put into effect was to increase

voter choice and increase electoral competition, that

hasn't happened. That has -not happened. This
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program, and I don't reflect at all -- I don't mean to

reflect on the people who administer it. From my
experience, it's been well administered. The program,

however, is a failure. It is a failure. )

If this isn't a failure, ask yourself what would
be a success? If this doesn't prove a failure, what
would prove a failure? I understand that this program
could be continued on the expectation that in years to
come, there might be greater competition, fewer
uncontested seats and that would prove its
effectiveness, but you know fhey -- there is
something, a common wisdom about people who do the
same thing over and over again and expect a different
result. Well, I think that applies here. We've got a
comparison in 2006 and 2008 and there's not one
element of those results that suggests that this
program accomplished' what it intended to accomplish.

Now, there are some, what I would call, anecdotal
reports, people running who wouldn't have run
otherwise. And there was a number quoted by the
distinguished chairman of the Government
Administration and Elections Committee of the number

of women that were in this time. But the probative

value of that is, at the least, very suspect. How
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would we know how many of those women took public
campaign financing? How many of them actually ran who
would not have run otherwise? How many of them won?

All of those things we have to know if we were
going to attach any conclusion to the fact that more
women ran then ran before.

It's interesting that we are and remain in the
vanguard of public campaign financing. We were one of
only three states several years ago when this was put
into affect. Well, maybe that should tell us
something. Maybe that should tell us something.

Everyone -- every state, 50 states in the union
would have this option, presumably, and only three
have done it. Mr. Speaker, and again, I make no -- I
cast aspersions on the people who administer this
program. I think that the chairman and his staff have
done a pretty good job. They've done what we've asked
them to. They did it thoroughly. So we should put
faith in the results and the results are failure. The
results are that we are spending 60 plus million
dollars of the people's money to finance political
campaigns, some of which are even uncontested. You
can get a grant even though you don't have an

opponent. You can get a grant with no opponent. You
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could get a grant to run against yourself.

In this time of crisis particularly, when we
cannot afford even noble experiments, this is an
experiment that we already have the results for and
that is this is not worth it, it has not proven of any
value, is taking money from vitally needed programs
and it should be ended. Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I
urge adoption of this amendment. Thank you, sir.
DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Thank you, sir, for your remarks.

Will you remark further House Amendment Schedule
A? The Representative from the 131st District,
Representative Labriola, you have the floor, sir.
REP. LABRIOLA (131lst):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I rise in support of
this amendment because it would send a great
opportunity for us to save money, over $60 million.
And beéause the people of Connecticut do not support
the public financing of political campaigns. It is,
as my colleague Representative Hetherington pointed
out, it has been a complete and total failure, this
program, and it will continue to be a failure.

I've never had anybody come up to me and say, I'm

so glad that we, the taxpayers, are paying for
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political campaigns. And wait till they find out next
yéar that the-statewide offices are going to be funded

through taxpayer money. Wait till we see the outrage.

o

Almost evéry siane person that.i'ye-talked to who
'finds.oﬁt thqt_theip taxpayer money is paying fof
campaigns is revolted. ?héyfre outraged.

énd as an examp;é-of one of the great Americans
~who in Eommenfiné on public financing of caméaigns,
this greatfﬁme#icaﬂs said, to compel a man éo furnish
contribﬁtiohs of money for the propagétiph of '
opinions,'whidh:he disbelieves and abﬁors! is sinful
and'tyra;nicall The .person who said that was Thomas
Jefferson when'he was asked about public financing of
cgmpaiqhs. It's a té;r;ble idea.

For gll those.réésonsJ I support this amendment
.because it's-a great.oppor£unity'for us to.save money
-ana what is probably thé'worst fiscal crisis that
Qé]yglfac§q-in 30, 40 years. We can save money and we
can send Fhis-failure of a system where it belongs,

g into oblivion. Tﬂapk you.
-DEPUTY.SPEAKéR McéLUSKEY}
Thank you for your remafks.

Will you remark further House Amendmént Schedule

A? The honorable gentleman from the 94th District of
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the'Represehfative Holder-Winfield, you have the

floor, sir.

REP. WINFIELD (94th):.

e

Thank'yoﬁ; Mr. Speaker. I rise in opposition to
this ameqdment;, I heard talk about there were
anecdotes aboﬁt, maybe, some people might not have run
or might have run -- might or might not have run,
depen@ing.pn_whethgr the system was in place.

T wouiq not-have run if the system were not in
place and I wpuld not have been hére so there are
actually people who are in this chamber.who would not
be here, but for this system.

I heard talk about money the belongs to the

citizens of the state. Well, so does the government

of the state.. That's what the system is about. We

can talk aﬁout whaf pebple talked aboﬁt in 2005, but
really what this system is about is bringing the
government back to thé people.

If youlre goipé to-opgrate_under this system,
you're going to-have'to go o;t and talk to the people
in your district. Ngw, I heard someone say that
people are appalled. Well, we all have individual
experiences and in my district, people weren't

appalled. They were happy.
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There was a challenge, finally. And the person
who used -- the people who used the system battled
each other and the unexpected happened. The outsider
‘won. This is not a system that's a failure. We can't
even determine that yet.

We had one singular event happen. A singular set
of elections happen and we've already determined this
to be a failure. 1I've never seen a scientific
experiment where we know after one test that the
experiment is a failure.

Someone said that we do the same thing over and
over and expect different results. I wish we did do
the same thing over and over. We've done at one time
so I rise in opposition to this, because it seems to
me that we've done a positive thing here by opening up
government to the citizens and not just the people
sitting in this chamber. Thank you.

DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Thank you, sir, for your remarks.

, Will you remark further on House Amendment
Schedule A? The honorable gentleman from Shelton,
Representative Perillo, you have the floor, sir.
REP. PERILLO (113th):

Mr. Speaker, good afternoon and thank you very
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much. I rise in support of the gentleman's amendment
here today and quite frankly, this is a very simple
thing. This is about choices. This is about
'pfiorifies_aﬂa we're faced with those choices here
during this budget process and this makes perfect
sense.

This is about, do we take the money that we have,
and it's not our money as was pointed out, do we take
that money, do we buy books? Do we fund libraries or
do we buy buttons? Do we buy balloons? This is about
whether we're going to make phoné calls or we're going
to make sure people have the pharmaceuticals they need
to stay healthy.

It's about signs with our pictures on them, with
our names on them, urging people to vote for us, or
it's about seniors, and whether we're going to give
them the help that they need. This is about choices.
The choices are as here, and I thank those individuals
and I thank the proponent of the amendment for
standing up and saying, you know what? The Emperor
has got no clothes. Because that's the truth.

More uncontested races in '08 than in '06, this
is not a winner and I respect the gentleman saying

that one race does not determine the outcome here and
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does not necessarily give us license to say that this
is a failure, but neither does it give us license to
say that it's a success. This is about choices. This
'is about buying in our campaign collateral and our
balloons and the little footballs with people's names
on them that we get out of high school football games.
Or it's about helping the people who need the help and
the choice to be is very, very clear and I support the
amendment today. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Thank you, sir, for your remarks.

Will you remark further House Amendment Schedule
A? The honorable gentleman for the 51st District,
Representative Johnston, you have the floor, sir.

REP. JOHNSTON (51st):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, first of
all, I want to thank the Chair for allowing the debate
to be considered germane and to allow us to talk about
this.

I can remember when campaign finance was first
passed in this building and we received a thick
document, about an inch thick, about 12 minutes to
midnight on closing night. And I voted no that night,

Mr. Speaker, because I had absolutely no ability to
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read and comprehend that bill in 12 minutes, a bill
that had been kicking around for about six months.

And in hindsight, over the weeks and months
féllowfﬁg that &ofe, I was hapby I did because in an
effort that we've talked about as campaign finance
reform and leveling a playing field and letting that
playing field be about ideas and voices and two voices
competing versus two people -- for competing -- for
money, I found out that there was some loopholes in
that bill and one of those loopholes that I always
thought was very distasteful.was after you qualify for
public financing and you have an opponent, that a
leadership PAC, and that would be our leadership in
this House or the leadership and the Senate can then
use money that they've raised and fund that person's
campaign in in-kind contributions, I believe in the
House up to $3500.

So in the same process we say there's going to be
an exactly equal playing field so that it's not going
to be about who raises more money, it's going to be
about whose idea is more important. But then after we
did that, we allow leadership to come_in and say it's
not just about equal dollars because we're going to

provide in-kind contributions if we think this
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candidate is the right candidate.

To me, Mr. Speaker, this debate right now isn't
as much about the success or not success of the
campaign -- public campaign finance system we've put
in place. 1It's a question about some priorities and
it is a question about money we're going to do with
money whether we call it taxpayer dollars, I think
probably a better description and I think what
Representative Mazurek was trying to go -- it's the
public's money. Whether you call it taxpayer money or
not, it's the public money.

Mr. Speaker, I wanted to commend Representative
Mazurek for breaking the rules today. We have
unwritten rules in this chamber that if you belong to
a party and that party is producing a document, that
you shall not bring forth an amendment that isn't of
their viewpoint.

And I think that was gutsy of Representative
Mazurek. I think on behalf of the citizens of the
state of Connecticut, he was willing to step out of
that box and he was willing to say there's an awful
lot of public money to the tune of about $60 million
that we are making a conscious choice today, do we

want to spend that campaigns or do we want to spend it
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in a different fashionu And I think that's a

'éourageous thing to put-before us today.

‘And I would ask everyone in fhg chamber to

o

probably step-out of their box for a moment because we
are not going to come to any sort of a budget

agreement in the weeks:-and months to come-by

-retredting to our. side of the playground-or our end of

~ the sandbox. Clearly, we're going to have to step out

of'fhat box. We're goiﬁg to have to.consider'things
that may be in a differeﬁt e;onomic climate we
wouldn't waﬁt to consider.

Thislis a fai; aﬁendment. This séys that there
is a pot 6f'honey that is going to go to financing of
candidates and of tﬁeir campaigns, and maybe should be
better spent. in different fashion. .

Mr. épeaker, i stapd in stfong supbort §f this
amendment apd think it will be a small step and a
small pieée of helping us to craft a document that
works better for thé people of Connecticut.

DEPbTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:
¥ Thank you, sir, for your remarks.

Will you remark further on House A? The dean of

the Bridgeport delegation, Représentative Chrié

Caruso, you have the floor, sir.
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REP. CARUSO (126th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I'm sure it's of no
surprise to the members of the chamber that I rise in
strong opposition to this amendment. And there is a
clear choice here today. The choice is whether or not
we want to increase access for average citizens who
wish to enter the electoral process, called democracy,
or whether through this amendment do we wish to
increase the access of special interests, their
supporters, and do we want to bring back the days of
corruption, favoriﬁism, contracts and privatization of
state services that were granted to individuals who
funded the campaigns of candidates throughout this
state?

It's a very clear choice today. It's not about
taxes because as the esteemed Chair of the GAE
Committee questioned the proponent of the amendment,
this is not a tax increase. When we created this
legislation, we were very clear that when we did not
want to increase the sales tax or the income tax to
show a burden on the citizens of this state. We
looked instead at the unclaimed property which is
abandoned property, that an individual who has a

checking account after three years, chooses not to
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transact and that account anymoré and it's abandoned,
and that money is being used to fund the election --
the elections fund for this state.

'So it's not about taxes. And the suggestion that
this money would be used for other programs such as
social.programs and assisting the elderly -- I've been
in this building for 20 years and I haven't seen money
spent when it's supposed to be on a particular item
being spent on programs for young people or the
elderly or other groups like that. I think is a false
statement, but what this program has done is it has
increased access for average citizens. We've had
almost a twofold increase within the primaries within
our cities.

An average person who wants to be in elected
office under the old system, which this amendment
would bring us back to, would not have the opportunity
because it such a daunting task to raise money to
challenge an incumbent. This provided an opportunity
within our cities for individuals who wished to get
involved could do so. It did not -- and I want to
underscore, it did not take away the ability of an
incumbent to wage a campaign. And only allowed

individuals to access the elections fund.
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As a matter-of-fact, and one district in the
state that I think the poster child of this entire
program was a young woman who was a single mother, she
"worked two jobs and she ran against an incumbent in
this chamber. I'm not going to mention the name. She
almost won. She lost by 50 votes. Just think, if she
didn't have access to a program to receive funding to
run the campaign, she probably would have been blown
away because the incumbent would have clear access,
influenced by people in this building who would fund
their campaign. ' That's what this is about today.

So it's a clear choice. We've see more women get
involved in the process because of that. Ladies and
gentlemen, democracy does not own -- is not owned by
the people in this building or in the state Senate orx
in the Governor's office. It is owned by the people
of this state and any time that they wish to run for
office, they should have the opportunity to do that
and this fund helps in doing that.

There's been talk about bumper stickers and other
things of that nature. No candidate is required to
spend the money on bumper stickers. No candidate is
required to spend the money on back scratchers. If

that's how you choose to spend the money, that's your
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problem. Is not the problem of the election fund. It
is not the problem of this legislation. The money is
supposed to be used in contacting voters, being able

“to ééﬂd-impoftant fliers out to let them know of ybﬁf—
positions, and because of this fund it gives you more

access to your constituents.

No longer do you have to stay on the phone for 14
hours trying to raise money from those people that
later will tap on your shoulder and say I have this
great piece of legislation, will you support it?
Instead what you caﬁ do is you can go out and hold a
debate with your opponent. You can go door to door.
You can have a clear debate on the issues important to
that district and to this state. That's what this
legislation provides.

I hope I don't have to remind people of the bad
old days in the state when we have a governor that was
hauled into jail. When I had contracts, privatization
contracts, that cost the taxpayers millions of
dollars, not only initial millions of dollars to
activate those contracts, but millions of more dollars
to clean up the mess that was created by special

interests and influences that got into this

government.
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So when you say about the cost to the taxpayer's,
how about the corruption that costs the taxpayers
millions of dollars because of the activities in this
-s£ate? This ameﬂdﬁeﬁt_ﬁill gend us-back fo that
process again.

That old system that's being advocated in this
amendment. There was a candidate in this chamber, who
had no opposition and received over $47,000 in his
election fund under the old system from special
interests, $47,000 had nothing to do -- had no way of
running an election. There was ﬂo opponent against
that individual. That's the difference here, ladies
and gentlemen. With this process a citizen can give
anywhere from $5 to $100. They are participating in
their democracy. They are funding a candidate that
they believe in. They are getting a candidate an
opportunity to run for office.

We've had more freshmen winning this year than in
past years and for those who say that this was a
complete failure. Please. That's insulting for over
20 years, where advocates and individuals worked in
this chamber and in the Senate to pass this
legislation. It was not a failure. Even if only one

citizen ran and won, in this particular case, we had
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incumbents in this chamber lose to a challenger who
was able to access that money under the elections

fund, then. it was a success.

Again, we-aslincumbents do not own this

government. That was my'argument back in 2006. We

don't own it. And the only wéy we can lift" the
stranglehold on the system is to allow people to run
for office that bglief.in running for office for the
right things. I would ask this chamber not to go down
the road of supporting this amendment, 'to bring us
back to the ad book program for $250, to bring us back
Ito various 1nterest groups fundlng campaigns.

And has it.had a success? I think it has so far.
There has been a number of pieces of legislation that
had been passed during this session alone that had not
been passed for years that I have been in the General
Assembly.

So we have seen change. - And I would ask.this
.chamber to please oppose this amendmeht, allaw this
system to continue and let's see how it works for the
guberpatorial race. ﬁhat could be better for the
citizens of this state than to have a series of
candidates running for governor, all having the

ability and the financial ability to discuss the



010726

hl/rgd/mb : 137
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES June 26, 2009

issues of the day for this state? What could be
better than citizens having public debates and seeing

the various candidates in action and those candidates

not having to'sgt on the phone aﬁd raise the money?

We saw four years ago, or three years ago now,
with the race for governor, after a very contested
Democratic primary, the candidate came to run for
governor, but lacked the financial support in order to
do it, couldn't raise the necessary funds which gave
an advantage to the incumbent and locked out and
blocked out accesg to the people to have a real choice
in who they wanted to elect for governor.

Just think, in 2010, every individual who wants
to run for governor, meets the necessary threshold --
small contributions from individuals across this state
will then have the opportunity to speak about the
issues of the day, including this fiscal crisis in the
state.

They will not only hear from one candidate any
more, but they'll have a series of candidates to
discuss the issue. What better than to have access
and informed government? This amendment would destroy
informed government. This amendment would destroy

good government. This amendment would stop access by
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people to run for the office and these seats. 1 would
ask you to vote against this amendment. Thank you,
Mr. Speaker

_DEPUTY SPEAKER MCCLUSKEY

Thank you, sir, for your remarks. Will you
remark further? Our honorable Deputy Minority Leader
from Plymouth, Representative Hamzy, you have the
floor, sir.

REP. HAMZY (78th):

Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. It probably
comes as no surprise-I speak in strong support of this
amendment.

I just want to lay out a few facts. Just as it's
a fair statement to say that this program cannot be
considered a failure in this state, I think it would
also be fair to say you can't call this program a
success. But what we can do is we can look at the
effectiveness of the program in the states that have
had this taxpayer financing since 2000, in Maine and
Arizona.

If you look a£ the facts there have been no
material change in voter turnout since this program
was enacted in 2000 in Maine and Arizona. There's

been no material increase in competitive races since
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2000 in Maine and Arizona.

So when the description of this program is called
a failure, I think it's accurate to do so based on ten
years of experience in éh;sé t@g-éfétes. I think
fundamentally, what this debate comes down to is we
have $61 million available to either spent on campaign
signs, bumper stickers, back scratchers, or campaign
paraphernalia, or we have $61 million to meet the
needs of the people of this state who need assistance
in this state.

I think that's what it comes down to. Whether.
the program is funded by taxpayer money or unclaimed
property, it still goes -- it still is available to be
used in a manner that we determine that money is best
used. And I could only conclude that that money is
better used to help the people that need help and then
fund political campaigns.

That's what this debate is about. That's what
this amendment is about and I would urge support of
the amendment. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:
Thank you, sir, for your remarks.
Will you remark further on House A? The

honorable gentleman from Southbury, Representative
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O'Neill, you have the floor, sir.
REP. O'NEILL (69th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I hadn't really planned

£o speak on this émendméht. I hear hény people séy
that about many amendments and then what happens is
somebody else say something that prompts you to feel
the need to say something yourself.

A little earlier a speaker on this amendment had
said, what could be better for the people of this
state than having more candidates competing in
elections. And I would suppose thét what I think
. would be better for the people of the state of
Connecticut is to have a legislature that passes a
budget within the regular session of the mandated time
of the Constitution of the State of Cénnecticut. I
think that would be better than having more candidates
running in primaries across the state of Connecticut.

I think that what we have dohe now -- this is the
second year in a row that we have failed to pass a
budget. That's what I really here to talk about and
this is almost a kind of a sideshow discussion,
although I think it's an important one and we're
having an interesting discussion about campaign

finance, something near and dear to the hearts of
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politicians. I'm not sure how many people watching
this on television really care that much whether it's
considered a failure or a success, but it's something

that we like to talk about.

The $61 million is in the form of escheats. No,
it's not a tax that people pay, but it's money that
comes to the state year in, year out. I remember
having a debate here 20 years ago when there was a
decision made to increase the amount of escheating,
lower the number of years and covered -- have escheats
cover travelerg checks back in 1989 as a way to
balance the budget. It was an extra $10 million that
was going to be picked up just by covering travelers
checks and it was an important part of the finance
package of the revenue estimates to count those
escheats towards our budget and our revenue stream in
order to pay for spending.

So whether that money is a tax dollar or it's
collected by taking money out of bank accounts or from
people who have travelers checks and sending it off to
the state, it is money that comes from the citizens of
the state of Connecticut, ends up in the general fund

coffers and is available to be used in place of tax

dollars, even if they may not be tax dollars
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themselves.

So to try to draw this.really'cleér distinction-

and say that somehow this is different‘money, that it

comes froﬁ somebody else and no£ from the people of
the state.of Connecticut, I think is not really a fair
characterization of it.

Now, -I am one, unlike, I think, most of the
-previous speake%s;_the people were against the-
~ amendment are the beople who voted and advocated in
favor of the briginal.legislation. The people who are
in favér-qf the améhdment, I think, have all
identified themselves to the extent that they were
here when this-amendment -- the legislation was
adopted is people wﬁo opposed it then, posted now and
are very to have done so. -

I am one who supﬁortgd the -- this kind sf
legislation, at least in one or two versions of it. I
opposed it in one or two versions of it as we went
along. I think_it is a worthwhile exberiment. I
don't know that we can declare it a failure although I
think .that having a“few more primaries in a few places
o? having somewhat of an increase in the number of
candidates of one gender versus the other is not

necessarily proof.that it's a success either.



010732

hl/rgd/mb : 143.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES June 26, 2009

As I look over the assembly, I noticed that the
party that was the majority party before campaign
finance reform was adopted is still the majority.
Ffom my persﬁééfivé;—lmg;eés, I-would consider it a
smashing success if the outcome had been different in
that regard. 1If the minority party has become the
majority party, thereby proving that the only reason
why Republicans were losing elections was we didn't
have enough money to run competitive campaigns, but
that's not how it worked out.

So far as I.can tell, there isn't a really
significant change in the composition of the General
Assembly. Most of the incumbents who ran for
reelection got reelected. Most of the people who
replaced incumbents were a lot like the people that
they replaced.

And it's not like there's been a tremendous
change, where all the lawyers have been replaced by
truck drivers, or all of the people who were
previously holding various positions in state
government have been replaced by people significantly
different in terms of their demographic, economic, or
otherwise backgrounds.

This is an interesting concept. It is one, as I
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said, that I have supported in the past. And if we
had the money to keep on doing it, I would probably

oppose this amendment because it might be a good thing

to see how ié-wéuld work ouf in a gubefnatéfiél-
election, but the fact is that we are desperately
short of money. We are facing a multibillion-dollar
budget deficit. We're talking -- I think in the last
number I heard was something on the order of $10
billion.

Just to handle the bill that's before us as
amended b; Senate A, we're talking about borrowing
well in excess of a billion dollars. We're talking --
these are short-term. This is not the normal
long-term borrowing we do to build bridges and things.
This is short-term borrowing to cover the deficit.
Every time we borrow a dollar that way, we pay a lot
of interest and we have to repay that money to people
with interest.

Mr. Speaker, I think that whatever the merits of
the program, and I think that they have potentially
some, that's why I supported it, I don't think you can
say it has rooted out corruption. In fact, as a
result of this program, there was a state Senator who

ended up having to be involved in an investigation,
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had to pay a substantial fine and is the target
perhaps of another investigation by the Senate, or at
least there's calls for that up in the Senate right

' - -_ﬁéw —;-direétly éé é fésﬂlf 6f this program and his
failure to comply with the program's requirements.

On a point about whether or not the issues of
corruption that we face to the previous Governor's
administration were a result of campaign finance
issues, we held a $6 million investigation. I
cochaired the Committee of Inquiry that investigated
former Gove?nor Rowland and as far as we could téll,

‘ there was no evidence that Governor Rowland's
corruptions and there were many, had anything to do
with public or with campaign finances or with campaign
contributions.

His corruption came from gifts that he was given
by people who wanted to do business with the State of
Connecticut, trips to Florida, trips to Las Vegas,
things like that. Stays in hotels, hearth stones, and
hot water heaters, and gutters for his cottage and
that sort of thing.

There was no evidence that campaign contributions
played any role in the corruptions that were revealed

by the investigation, either of the federal government
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or by the Committee of Inquiry that I was the cochair.

So I think you say that somehow campaign-finance

reform is removing corruption of that sort from the
sfate éé&efnmenf,-i fhiﬁk; agéin, is miéieading to the
people.

If you go back and look at the record there's no
record of campaign finance issues being a source of
corruption in Governor Rowland's administration. And,
in fact, in another episode involving a State Senator
who pled guilty to corruption charges, that Senator
was no£ as far as I could tell, involved in

. campaign-finance corruption. He got a simple,
straight, old-fashioned bribe. Had nothing to do with
taking money as part of the campaign.

So whether it's the governor, or a Senator, one
party or the other, as far as I can tell, the major
corruption scandals that we have faced in the state of
Connecticut have had nothing to do with campaign
finance issues. Potentially, they are out there, but
we haven't found them yet.

Again, I think that given the financial straits
we are in, even as someone who has had at times and
depending on exactly the configuration of the program,

. a willingness to support this, today, I think, we have



010736

hl/rgd/mb : 147
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES June 26, 2009

to recognize that we need the money for other programs
that we have to, as politicians, make this sacrifice.
Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

6EPUTY-éPEAKEé“MéCLﬁSKEY:

Thank you, sir, for your remarks. Will you
remark further? The honorable gentleman from
Waterpury, Representative D'Amelio, you have the
floor, sir.

REP. D'AMELIO (71st):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of the amendment befére us. You know,
ladies and gentlemen, there isn't a day that goes by
that I don't speak to someone in my district that is
facing financial hardships, real hardships,
foreclosure of their homes, loss of jobs, not know
what they're going to do to pay the CL&P bill, trying
to work out deals with banks so that they don't end up
in the street.

And he we are debating a bill, in my opinion, is
a no-brainer. It's $60 million that could be spent on
the citizens of this state that need it. You know, I
thought of this past election cycle, but I was given
$30,000 grant as many of us were given to run for

reelection. That was one of the few times in my
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career that I had.that much money to spend on a

‘campaign. I don't think it's justifiable.

You know, fhe'corfuption as my good friend from

)

Southbufy.juét alluded to, if people are corrupt,
they're going'to be corrupt. This new system is not

going to change that. The amendment before us talks

‘about spécial-interest. We're keebing that

specia;rintereét money out of our campaigns. You
know, mahy:of us were elected before this new process
was ﬁut in plqcef We're not~corrupt people. We've
run our campaigns.. |

When i'was first involved, I had no idea of

. lobbyists contributing this and that. That's not what

I was.looking for. I ran a good'clean campaign my
first time out. The special-interest dollars didn't
mean anything to be. They're not a ;trong influence
on me and many of my coileagues here. 'We'fe not up
here to QO the wofk of special interests. We're up
hére to AO the work of oﬁr constituents, and as long.
as-we keep doing ﬁhat, we'li be reelectedlbver and
over agéin. It's when we stop represeﬂting our
constituents, that's what we're going to get into
tfqublé: But.ladies and gentlemen, now is not the

time to continue this program.
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People out there are suffering. We have lost
over 50,000 jobs in the state of Connecticut since
January 1. People need relief and this is a small
_étep in prd§idiﬁg"thaf relief. So I urdé évefyone
please consider this amendment -- bill. Thank you.
DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Thank you, sir, for your remarks. Will you
remark further on House Amendment Schedule A? The
honorable gentleman from North Branford,
Representative Candelora, you have the floor, sir.
REP. CANDELORA (86th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. BAnd I didn't plan on
speaking either, but I'd like to align my comments

with Representative O'Neill.

9

to

I think the debate today isn't so much about the

merits of the program, but the debate really should be

about prioritization. In a vacuum, we certainly could

have the debate of the merits of whether or not we

should be funding our elections, but the reality is we

don't have the resources in Connecticut to fund the

programs that we need to fund.

We've had too many constituents that have already

contacted us and e-mailed us and given their personal

stories of how they are affected as a result of the
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budget crunch. And I just generally have a problem
with standing here, attempting to help sustain the
funding of our own campaigns.

) I—fhink"ReéEésenfa£i§e Cafusd-réiséa somé dreét
issues, but I think we can still address those
concerns and not have the government fund campaigns.
What is ethical in making things ethical doesn't
necessarily cost money. It just costs some common
sense. Leaving some of the laws we have in place like
keeping the separation from lobbyists' influence over
tﬁe process.

But I think what we really need to do here today
is look at this vote as a vote of priorities. Are we
willing to cut our HUSKY program in exchange for
saving our citizens election campaign financing? I
think that's the question that we all should be asking
ourselves when we take this vote today.

And I would agree that what is in the best
interest for the state of Connecticut is for us to sit
down, discipline ourselves, cut spending, and come up
with a bipartisan budget. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Thank you, sir, for your remarks.

Will you remark further? The honorable gentleman

010739
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from Bethel, Representative Bartlett, you have the
floor, sir.
REP. BARTLETT (2nd):

Thank—you,_M}._ébeékéf._ I want to thank the
Representative for bringing the amendment forward in
the sense that it gets a discussion going. My hope is
that going forward that we can find a middle ground.
I think both sides are too far, that we shouldn't be
spending necessarily $60 million in our budget for
this. At the same time, I don't advocate totally
going back to ground zero, that there haé to be a
figure somewhere in the middle.

Perhaps, we can't fund every constitutional
office. I do think we should go forward and I
encourage leadership to seek out that compromise.
Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Thank you, sir, for your remarks.

Will you remark further? The gentle lady from
Monroe, Representative Hovey have you have the floor,
madam.

REP. HOVEY (112th):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, through

you, a couple of questions to the proponent of the
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DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Representative Mazurek, please prepare yourself.

_Please_éahtinué,wﬁadam.
REP. HOVEY (112th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, through you
to the good Representative, I apologize for not being
intimate with this document, but it is 55 pages long
in an amendment, sir.

So -- and a previous speaker confused me. So for
verification purposes, through you, Mr. Speaker, will
ad books be allowed in your amendment? Through you,
Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Representative Mazurek.
REP. MAZUREK (80th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and through you to the
good Representative, yes. They would just like they
were in 2006.

DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:
Representative Hovey.
REP. HOVEY (112th):
Thank you, sir. And so in those ad books, those

would be local businesses and individuals who would be
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able to take ads. Could please tell me, sir, what the
maximum amount would be for placing that in that ad
book? And also through you, Mr. Speaker, would
lobbyists be able to take out ads? Througﬁ you, Mr.
Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Representative Mazurek.
REP. MAZUREK (80th):

Thank you. To the good Representative, no.
Lobbyists would not be able to take out ads. I don't
believe under the 2606 laws, Representative Hovey,
that individuals can take out ads either. I believe
it's strictly limited to businesses.

For example, Coca-Cola company decides they want
to take out an advertisement for their 10,000
employees, they can take out a $200 ad in your ad
book.

DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Representative Hovey.
REP. HOVEY (112th):

Thank you, sir. For clarification again, then,
sir, the maximum amount of contribution for an ad
would be $200. Am I correct? Through you, Mr.

Speaker.
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DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:
Representative Mazurek.
REP. MAZUREK (80th):

B - 'Thank you, Mr. Speaker. -My fééoiléétion of thé
2006 statutes, again, my intention Representative
Hovey is to return to the system that we had in place
prior to 2006, which I think served us well for years
and years. My recollection of that system was it
would allow a $200 ad per your two year cycle, your
campaign, to -- it's not like they been taken an ad
out in your ad book 5nce a month because you're

. holding a fundraising event. You would have to have
an ad book, in association with a fundraising event
and they're allowed a one shot ad during the election
cycle of $200. Through you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Representative Hovey.
REP. HOVEY (112th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And Mr. Speaker, through
you to the good gentleman, what would the maximum
amount of contribution be for an individual? Through
you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

. Representative Mazurek.
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REP. MAZUREK (80th):

I'm sorry. Through you, Mr. Speaker, I didn't
hear the question because my good friend from Meriden
was informing me, its 250 for an ad not 200.

Through you, Mr. Speaker, if she could again,
give me the question.

DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:
Representative Hovey, would you please repeat

your question.

REP. HOVEY (112th):

Of course. Through you, Mr. Speaker, what would

the maximum amount of contribution be from an
individual? Through you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:
Representative Mazurek.
REP. MAZUREK (80th):

I believe that's 250, Representative Hovey.
That's what confused me as I thought an ad book was
slightly different, but perhaps they're both the same
$250 figure, which by the way is the same figure that
we have in place right now from an individual under
the public financing system if you decide to opt out
of the system.

DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

010744



010745

hl/rgd/mb . 156
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES June 26, 2009

Representative Hovey.
REP. HOVEY (112th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, previously
_'a-geﬁtlépé}soﬁ spoké about the ideé about éoméoﬁe not
needing to make phone calls under the present program
because they would have more time to actually be out
there campaigning and doing different things for their
campaign.

And in my mind, Mr. Speaker, phone calls, walking
your neighborhoods, shaking hands, speaking to your
businesses is what we should all Ee always all about
when it comes to providing our constituency services.
So I thank the good gentleman for his answers to my
questions.

For me, this particular issue has nothing to do
with failure or success of this program. It has to do
with whether or not we can afford it. And in these
dire times, where we have constituents who are losing
jobs, losing their homes, it would seem to me that the
monies that are left in these savings accounts and
checking accounts would be better served to be given
back to those individuals.

And that we might actually put more of our time

and attention into encouraging the facilities that
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house this money to actually get out there and get it
back to them. And in my district, I think people are
shaking the moths out of their mattresses, trying to
find éveiy dime iﬁey can. Because I have a lot of
people who were making a fair -- fairly large amount
of money and now are making very little and their
lifestyle have drastically changed.

So in my mind, our lifestyle as campaigners, as
politicians, although I don't view myself as a
politician. I am a public servant. And so in doing
that, I believe we need.to be shaking our mattresses
to find every dime. And this is one place where we
could be finding that money. And you know, sir?
Every time I make a phone call, every time I walk,
every time I visit a business, and someone has a
conversation with me, and they approve of what I'm
doing or are encouraging of what I'm doing, whether
it's a dollar, a hundred dollars or $250, I am doing
constituent service. Thank you, sir.

DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Thank you, madam, for your remarks.

Will you remark further? The honorable gentleman
from Waterbury, Representative Noujaim, you have the

floor, sir.
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REP. NOUJAIM (74th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Good afternoon,

Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, when this bill came before
uﬁ_for_céﬁpéigﬁ'finance.as a féw years ago, I voted ho_
on it for the simple reason that I had -- did not have
an opportunity to read the bill that came before us.

I remember it came in like about one inch thick,
about ten minutes before midnight and if there is
anything that I do not understand, I normally would
vote no on it, just for the simple reason that it's
not féir to vote yes on something that you.do not
understand.

So I did vote no‘on it and obviously, all of us,
the bill passed and we participated in this process,
most of us, if I may say. But through you, Mr.
Speaker, I do have a question or two to propose to the
proponent of the amendment. Through you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Representative Mazurek, please prepare yourself.

Representative Noujaim, you have the floor.
Continue.

REP. NOUJAIM (74th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and through you, Mr.

Speaker, I would like to ask Representative Mazurek if
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he has an idea about the total costs that were
associated with this program in the primaries of 2008.
Through you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Representative Mazurek.
REP. MAZUREK (80th):

Through you, Mr. Speaker, I believe that the
figure that I read or saw quoted somewhere was
somewhere along the lines of $9.6 million, sir,
through you.

DEPUTY SPEAKER MCC.LUSKEY :

Representative Noujaim.
REP. NOUJAIM (74th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker and through you, Mr.
Speaker, if $9.6 million were spent on primaries in
the summer of '08, does the good Representative know
how much money was spent on the general election of
2008? Through you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Representative Mazurek.
REP. MAZUREK (80th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And to the good
Representative from Waterbury, I did give you some

misinformation. I believe the total amount that was
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spent on the -- from the citizens elections fund for

the 2008 campaigns was 9.6 million. I do not know how
much of that was spent on primaries. Through you, Mr.
Speaker. )
DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Representative Noujaim.
REP. NOUJAIM (74th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker and through you, Mr.
Speaker, in the year 2010, when we have the functional
officers also participated, all the way from the
Governor down to evéry State Representative, would be
good Representative know the potential costs
associated with this program in 2010? Through you,
Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Representative Mazurek.
REP. MAZUREK (80th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and through you to the
Representative, the fiscal note on this amendment in
eliminating the Citizens Election Program, according
to OFA would return $43 million this year with an $18
million expected to be deposited next year for a total

of $61 million effective July 1, 2009. Through you,

Mr. Speaker.



010750

hl/rgd/mb , 161
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES June 26, 2009

DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Representative Noujaim.
REP. NOUJAIM (74th):

Thank you, Mr. Speéker and tﬁrohéh_§od: Mr.
Speaker to the good Representative, is this money,
this anticipated $61 million already deposited in a
bank account? Is it located to this campaign in 2010
or it's money that we think is going to come from
someplace for the election next year? Through you,
Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Representative Mazurek.
REP. MAZUREK (80th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And through you, OFA has
reported that there's $43 million in the fund and
slated to have 18 million more added through the
legislation that was passed in 2005 to establish the
Citizens Elections Fund. Through you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Representative Noujaim.

REP. NOUJAIM (74th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and through you, Mr.

Speaker to the good Representative, where is this

money coming from? I know that it's coming through
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legislation. 1Is it coming through an amount that we
know is coming that has already been understood,
designated, or we have no idea -- where is the money
cominé from? To IMS.
DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Representative Mazurek.
REP. MAZUREK (80th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I believe that you're
referring to the $18 million. Where's that coming
from? Through you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLﬁSKEY:
Representative Noujaim.
REP. NOUJAIM (74th):

He's so smart. Yes, that is correct,

Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:
Representative Mazurek.

REP. MAZUREK (80th):

Thank you. Through you, Mr. Speaker, and to the
Representative from Waterbury, thank you for the
compliment. In my opinion, in my mind, it's taxpayer
money. If we make the deposit as required into the
Citizens Election Fund, its taxpayer money going in

there.
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Now, did it come from reclaimed properties? Did
it come from the general fund? It's money that is due
to be deposited in that account according to the
législétibﬁ.“_Throhdh“you,_Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Representative Noujaim.
REP. NOUJAIM (74th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker and through you, Mr.
Speaker, so if this money is going to be coming from
taxpayers' dollars, would this be an assumption that
we may have to raise taxes on working peoble of the
state of Connecticut to be able to reap that money?
Through you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Representative Mazurek.
REP. MAZUREK (80th):

Mr. Speaker, through you, there is no question
that we're going to have to raise taxes on the people
of the state of Connecticut. We've already seen some
of the measures that we've had to put in place to
mitigate the budget deficits that have occurred during
the 2008/2009 cycle.

We heard Representative Kirkley-Bey from Hartford

speak about the rising bus fees that are being charged
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and I think there's no question were going to have to
raise taxes. The question is how far are we going to
raise taxes or by how much are we going to raise taxes
" before we end up with a balanced Budgeﬁé Thfough yéu;
Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Representative Noujaim.
REP. NOUJAIM (74th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, if you
would allow me, through your consideration,

Mr. Speaker, there are.a couple comments that I would
like to make about this program. Obviously, this
program has been in effect now for about two, three
years. And nothing is perfect.

No program is perfect. Whether this amendment
passes or the amendment does not pass, I hope the
responsible parties who will be addressing this issue
and addressing this program in the future, if it
remains intact, Mr. Speaker, I would like to call to
their attention a couple issues that are very
important, a couple stories that are very important.

The first story is this program can allow funds

to go throughout the state of Connecticut which means

if somebody who is, lets say, a liberal Democrat in
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the city of Waterbury and I'm using only as an
example, his or her money may very well go into
funding a campaign -- I mean his or her own
taxpayers' dollars ﬁay very well fund.a campaign for
somebody who is a conservative Republican in New
London per se.

And that's the thing about this program that you
don't know how the money is being allocated and where
the money is going and how it is going to be spent.
It's an issue that I think I would like it to be

addressed in the future and be talked about.

The other issue which is a personal story of mine

and I would like to highlight it, this year I
introduced a bill to make some changes in the program
and unfortunately, the bill that I introduced did not
go through the process and did not become law.

But I'll tell you the story that I have,
Mr. Speaker. Opposing me in this past election in
2008, November 2008, was-a member of a minor party.
So the gentleman, a good, good gentlemen was able to
raise the allocated amount that he needed to raise on
his own in order for him to qualify for the program.

But because of the threshold that even though he

qualifies he qualified for a portion of the program so
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he Qas,ébie to receive altogether, including the money
that he raised, a-total of $14,000.

And that was really fine. I was looking just

like I am supe-helwés looking at my finances and he
was looking'at-my expenditures because'it is right-
there all on the interhet‘and it's seen to everybody.
I saw that he:ovenépeﬁéa- Hé overspent his campaign by
$4,003 and‘ali of a suddén‘if.qut raiéed flags for me

and I called the election enforcement folks. And I

‘asked them.a question, and I said would you please
‘explain to me can - someone overspeﬁd his or his own

_allocated funds.

-Because they did a report, and tHe rgport was
that they did o?erspénd #4663.' fhey'Qére in the red
by 4,003 at the end of the campaign.

Election éame. I won and the gentleman was able
to win by 20 égrqent. 20 ﬁerceﬁt of the vote and he
received eiqﬁt Qotes more, to my recollgction, eight
votes more than 26-percent.- Immediatély after

receiving more than 20 percent of the vote the

' gentleman qualified for more money, which means he had

to go back and he had to -submit an amendment to his
filing, which enabled him to receive more money.

And this is not fair, where somebody knowingly
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overspent the amount of money that was allocated to
them and then they were able to go back and ask for
more money after the election was held and after the
persoﬁ“wés announced as the.loéing candidate.

Now, whether this happened to me or to anyone
else is not an issue, but this is not a fair
situation. This is like me -~ I know that there is a
possibility for me -- possibility for me at the end of
the month that I'm going to get a check. So what I
will do is I'll go and I will spend all that money
thinking that I may receive some aﬁount of money at
the end of the month and therefore, I have a free hand
to go out and lose money and spend -- overspend my
amount allocated.

This is an issue that I think whether this bill
passes, this amendment passes or does not pass, it's
an issue that must be }esolved. At the end of the
time and after the election is done and it's over
with, someone should not be able to go back, put an
amendment in place and receive more money. Thank you,
Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:
Thank you, sir, for your remarks.

Will you remark further House Amendment Schedule
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A? The honorable gentleman from Stratford,
Representative Miller, you have the floor, sir.
REP. MILLER (122nd):
| "Thank‘&bu, Mr. Speaker. A qﬁestion"to the

proponents of the amendment, through you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Representative Mazurek, please prepare yourself.
Representative Miller.
REP. MILLER (122nd):

If I were a candidate for a Senate seat and I had
a freasurer who normally would volunteef her services
under the Citizens Election Fund, could I now give
that man $10,000 to run my campaign? Through you, Mr.
Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Representative Mazurek.
REP. MAZUREK (80th):

Through you to Representative Miller,
Mr. Speaker, I believe yes you can. As a matter of
fact, I believe there's a situation in another city in
the state where someone acted as a treasurer for three
separate campaigns and, in fact, collected $15,000 in
order to be the treasurer for those three campaigns.

Through you, Mr. Speaker.
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DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Representative Miller.
REP. MILLER (122nd):

) I thank the good Répreéentaﬁive for his answers
and I have some comments, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:
Please proceed.
REP. MILLER (122nd):

Lately, I've been getting a lot of calls from
nonprofits. 1In the Valley, we have about 25
organizatiohs that are all desperate for money. 'In
the Town of Stratford, we have the Bethlehem House.
It's home -- it'é a shelter for homeless and they're
always begging for money and having a difficult time
raising it.

The newest home we have in Shelton called the

Spooner Home is having difficulty and is always

fundraisers and various manners to raise food for this

organization and they're having trouble.

The bottom line here is that $61 million would go

a long way in taking care of all of these nonprofits
in the Vvalley, as well as some of Bridgeport and some
of the ones of Stratford. The fact of the matter is

that this particular amendment does change the
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election laws to some degree and keeps the lobbyists
out of there and I know that was always the theme, to
keep lobbyists from holding some kind of edge over a
cén&iéage_beééusé they éave him money.

Just in my own campaigns, I think I -- the most I
ever raised was about 6,500 bucks to run a campaign.
And where I really spent time was with the shoe
leather, going door to door. That's the most
important thing.

And with the money that we had through this
Citizens Campéign Fund, people are spending money iike
drunken sailors. They were buying TV time. They were
buying full-page ads in all the newspapers. They're
making sure they spend all this money so they get
their name out there and I think at this time given
the conditions of the country and the state of
Connecticut, this is no time to be spending $61
million on ballons, and bumper stickers, and TV ads.

I think people, if they're listening to this
particular program today, they're going to be incensed
when they find out their $61 million of their money is
being wasted on campaigns for politicians.

So, Mr. Speaker, I urge the assembly to please

vote for this bill. Take the $61 million and put it
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to good use where people can use it. Thank you, Mr.
_Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

N Thénk you,_sify fornyéﬁr fémérké. Wiil you
remark further? The honorable gentleman from New
Britain, Representative O'Brien, you have the floor,
sir.

REP. O'BRIEN (24th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I would urge the members
of the assembly to vote against this amendment. We --
for those of us who were in tﬁe chamber, we remember
what our state was going through at the time it was
that we passed this very important law. And this is
something that we passed in a bipartisan way with the
Legislature and the Governor signing it.

And when we did, we made our state a real model
for other states to follow, and, in fact, the program
that we have here in Connecticut is something that's
so good, that there are people talking about why it is
that the federal government should enact the same kind
of a thing.

Right now, we are talking about a very important
time in our state when it comes to our budget process

and it's been said and said again, it deserves to be
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repeated, this is a time that will test the values of

our state, -but one of the things that wé need to keep

in mind when we are considering things before this

body is Qhe;her democracy ‘is one ofﬂphe valﬁés fhat's _
important'tq:us'because tha;'s what this amendment is
all about. |

This is én'amgnément that would fepeal something
that'é‘Very impértant to érqtect our democracy from
the influence of special interest money. And that's
what the Citizen Eiéptioh'éroéram does. It did
succeed in'cleaniné out the special interest money
from our political process. The way it was before,
the degree'to which it was before is not happening
right now. And wé_need to keep his piace we have the
next cycle whére there are gubernaforial-candidates
competing for t£e higﬁesfloffice in our. State.

Thié budget p;ocesé'this year is a test of
vaiués. So because democracy, because the integrity
of our democracy, because we want a.democrafic system
whefe the people's boices count more than the dollars
of special intéregt contributions to private'
campaigns, because we want to ciean Democratic, open
political process, we should vote on this amendment.

When we look back on this process, I hope that we
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will be very proud of what we've achieved. Nobody is
going to be completely happy with everything that
happens in this year's budget process, but let's try
ouf—bésf to-hake_sure fhat—we héve a-budéeinthat-we
can at least say is fair, a budget that we can at
least say protects our values and democracy is one of
those values that we need to preserve.

I ask the assembly to vote down this amendment
and preserve democracy. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Thank you, sir, for yéur remarks.

Will you remark further on House A? Will you
remark further on House A? If not, will staff and
guests please come to the well of the House. Will
members please take your seats. The machine will be
open.

THE CLERK:

The House of Representatives is voting by roll

call. Members to the chamber. The House is voting
House Amendment Schedule A by roll call. Members to
the chamber.

DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Have all the members voted? Have all the members

voted? If all the members have voted, will the
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members please check the board to determine whether
your voté_hasibeqﬁ properly cast. .If all the members

have voted, the machine will be locked. Will the

Clerk piease take and announce -the tally.
THE CLERK:

On House Amendment Schedule A for House

Bill 1801.
Total Number Voting 135
'Necessary fo? Passage. ._6§
- Those;Votiﬁg Yea . 37
Thosé.vq£ihé Néy . 90

Those absent and not voting 16 -
DEPUT¥ SPEAKER MCéLUSKEX:

House A fails.

Will- you remark further on the bill as amended?
Will ySu remark further on the bill as amehded? The
honorable-gentleman from Litchfield, Representative
Miner, YOu'héve the floor, sir.
REP. MINER (éGth):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr..Speaker, earlier

when I spoke on the bill as amended I raised some

‘concerns with regard to a number of areas of the

budget. And if I might, please, the Clerk has

amendment 9517. If he call it and I be allowed to
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summarize, please.
DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:
Will the Clerk please call LCO 9517 to be
Aesiéﬁétéd Héﬁsé Aﬁehdmént Schedule B.
THE CLERK:
LCO --
DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:
Will the chamber please stand at ease until the

amendment is before us. Please hold.

(Chamber at ease.)

DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Will the Clerk please call LCO 9517 to be

designated House Amendment Schedule B.

THE CLERK:
LCO number 9517, House A, offered by

Representatives Cafero, Hamzy and Klarides -- House B.

DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Is the gentleman seeking leave to summarize House
B, sir?
REP. MINER (66th):

Yes, please.

DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:
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Is there any objection? 1Is there any objection?
If not, sir, please summarize your amendment.

REP. MINER (66th):

Tﬁank yéﬁ,‘ME. Séeaker. Mflhégéakér, whai this
is is a complete budget amendment. What the budget
amendment does, Mr. Speaker, is provides funding for
the 2010 and 2011 general fund operating budgets along
with special transportation funds. And I move
adoption.

DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

The ques£ion before the chamber is one House
Amendment Schedule B. Will you remark, sir?

REP. MINER (66th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, you might
remember during the previous questions and some
answers that we had on the budget as this amendment
proposes to amend. The budget as this amendment
proposes to amend.

The underlying budget included some $2.25 billion
in new taxes, a whole series of taxes that would
include taxes on estates, taxes of corporations,
income taxes, and others.

Mr. Speaker, our budget does not include any new

taxes. Let me say that again, no new taxes in this
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budget. What it does, and the underlying budget did
not do, is that it balances the special transportation
fund. I think you heard the gentleman when they
bfoughé the_giii oﬁt say that fﬁe unaeriying biil did_
not include DMV or DOT special transportation funds.
Our budget does allocate sufficient dollars to balance
those.

As we have in our prior renditions of the budget
proposed, we do sufficiently fund all levels of higher
education. We don't close any institutions, colleges,
coﬁmunity colleges, and so on. The budgét also
includes some municipal mandate relief. Many parts of
the underlying budget, as you know, Mr. Speaker, deal
with the municipal funding, the impacts of our
legislation on municipal funding.

This budget in -- I can't remember which section
it is, but does include language that would require
two thirds majority vote for us to impose mandates on
municipalities, something that we've all heard from
our local elected officials about.

Mr. Speaker, our budget as it is proposed also
includes full funding for LIFE STAR. It includes
funding for smoking cessation. It does fully fund the

rail and bus operations service without increasing
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fees. For those of you with -- around urban areas,

I'm sure you'll appreciate that.

We felt it was important to try and maintain our
incentive—to.get péoplé 6u£ of fhéir-autohbbiles and
use public transportation so that's also included in
our budget.

We have made an adjustment from our prior budget,
Mr. Speaker. I think we all know that there was some
dairy funding included in our budget last time that's
been removed because there is the current law, which
allows én increase in fees at the time peoplé make
filings and we believe that that will take care of
that issue.

Let me just see here.

Mr. Speaker, there are no prison closures.
Although, I do think we do support initiatives to try
and find consolidations and economies in the different
agencies within the State of Connecticut.

We do support some of the initiatives that are
embedded in both the Governor's budget and the
Democrat's budget as they seek to try to create
economies. -We realize that given the current budget

situation, we must find a way to economize. We have

proposed in our budget agency consolidations such as
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the Board of Accountancy, Criminal Justice Commission,
State Insurance and Risk Management Board, Office of
Child Advocate, Office of Claims Commissioner and so
on. - ' | ‘

There are a number of them here where we believe
the underlying goals of those agencies and those
organizations and departments can be maintained and
still create savings for the people of the state of
Connecticut. We also propose in our budget,

Mr. Speaker, the consolidation of commissions. As I
think you're awafe, the underlying bill continues to
fund all the agencies' commissions.

What we choose to do is to put them all together,
again, maintaining a focus on some of what it is that
they're trying to accomplish, not trying to lose the
goal, but trying to consolidate and economize.

And as I said I move adoption, and when the vote
is taken, Mr. Speaker, I would ask that the vote be
taken by roll call.

DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

The question before the chamber is a roll call
vote on House BAmendment Schedule A. Of those in favor
of a roll call vote, please signify by saying Aye.

REPRESENTATIVES:
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Aye.

DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

When the vote will be taken, it will be taken by
roll. -

Will you remark further on House Amendment
Schedule B? Will you remark further on Schedule B?
The distinguished gentleman from North Branford,
Representative Candelora, you have the floor, sir.
REP. CANDELORA (86th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and briefly I do rise in
support of fhis amendment. What this budget doe§ is
actually, in addition to what was said to, by not
raising taxes, it sets us up in a position to be able
to deal with 2012 and 2013.

I'm concerned as we are addressing the biennium
budget right now that we aren't looking forward and
certainly as what was stated before, the economic
crisis that we're seeing here is telling us that we
are going to come onto additionally hard times in 'i2
and in '13.

We do have securitization to the extent of
700 million in this amendment and the inevitable, I

guess, fait accompli needed to borrow for 2009 to

cover that deficit.
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But outside of that, it keeps our revenue stream
intact the way it is. It gives businesses and

families an-oppor;unity to try to get through the next

r e T
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two years, weather this storm, in-order for

Conneéﬁicut to maintain its. productivity to be able to

‘continue to crééte jobs,. continue to -.create good jobs

+ for the middlé class and‘for all the residents of the

state of Coﬂnectipqt. And it also does-seek to keep .
our programs intact ‘at .many of the 2007 levels.
So I_do rise in support because it does put us in

a position, to be able to address the cliff, certainly

" that we're going to be staring at in 2012 and '13.

Thgpk you,'Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

| Thank yoh, sir, for your remarks.” Will you _
remark f;rﬁhe:? The honorable-gentlgman from
T;umbull, Repfesén£afive Rowe, you'héve the'floor,

sir.

REP. ROWE (123zxd):-

Thank you. Good afternoon, Mr. Speaker. I
simply rise and ask to associate myself with the
remarks of my colleagues.

I think we are-all taking this budget crisis

seriously. I mean, both sides of the aisle, but to me
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this amendment is so very responsible and accomplishes
what we're here to do, which is to balance a budget.
And simply put, keeps the taxpayers -- makes the
taxpayers whole. T

We're not -- we're saying that families have a
big enough hole, and taxpayers are in a big enough
hole. We in government aren't going to make that hole
any bigger.

The underlying Amendment A does that I think
clearly and I compliment the authors of this, because
it's a courageous and a good solution and a balanced
and a fair solution. And I hope that when we come
back again after the underlying is vetoed and we have
compromised that much of what we have here in House B
is ultimately adopted. Thank you.

DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Thank you, sir, for your remarks.

Will you remark further one House Amendment
Schedule B? Our honorable deputy Minority Leader from
Derby, Representative Klarides, you have the floor,
madam.

REP. KLARIDES (114th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I also rise to associate

my remarks with my colleagues on this side of the
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aisle. I find it interesting that in the 11 years
that I've been here we see the philosophical
differences we have on both sides of the aisle and
we've seen that mén&hfiﬁéswih hééotiéfing budgets, but
I think the big difference that we've seen this year
is those philosophical differences are magnified many
times over because of the enormous size of the deficit
we have.

And that's the main reason I believe we are in
the situation we're in, in so far as not being able to
come to an agreément.

Having said that, we have heard many, many times
that we cannot fix the budget deficit we are in unless
we raise taxes. But what -- where you lose me is the
fact that we have seen from the Governor twice and
from the Republican Caucus twice, equaling four
budgets with no tax increases.

One time I think we could call a fluke. Four
times, I think, makes it very clear that it can be
done and this amendment shows that it can be done and
it can be done in a responsible way. Is it painful?
Yes, but whether we have tax increases or cuts, this
is painful. We have a $9 billion deficit looming.

This is not an easy decision no matter how it's
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resolved, but the most responsible way to do it is
without tax-increases and this amendment does that.

I urge this chamber's support.

DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSkEY:
-_ Tbank you,’ ﬁadam, for your remarks.
Will -you remark fﬁrther? The honorable chairman
of the Apprébriatioﬁs’Committée, Representative
Geragosian, you have £heifloor, sir.

REP. GERAGOSIAN - (25th):

Thank_you,'Mrl Speaker. Good to see you today.

-Glad to be off the campaign'finanée debate for a

while.

Briefly in opposition to this amendment. I
talked earlier:in reharks about slashing and burning
ou? way out of thig budget and that's exactly what
this proposal does. |

It cuts education. It cuts programs for the

‘health and safety of our citizens. It cuts programs
‘to people with_disabilities and -other people that need

“the help of this State. And cutting is not the

solution on its own.
We put forth a balanced approach that has some
cuts, that has some revenues and it has some -- less

borrowing than theé Governor ‘and that's what I would
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support. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Thank you, sir, for your remarks.

Will you remark further? The honorable ranking
member of the Appropriations Committee, Representative
Miner, you have the floor, sir.

REP. MINER (66th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, I forgot to
mention a few things, this budget also fully funds our
debt obligation for the interest payments on the '09
debt which I think we'spoke about earlier.

So while the gentleman talks about things that
this budget does not do such as funding education, I
say it does, and I respectfully disagree with him and
I would ask them to point out where it doesn't fund
education.

We've made a very conscientious effort,

Mr. Speaker, to keep in place all funding for
education, for municipalities so that they're not
going to increase local property taxes. We know the
implications of cutting municipal aid. We fully fund
the Mashantucket Pequot Grant in this budget. We
fully fund the ECS grant in this budget.

We have made a conscientious effort not to reduce
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funding in areas we know there's going to be another
flscal 1mpllcat10n

The gentleman ‘talks about funding in thlS budget

010775

that is less than what, in his opinion, he -thinks is
appropriate. There's no doubt that we're going to
have different epihiens about whether our idea is the
right idea,-oﬁthissidea ia the right idea, or to what
degree they're ftght or wrohg: |

The gentlelady spoke earlier 'about trying to

" balance this by reducing services. I would ask the

people to go through this budget. and take a look. We
are talking about billions, that's with a B,
Mr. Speaker, billions of dollars in state funding for

important programs that you folks think are important

and we think are. important.

- We're net'tufning our back ‘on anything here. I

~ would ask any of you to say in 2007 that the state of

Connecticut faced the'end of the world in the services
that it previded.j'It did not. We aesisted people
with health-care. We aSsisted'heeple with needs. We.
assisted people with housing. We aseisted people with
food. We did all of those things in 2007. We didn't
just fall:off the cliff in 2007.

We have tried very hard here to recognize the
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-fiscal condition of the state of Connecticut. Our
approach is to make a rationed decision based on what

we can afford to spénd: We know that two years from.

now, ail our fede#al'stimulus money is going to be
'.gqne, all our ;a;ny day money is going to be gone and
what i; tha;.gdiﬂg to mean?

We're QSing to go back and look at cuts again.
We're going to look at revenues again. We're going to
have this,wholé-conversation all over again two yearg .
from noQ._ éu£ the way we believe we're going to put
ourselves .on £he riéht roéd'for that discussion is to
make some difficult decisions hefe today this year, we
right now with the state of Connecticut.

Stop'spendipg money we don't have. Spend only
what we need to.spend. There's no special interest
monéy in this. We're not reallocating énything
because of where we come from. We're not changing the
rules on who funds their pension, but this is bure,
straight, State of Connecticuf budget.

Mr. Spéakef, I_wou}a'ask that we adopt this
amendment. I think it does provide sufficient tools
ih the state of Connecticut to provide for our most
needy. I think it  doesn't increase taxes, which means

it doesn't put a burden on business. It doesn't
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reduce the chance for futural jobs or job maintenance
in the state of Connecticut.

It puts us on the right road for the future,

Mr. éﬁéaker. It's a good, healﬁhy émendﬁénf and_
that's where we need to be in the State of
Connecticut. Thank you.

DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Thank you, sir, for your remarks.

Will you remark further? The honorable Chair of
the Finance Committee, Representative Staples, you
have the floor, sir.

REP. STAPLES (96th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speéker, through
you, a question to the ranking member of the
Appropriations Committee.

DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:
Representative Miner, please prepare your self.
Representative Staples, please continue.

REP. STAPLES (96th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, I just want
to clarify a comment made by the ranking member. And
I read the bill before us, the amendment before us
differently and want to make sure that we are on the

same page about what happens to the debt service for
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the obligations for fiscal '09.

The'way I read the amendment and the fiscal note,
it looks quite similar to the provision in our bill
‘where the debt service is actually rolled into the
financing. And I think the member just mentioned that
he thought the debt service was paid for in the next
two fiscal years as part our budget.

I think it's rolled into this note and I would
just like clarification on that, please, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Repfesentative Miner.

REP. MINER (66th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And I think that's a
good catch on the gentleman's part. The fiscal note
is not correct.

We have within -- I think if you look at the debt
service amounts, we have 20 million in the first year
and 40 million in the second, increased debt service
payments that are not picked up in the fiscal note.

But I think he's correct in the fiscal note that
they don't pick that up. No one is perfect. Thank
you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Representative Staples.
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REP..STAPLES (96th):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. The amendment -- through

you, Mr. Speaker, I'd just like to ask the gentleman

010779

". to take é_look at lines 1170 to 1173 of the amendment

that is offered;

And the way f';ead this, it says the Treasurer is
authofized ts iséue—qotes and such additional amounts
as the Treasurér shall'determine to'pay the costs of
issuance -of any notes issued pursuant to this section,
and interest payable or accrued on such notes through
June 30, ZQil.

The way I read that, Mr. Speaker, is that the
debt service will be covered in the issuance of the
note. |
DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Representativg Minef.

REP. MINER (66th):

Could the gentleman give-me the line items -- the
line numbers agaiﬁ; please? |
DEPUTY SPEAKER MCCLUSKEY:

Representative Staples.

REP. STAPLES (96th):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Its lines 1170 -- well,

it starts at 1168, but it's the last sentence of that
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section through 1173. And it appears to authorize the
treasurer to pay through the financing the costs of
issuance and two years of debt service.
DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Representative Miner.
REP. MINER (66th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. The way I read that I
believe it says that we are authorizing them to make
the debt service payments, also through 2011. Through
you.
6EPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Representative Staples.

REP. STAPLES (96th):

Thank you for that answer. I think you're
correct, but I think that this is through the
financing, not through the budget line item for debt
service. And I think that was the issue I was
raising.

I think it authorizes the treasurer in the
financing to pay both the costs of issuance and two
years of debt service in lieu of having debt service
paid in .the appropriations line item which is what
would occur from 2012, forward.

So I believe this indicates that the two years of
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interest would be financed. Through you, Mr. Speaker,
if that's ——-if thatnis the gentleman's recollection

or interpretétion as well I'd appreciate his answer.

DEPUTY SPEAKER MCCLUSKEY

Representatlve Mlner, would you like to answer —--
address that?
REP. MINER ~(66th):

Certainly:-'Cértéiniy. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
No, it is our intention that we have within the Sudget
documenf itseif allocated sufficient dollars to make
those- debt . serv1ce éayments in both '10 and '11l. And
this would authorize her to make those payments for.
the borrowing. |

We're not.giving'her-the authority. We don't,
intend to give her the authority to borrow that
interest in-additiqp to the other. We want to make
the payment. Thank you.
DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Bepfesentative.sgaples.
REP. STAPLES (96th):.

Thank you,'Mr; Speaker. Okay. I understand tﬁe_
gentleman's. intent and I certainly will accept that
intent._ZI think the language says otherwise, but I do

appreéiate the fact that that may not be -- the
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language may not be crystal clear.
And Mr. Speaker, I guess I just want to briefly

state -- I realizé the Chair of Appropriations, I

think, put_it{whfle.,'lithidk this budget makes the
sorts of reductions in brogramé and service§ that
we're just:hot'réaay to make, that will hqve a very
severe-iﬁpactugn.our constituents, on the programs
that peéplé félynépon, on the educational institutions
they attend.

And I unders£qnd the proposal before us is
attempting to ték;.US béﬁk a few years in terms of
spending, but the ‘consequences of that are not
apparent. I think the consequences of that could be
very dramatic éné-l-urge my colleagues to reject the
amendmeﬁt.

DEPUTY SPEAKERTMcCtUSKEY:

Will yod-remark -- thank you, sir, for your
remarks.

Will you';emark further? Will you remérk further
House Amendmént.Schedule B? The Chair of the Human
Sérvices Committee, Representative Walker, you have
the'floof, madam.

REP. WALKER (93xd):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Just a few questions to
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the proponent of the bill. Sir, in your bill, I
noticed a couple of interesting quick facts. You seem
to have reduced the HUSKY program by $15 million and
then you increased the Charter Oak Program by $15
million. Is that correct, sir?
DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Bepresentative Miner.
REP. MINER (66th):

Could you give me the line items, please, if you
would?

REP. WALKER (93rd):

Okay.

DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Representative Walker, would you please rephrase
your question.

REP. WALKER (93rd):

Yes. I have to find the -- well let me go to
line number T904 in thé Special Transportation Fund.
I don't see any notation for the year, so I'll go to
that one on page 24. Through you, Mr. Spéaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Representative Miner.

REP. WALKER (93rd):

I noticed that there's no notation in the Special
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Transportation Fund with the year or any items there.
DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Representative Miner.

REP. MINéﬁ _zgéthS:

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, those funds
are both, I believe, off general fund budgets. We
have allocated, as the fiscal note indicates, a
balanced budget in both of those.

DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Representative Walker.
REP. WALKER_ (93rd) :

So you're saying that these -- those items are
listed somewhere else. Is that correct for the year
2010 and '11?

DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Representative Miner.
REP. MINER (66th):

Could she repeat the question, pleése? Is she
requesting whether or not they are a balanced fund or
what the total Special Transportation Fund list is?
Through you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:
Representative Walker, would you please rephrase

your question?
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REP. WALKER (93rd):
Yes. On.page 24, if you noticed, you have

notation for -- under the special fund you don't have

any year[ any. listing or anything in there. 'And I was

just wondering where that ﬁonéy was being transferred
to or where it wés'being noted.
DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Représentative-Minér.
REP. MINER (66th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Under the State's
general'oﬁerating.budget, tﬁe Department of
Transportation's'hudéét is to the right of that, on

lines T934 on down, as motor vehicle is above those.

Those are the amounts:carried within the general fund.

Special Transpoptation:FUnd is-not listed within

the general operating budget that I'm aware. of in the

State of Connecticut.

DEPUTY ' SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:.

Representative Walker.

- REP. WALKER (93rd): -

Thank you, Mr. -- thank you, sir. But through
the -- through you, Mr. Speaker, could you -- I don't
have the line item because I don't have the PDF file,

but you'ao.have $15 million transferred from HUSKY to
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the Charter Oak Fund and I would like to know why that
was done. Through you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:
Repfesenfativé Miner.
REP. MINER (66th): |

Yes. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. These are the same
policy proposals that were adopt - or that were
proposed previously as.part of the Governor's budget
and part of our budget allocating those in two
different formats to provide the same services to
people of the state-of Connecticut.

DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Representative Walker.
REP. WALKER (93rd):

Through you, Mr. Speaker, what I guess I'm trying
to ask is that what you're doing is reducing the
services under the Husky program and transferring it
to the state Charter Oak Program, which has not
totally been fully vetted or services headed out. Is
that correct, sir?

DEPUTY SPEAKER McCLUSKEY:

Representative Miner.
REP. MINER (66th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I'm not so sure what the
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meaning of fully vetted is, but my understanding is
that both:bf these opportunities for care are provided

by the State of Connecficut.and I think the
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comptrollgr has ﬁage éertain budget -- not budgetary,
but certain_éccéunt%ng recommendations that these are
consistent with.

We're fusticpo6sin§ to do that differently than
the waf the qther operating.budgets have; Thank you,
Mr. Speaker.: '
DEPUTY SPEAKER MCCLUSKEY:

Representative Walker.

_REP.. WALKER - (93rd):

Throudﬁ ydu, Mr. Speaker, just one other
question. 'I aléb'notéd'that you reduce £o‘the
Mediéaid.émount by 70 miiiion. I just wanted to know
Aow you were goiﬂg.to cover that expense, sir.
Through you, M;; Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER MCCLUSKEY:

Representative Miner.

REP. MINER (66th):

These are consistent with proposals that have
been before the Legislature before. We believe that

we have that room within the Medicaid account to make

~that reduction and still provide the services. Thank
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you.

DEPUTY SPEAKER MCCLUSKEY:

Representative Walker.

REP. WALKER (93rd):

Thank-ygq, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER MCCLUSKEY:

Thgﬁk ydﬁ::mqqgﬁ,_for your remark.

Will ;6u-rémérk further House Amendment échedule
B? Will'yquwréﬁark further on House B? If not, wili,
staff and-guests piease come to the well of tbe Houée.

Will members please take their'seats. The machine

will Be 6pen.'-:

THE CLERK:

The .House of_Representatives is voting by roll

call. Members.to the chamber. The House is voting
r— ' : -

House Amendmént Schedule B by roll call. Members to

"the chamber.

The ,Speaker in the Chair.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:
Have qll the members voted? Have all the members
voted? Please check the roll .call board to make sure

your vote has .been properly cast. If all members have
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voted, the machine will be locked and the Clerk will
take a tally. Will the Clerk please announce the
tally.

THE CLERK:

On House Amendment Schedule B for House

Bill 1801.
Total Number Voting 139
Necessary for Passage 70
Those voting Yea 35

Those voting Nay 104
Those absent and not voting 12
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

The amendment fails. Will you care to remark

further? Do you care to remark further? Do you care
to remark further on the bill?

For summarization, Representative Cafero.

REP. CAFERO (142nd):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Ladies and gentlemen of
the chamber, we started today with this bill being
brought out by the Chair of Appropriations,
Representative Geragosian.

When he brought out the bill, he indicated that
the state budget is a document that represents our

values at any given time. On June 26, 2009, the good
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chairman of Appropriations has put forth this document
and said it represents our values as the State of

Conneqticpt. A State that like most states finds
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itself in the wdrst economic crisis of its history.

And we, who stdbd for electiop in November and
raised our right'ﬁand in January, afé looked to by
those who put-us”herérgo help, to lead them out of
this.erisis,ﬁté make Eerfaiﬁ policy decisions, that at
very least, do-ﬁq# makelfhe'situation worse.

We had fiéé'ﬁonths of ;égular session wherein we
were hopeéul to doToﬁr~job; our primary job of passing
a balanced budget and Qe failed. We were not able to
pass a bquet.dﬁr;ng our regular session. And for the
paﬁt three weeks with very iittle talk between the
parties, we a;e néw summbned'back here to vote on a
budget, a budéet that, agéin, is,purpofted to
represent our valﬁes.

We learned a lot about that budget and let's face
it and be honest, we didﬁ't know mén? details about it
until very, vg;y recently. 1In fact, I think even
duriné this debatg and right up until a few minutes
ago, we learned some facts' about the very budget that
we hobe, or will fepresent, will carry us as a state

through for the next two years.
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We learned, for instance, that in order to
balance the budget that is before us, we first had to

adopt revenue'estimates.‘ We spent a good deal of the
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regular .session télking about the importéhce of
following the'Office pf Fiscal Analysis revenue
projection numbers, and yet, thé chairman of the
Finance Committee-said that these numbers afe the
Legislators -- Legislature's revenue -projections.

That we-don't need to follow the Office of Fiscal
Analys;s'recgmmgndafiops, that we are elected to adopt
our awn revenue estimates. I happen to égree with the
chairman, but'boyrlwe could have gotteﬂ a lot of stuff
done if we agreed on that three, four months ago. But
that's the wa? we stafted today.

| We learneq.that in order to balance the budget
document ;hat'é befére us we are goiﬁg to securitize,

meaning selloff a revenue stream that we as a State

are entitled to in order to get a lump sum payment,

that we're going to do that to the tune in this budget
of $335 million. I think it's somethiqg none of us
want to do.

I think it's something we all have done in our
various versions of the budget, excépt'in this

version, we don't say what revenue stream we're going
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to securitize. We don't say it's going to be the
lottery or the Energy Conservation Fund. We say we'll
balance this budget by securitizing something to be
dé&idea_latér. —

We say that we will balance this budget to the
tune of $112 million b? selling state assets, not an
unreasonable approach. One problem, we don't say what
state assets we're going to sell.

We say that we're going to balance this budget by
closing two correctional facilities, two prisons. We
don't séy which two prisons we're going to ciose and
we don't tell anyone what we're going to do with the
inmates that are currently in the prisons. A budget
that represents our values.

In the budget that's before us for the first time
in my memory we do not address nor mention -- nor
mention the Special Transportation Fund, which is over
a billion dollars of State money. We don't say how
we're going to balance it, how we're going to deal
with it. We don't touch upon or mention DMV or DOT
budgets with that -- in that regard. And yet, this is
a budget document.

In the document that's before us, we say in this

fiscal year, the fiscal year we're currently in, and
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that will and in four days, in order to make it
balaﬁced;_the budget, we have to borrow -- borrow over

$1 billion. And yet in the budget, we don't pay for

‘..
.

it. We don't pay the interest-on it. We don't pay it
back. ;Does this'décument represent our values?

In this bﬁﬁgét document, we ‘cut state aid to
municipaii;ies by $24 million. Thé very
municipal;ties who we have,;ll séid all along are
cOunting'on ué:;o do no hafm, are counting on us to do
no harﬁ.so if we have tp'increase a.burden on our
citizeﬂrx, the?_won'ti That Qe won't jﬁst pass the

buck, that we'll take our respénsibility, that they --

.we .will hold them harmless,'that we'll flat fund them

with ﬁCS, with town aid roéd, with pilot programs,
LOESé, and our Pequot fund.  But this budget does not
do that. It shortchaﬂges our towns and cities by $24
million.

We increase fees ‘in this budget. We don't
specifically .say wﬁat fées we will inérease, but we
increase.fees by $125 million. 'So do Qé,.in our
budget do that. So has the Governor, in her budget.
We increase fees on our citizenry.

In our particular budget, we increase about $30

million less of fees thah in the budget that's before
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"us. We didn't thihk.it was fair to increase a fee on

a fishing license qf some of those DEP charges. We

didn't thinkgit_waé.fair to double the fees on nurses

®

when we have such a nursing'shoftage, when in fact, we
just dousied £hém-1a§£ yéaf so we don't have those fee
increases, but_i underétaﬁd that we're making tough
choices.

But I think whdt is most glaring in this budget

. '

document. is the -fact, ladies and gentlemen, that we

increase taxes‘by $2.25 billion. The largest tax

-increage in the histo;y of the Stéte of Connecticut is
cohtained in tbis docdment that is before you. It
increases the estate tax. It increases corporate or
‘business taxes; If'increéses indiQidual income taxes.
It increases cigarette taxes -- $2.25 billion.

The otherléhing.about this budget that's frénkly
cénéistent with the budget that we've put forth and
the Governor hés put forth is because of these tough
times we rely.on one time revenue for hélp. We spent
many years éavindfgnd‘putting m&ney_in a rainy day
fund, a savings account for those rainy, stormy days.

Thank the good Lord we did not have to use them
until noQ. And everybody uses every nickel of phem,

$1.4 billion, we use. Once we use it once, it's gone
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We are fortunate as are other states that our
federal government, recognizing the severity of this
é}iéis'said, you_néed éoﬁe emérgeﬁey-helpl And they
gave us stimulus funds. Billions of dollars worth and
we use every nickel of it. That's why it was given to
us.

This budget uses it. The Governor's budget used
it. The budget we've put forth used it as well, but
once it's gone, it's gone. It doesn't come back. So
we know going into this that in 2012 and 2013, the
next budget cycle, we're starting off in the hole by
over $2 billion, in the hole. Will we have to
increase taxes in 2012, 2013? Maybe, possibly,
probably, yeah. Because where else are we going to
get that money? We already spent a savings account.
And I'm not so sure the federal treasury is going to
give us another couple of billion bucks.

So that's the way we're starting. So knowing
there is a high probability of increasing taxes in
2012 and 2013, what are we doing now? We're
increasing taxes by $2.25 billion.

So what? Someone might say, we're taxing the

rich, those who can most afford it. I want to go to a

010795
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" comment made by ‘Representative Kirkley-Bey, she .said

in some remarks that she didn't like what she was

hearing from this side of the aisle.” She didn't like

the way we were thinking about or caring about the
poor. .

I don't know how you define boor, but let me tell

" 'you how quickly one can come become poor. We're about

two paycheckslgway;:most people in this room from
being poor. And I. know those. of us who represent poor
and uﬁdérprivfieged people in our towns, know the help'
that tﬁey need.

We want to represent people who are getting

. themselves out of poverty, who are lifting themselves

out of this economic recession, and what .is the best
way to ap thét?: Is it a task force? 1Is it a state
program? Is a fedérai prégram? It's.a job. People
want té_work; |

The best way to get out of this rgcesgion is give
a person a job. Let.them earn a payéhéck.‘ Give them
the oppértunity to but_food on their table, clothes on
their back, roof over their head, to take care of
their family. That's what we need'right now in
Connecticut, more jobs.

Since nine —- sSince the beginning of this year, I



hl/rgd/mb ' : . 208
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES June 26, 2009

believé,-this state has lost 53,000 jobs. I looked at
some of the statistics in the places. Stanadyné

Corporation in Windsor gave pink slips to 250 people.
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It's not downsizing or restructuring, 250 people. Bob
and Fred énd Mary gnd Sah, real‘people, the people we
see at the PTO heétings, or a church, a synagogue, or
in the Stop & éhép:'

They had a job yesterday. They don't have a job

today. Théy're without a job. You- know why the plant

closed? They're mov1ng to North Carolina, 250 people
like that are goihg to be out of work.

Clalrol Corporatlon in Stamﬁord, 235 people, Bob
and Fred and Mary and Sam, they got their pink slips.
They hadla job yesterday. They're out éf work. 'Their
plant slated to move to Mexico. In my town, ABB.Inc.,
100 people juét recently got laid off. They're out of
work.

In Clinton, Staniey Bostitch steel wire company
laid off 60 people. The Merideﬂ Record Journal, the
newspgper, laid off 56 people. They are now doing
their printingliﬂ Massachugetts. Derby cellular
products, 100 people, plant is closing. They're
moving to Georgia. Hundreds and hundreds of people.

You know, we talk about that a lot in this
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chamber and committees and they seem to become numbers
and statistics and facts. Think about the kitchen
table of those families when that job holder came home
énd‘said, hé§ kidé, hey hoh‘, I'mrout ofré job. I
need work. I don't have a paycheck. That's the
essence of this economic crisis.

And we were elected to do something about it, so
what are we doing? Where do you get jobs? Can the
State create jobs? Well, we employ about 60,000
people, but we ourselves are trying to downsize
through early retirement,-et cetera. So we can't help
that. So what do we count on? What do we hope
happens to give these people a job? We hope that
companies are, businesses, people want to move into
Connecticut to hire other people.

You see, you can't love employees and hate
employers because employers employ employees. So when
you punish by a tax policy, or by a state policy,
people who hire people, what to do to? They move to
Georgia or North Carolina or to a state that does not
punish them as much. And when that happens, people in
Connecticut loose their jobs.

This isn't about people protecting the rich. But

I've got news for you -- go talk to a sheetrocker, an

010798
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' éléctrician, a blumber, who is doing that nice little

wine cellar and some rich guy's hbqse in Fairfield or

in-Stamférd or in Greenwich, 'or putting on the big
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addition; Qr-the'atrium of the conseryétoyy. Boy,
fheY'd iove that work right now. They'd love that -
work ‘right now. |

So,before welvilify and single out by way of
taxation, the very people that are créétinélthe job§
we need, our people need to get out of this ecénomic
recession, let's think twice, folks.

We ﬁalk ébout, well, we're increaéing'the.income
taxioﬁ(.yog know, rich people.- They make a half a
million dollars,. a million dollars, $750,000 a year.
They can aﬁford it. Well, as we learned today,
corporétiéns, many of whom do not file corporate
.returnérput their business expenses through their
personal income tax. Most small buéinesses do that.

When you increase the tax on those people, they
can hi:e less people. It's common sense. Sb I éuess
what we;re -- I'm saying is, at this time of economic
crisis wé don't have all the énswers as a State, but
for God sakes, folks, let's not do more hafm. The
number one-job we should have is making sure someone

else. has a job.
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We talk so much about working families. My God,
there'é_a political party called working families.

What is inherent in the word "working families party"

is working. Youlhave_to work. The great middle class

'is defined as such because they have to work for a

living, and &et we are watching because-of this
economic crisis, people loosingxtheir work, losing
their jobs. '

'So'when_we vote on a budgéf document that
supposedly“représents our values, are we creating more
jobs? -Are we ‘creating an atmdsphere for more jobs?

Or are wé destroying jobs? I would submit to you that
if you look at the document that;s before us, we'rg
destroying jobs, the very thing we need right now.

| Itﬂs.no secret, ladies and gentlemen; that
there's a veritable certainty that when this budget
passes, the Governor will veto it, and then where are
we? Well, Republicans -- Cafero, you have all the
answers. You've just put forth your_budgét. Is thaf
the perfect document? No. Thére's parts of it that
stink, tough decisions for tough times. We don't have
all the answers and with due respect nof da you, nor:
does_the goverhor.

But for God sakes, if we don't work together and
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cut this out, if we wailit another two or three months
to do another political document, if we all shoot
press releases across the table and across this
buildihé,wif Qerﬁéid dembnstrafions or roadshows,
that's not helping anybody.

We've all got to give a little here. When do we
start? Let's start today. Let's get this out of our
system and start today, because there's a whole a lot
of people out there, 53,000‘and growing that are
asking for a couple of things. They want some help
from us énd they want a job. They want a job.

Ladies and gentlemen, the document before us,
with due respect, does not represent our values. It
does not represent the values of the State of
Connecticut. I ask you to vote down this budget, to
think about what we have doﬁe and have not done, to
bridge this aisle, the chambers, the branches of
government and do for the people of Connecticut what
we promised we would do. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Thank you, Representative.

.Representative Merrill.

REP. MERRILL (54th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker and I rise today for the

010801
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purpose of letting both the people in the chamber and
the people at home sitting, maybe watchinglthis today,

why this is a budget that accurateiy'reflécts what‘

should bé the values ofrthe State. -
But I think tﬁé first.thing we should all

remember is this no ordinary time. This is not just

anofher budget. This is notfjust another partisén

fight about whether we should be cutting budgets or

. raising taxes or what we should be doing in terms of

budgetéry things for just this next two years.

This is really a time that's been brought upon us

: by forces.far outside this chamber and outside our

state. So the first thing I think we should all

remember is that we have to do the best we can with

" the hand that's been dealt us and it's not a great

-hand. -

‘There are only a few things we're -going to be

- able to do to get out of this. Connecticuﬁ is in one

of the deepest holes of ény state in the country

. because of our préximity to New York and the financial

crash on Wall Street. It's really that simple.
-And -as we work on this together, we do have to

remember what the values are of the things that we

" need to preserve and most especialiy, we need to think
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beyond this budget to the future. Because if we don't
do that, in 2012 and 2015 and 2020, I'm not sure where

we're .going to be. And the things we do today will
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have i@pacts far beyond'the neét two - years.

I think --"yes. Do we need to make tough
choices? Yes, we do. And in this budget, we have
made some very tough choices. There are really three
things we can do with this‘buaget. We can cut
programs, cut expenses, we can raise revenues and we

can borrow. And we're prébably going to have to do

"all three of those things and ‘in the end it will be a

.balanée{. So let's be honest; what we're talking about

today is what's the balance.

But I think it's important also to know what you

"do value and why we are fighting for this budget

today. And I think, just to sort. of remind us all

~about what government should be thinking about, I'd

like to quote Hubert'Humphrey, of all people, who once
said, and I think he's been often quoted and a little
bit misquoted, but the moral test of government is how
government treats those whé are in the dawn of life,
the children, those who are in the twilight of life,

the elderly, .and those who are in the shadows of life,

~the sick, the needy, and the handicapped.
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In our efforts to balance this budget, we cannot
forget that our primary mission is still a moral
obligation to all the people in the state. And that's
th'I thoaght i’drliétvbff; wigh the-éﬁrbearance 5f
the chamber, some of the highlights in this budget and
some of the reasons that we feel it is important to
support this budget.

If you care about what happens to senior
citizens, this budget restores funding for senior food
vouchers. That is for poor elderly who cannot afford
food in this stéte and if you think it's getting any'
better in a recession, you're wrong.

It restores nursing home funding. One of the
budgets cut the nursing homes by another percentage
point. There are 11 nursing homes right now in
foreclosure -- foreclosure for going out of
bankruptcy, basically.

It maintains funding for ConnPACE. There are
thousands and thousands of elderly citizens in the
state on ConnPACE dependent on us for the medications
that keep them alive. The budget that was presented
when we attempted to make cuts in the budget, and this
was the Governor's budget, cut the funding for

ConnPACE and would mean that there are thousands of

010804
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citizens who would no'longef be able .to get those
drugs.

Elderly transportation services were restored.

This is-transoortation for people who don't. happen to
have cars, elderly who are dependent on those
transportation servioes to be able to get to the
grocery store.

Elderly oousing and homelessness services, again,
there's so much demand that in one town, I believe it
was Torrington, fhey were told that they would not
ha&e enough vouchers to cover the senior citizens who
already have these home -- they will'be homeless.

They won't be able to make the rent because the
vouchers wiil.oe cut.

If you care about children, this budget restores
funding to neighborhood youth centers in neighborhoods
where there's nothing else for fhe children to do, and
there's no'otherlaccess they heve to any kind of after
school activity.

It restores feen pregnancy prevention. These are
preventive activities. This will prevent other costs
later. Tt restores healthy start funding. This is an
early intervention program for very young children who

are at risk and will certainly be more a burden to us
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"if we don't have this funding.

It restores funding for youth services bureaus.

In every town .in the state there are youth service

bureaus_that serves children éfter school who have
nothing else.f And these bureaus, we've been told
we've got thousands of e-mails, every one of us have
in- this chambér, I know, over the last few months-from
all these agencies and people who are using the
services wh§ WOn't_haVe daycafe after-school, who
won't have fhé drugévthey need.

.Thereﬁs-thousands of theée programs and Healtﬁy
Start is.oné tﬁat occurs to me, in particular, as
being preventive, and not only saving costs, but
saving lives early on with mothers who have no other
access to parenting education.

It restores Head Start funding, the only source
for childcare. Xoﬁ talk about jobé, there are many
thousands of mothers in this state who will not be
working without a daycare for their childrgn.

It resporeé funding for family resource centers
and I know we've been around the state and I know that
there are 61 family resource centers in this state,
many. Qf whom provide the daycare services for

children, the parenting education, and access to
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pareﬁts'for job,training and all kinds of things.
.If'we;a:é talking about access to jobs, what

better program is-ﬁhere, which also gets‘children and
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theif families invqlved with schools? And there's 1

'-- 61 schools in this state have family resource

cénters.,_It restores funds for childrén of
in;arceréted parénts; This is the onlylservice wé-
have four_chiidren'and there are thousands of them
with parents in ﬁrison ia.

It restores fqhdiné to the children's law center
of Cohnecticuthithe;cﬁiidren‘s trus%.fund.- These are
agencies that .are helpingvéhildren and families all
over the étate withouﬁ Which there would be no, no
accéss tovjustice’in ﬁahy cases. These are mahy
children who have either been abandoned, or neglected
by parenfs; and need to havé legal repfesentation.

- In public health, if you care about public

- health, we've restored the Life Star funding. In my

area of'the'state, this is the only way we cén get
people-to hospitéls. So if you have an emergency in
Northeastern Connecticut, god forbid you don't have
Life Star fﬁére Bécause you're nét going ——'you're
going to be dying of that heart attack. It restores

funding for school based health centers, and just for
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the edifiCatibn of people, if you don't know what' a

school.based health cehtér is, in many_schools in this

-state,'theré are school based health centers,

- 010808

- particularly, in our urban centers, that serve

children who have no other access to healthcare. . And
they get the healthcare.in the schools, and they gef
things like inoculations, that they wouldn't get

otherwise. 'This is a public health risk, and. a public

health issue. It restores funding for community

- health centers, which are one of the backbones of our

commUnity_health system; Again, thousands and
thousandé of people for whom thié is ﬁheir only access
to healthcare. It restores adhlt dental services. It
is crisis leve;; There are thousands of people who
have abéolutely no access.to dental services. That is
scaﬁdalous in this céuntry.‘

In the Department of Children and Families, .we

reversed the Governor's closing of Riverview Hospital,

again a place of last resort for children who have no

other access to care. -It's a residential facilityt
There's been discussion, could it-be done cheaply
elsewhere, I think not. |

In disabilities, this one is really one that

everyone of you'need to think over very carefully. We
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have been told there will.be 400 retirements of
caseworkers for disabled people. This means there are

400 families, who will have no caseworker for,'many

010809

times,-profoundly,disabled'adults and chiidren. Thié
-~ I really ddnﬂt know what's going to happen, Eut we
have many, mahy thousands of people on these services,
who will no longer~have any access to those services
unless wé pass this budget.

We have restored’funding for respite and day

services for disabled adults. This is what enables us

to'keep disabled peoplé in the community and not in
much more eéxpensive group homes and institutional
cére. Again, it's a cost savings in the eﬂd. In
bMHAS( we've.restored funding for Cedar Crest
Hospital, and funding fér vocational and social rehab
services. Again{ without thése ser§ices what will our
communities look-like, you know, we will have homeless
people in the streets and people without services for

mental health issues that will profoundly impact every

‘community in this state.

In the Department of Social Services, we have
eliminated the increase in HUSKY premiums and HUSKY B
copayments. For those that don't know, HUSKY is our

primary source of medical care for women and children
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in poverty and this is the only way that many people
who are working -- the working poor can afford any
kind of healthcare. If you raise premiums, it just
simply méané tﬁey~w6ﬁt beiabie fd afford to userthat
care and they will use evermore expensive emergency
room care. We'ye restored funding for mental health
drugs and most over the counter drugs under Medicaid.
We have restored funding to cover non-formulary drugs
under Medicaid. Again, for people who have no other
access to this. And we've restored funding for the
American School for the Deaf. This is an institution
we have supported for literally 50 years and is
serving many, many deaf children in this state,
without it, I don't know what we would do.

For business in the economy, we've restored small
business innovation research funding. We've restored
funding for job training programs and who could argue
that we should be cutting job training programs now,
when people need them more than ever. We've restored
funding for the Jobs Funnel Project. We've restored
funding for the Southeast Connecticut Incubator
Project for entrepreneurial centers, their trainings
programs, and for SAMA funding, it's a Spanish

American Merchants Association. I happen to know that
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in my area, in Willimantic, this association is
responsible more than anyone else for actually

nurturing.SmallEbusinesses in the . community. That

would not'happeﬁ without out our budget.

In Judicial and Corrections, we're restored
funding fdr proven prisoner ré—entry programs.
There's aiprogrém called STRIDE, which-is in -- again
in-Northeastern Connecticuf. I'm most familiar with
it. Andeitﬁout that program, every women, it's a
program.for Qoﬁen re—entering-the comﬁunity, they have
é 100 percent non—recidivisﬁ rate, which means that
eve:y>woman thaﬁ'é gone through that program, which
gives them job training skills, and resume building,
and reunites them with their children, without that

program that wouldn't happen. And that program was

'slated to be cut.

In culture and tourism, we'vé restored funding
that was.cut, that I think was one of the shocking
cuts that I saw in the Governor's budget, was a total
éut real}y to the arts in the stdte, and without that'_
monéy institutiéns like the Connecticut Science
Center,. Shubert Theater, thé.National Theater for the
Deaf, the Connecticut Trust for Historic Preservation,

the Beardsley Zoo, the Mystic Aquarium, New Haven
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Festival of Arts and Ideas, the Norwalk Aquarium,
those institutions would be very likely to close in

many instances. They're quite dependent on state

010812

money, becapsé this is'one of the quality of life
issues in this state.

In higher education, we have restored student aid
and grants. There was a large cut to student aid at
time when-we all would say, 1 believe/ that if we care
about the'futﬁre of the state, we should not be
preventing.studenté from going to college. This is a
very importaﬁt grant, thousands of §tudénts in
COnnecticut‘would probabiy be forced withdraw from
college without these grants; We'prpvided funding for
AmeriCorps, which had been cut in the previous budget.
We restored $23 million in funding to UConn, $23
million té the community technical colleges, and $15
millioﬁ to thg state universitie;. These are
ill—advised-cuts, in a time when we need té be
concerned about the future of this state. Libraries,
it was brought to our attention that the cut to the
libraries was to the Connecticut Edgcafion Network,
which is the only accéss for every school in this
state to the intérnet.  So-to build on the future of

this state, I think, recreating the digital divide
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that we finally . got passed by providing a small amount
of funding to make sure that-every school in the state
could be connected to the internet and that every
library in this state could join together and get
cheaper access to these.educational services. It's
crazy not to do that and it also cut -- cut funding
from virtually every library in the state to the point
where the libraries were célling, and I know you've
all gotten these e-mails as well sayiné if you do this
there will be no more inter-library loans in the state
for example. We wont have access to these primary
databases that people use for research.

Cities and towns, we reversed the Governor's
decision to close courthouses vital to the downtown
economies of Manchester, Bristol, Norwalk, Derby,
Meriden, and Pqtnam. And as we went around the state
and heard from people in these communities, we heard
that these are links to the community. They employ
people. It is a set -- and none of them by the way
:a}e exactly not busy. They'fe all busy, over utilized
in most cases and I really just -- we couldn't figure
out what was going to happen if you closed these
courthouses. There is no courthouse that can receive

them. So if you as a citizen of this state are going
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to need a courthouse soon, and these courthouses
close, you'll be in a long line somewhere. And the
judicial branch told us that it would be very, very
Vdifficulf fogvthéﬁrimagine howrfhey would deal with

. the caseload increases that would be imagined by this
-- by this particular cut. It restores funding for
resident troopers. I know many of towns are dependent
on the state to provide resident trooper coverage. We
restored funding for volunteer fire companies and fire
fighter training. Again, a public safety issue.

And we resfore funding for Departments of Healthl
Again, a vital link, in fact, we need to do much more
with our public health departments. There are more
but I think you get the idea. There are things worth
fighting for and necessary to preserve for the quality
of this state. BAnd not just for the quality of this
state, for the future of this state. Connecticut will
emerge from this economic crisis. That's what we have
to remember today. So while it's difficult, no one
likes having to raise taxes, or fees, or borrow money,
or use one time revenues to support state services,
but we cannot let the state sink. And we especially
can't let the people of this state sink. *They need us

more than ever. We're talking about jobs. We all

010814
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want to create jobs. We can't cut .the underpinnings
6f the state services that the only things that we

have that we're liable to be able to create jobs with

010815

and one of them -is our education.system. . Anyone who
talks aboUtlgconom;cs, télké.about the necessity for
the infrastructuré in education to be successful. We
cahnot be cutting.éducation.infrastructure now, be it
preschoo}h K-12 eduéation; or college education.

Right now, welneed those more than ever. We need to
fight toipresérve these services. We still have made
very ﬁard choices in . this budget. And I know the
Governor doesn't want to cut these things. And I-know
no' one wants to cut these things but it lets you
understand, .when people are saying, well just cut more
programs. It let's you understanq what we're éoing to
have to do'if.you want to do more cutting to the state
budget.

Now, as many of you knoQ, I've been a strong
proéonent 6f‘results—based accountability and making
government more efficient and/effeétive. Our budget
does that. There are many initiatives in this budget
that try to.move us from more expensive forms of care,
for particularly‘Vﬁlnerable populations, I think, in

terms of moving people from nursing homes into
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homecare. You can't do that by cutting homecare
services. You need to shift it over time. And we are
doing that.

Théré aré sa&ings in here.that will-account for
elimination of extra government programs. We have
eliminated entire layers of bureaucracy in several
agencies. We have done that work. 1It's going to take
some time. But as we do that, and as we look very
carefully at each prograh, and I think we are doing
that. We have to also be mindful that we're going to
come out of this economic sitﬁation. We can't cut
everything. It is critical that we maintain the
essence of what this state is and the values that
we're all talking about. These are things we value
and now more than ever in this terrible recession we
need to maintain those services for people, we need
strike a balance between having some of us, many of us
who can afford to pay a little bit more in order
maintain the quality of life in this state for the
people who need us now more than ever. Now is when we
have to stand up, and it's the hardest time to stand
up, but I would ask my colleagues to vote with us
today, and go to bat for these people and make sure we

don't let people down. So, thank you very much.
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SPEAKER DONOVAN:
Staff and guest please come to the well of the

House. Members take their seats. The machine will be

| ‘

.open.

THE CLERK:

The House of Representatives is voting by roll

call. Members to the chamber. The Houée_is voting by

roll call. Members to the chamber please.

 SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Have‘all the members voted? Have all the members

~voted? Please check the roll call'board_and make sure

your votes are prdberly cast. Héve all thé members
voted? The machine will be locked and the Clerk will
take a tally. Will the Clerk please announce the
tally. | |
THE CLERK:

House Bill 1801 as amended by Senate A in

concurrence with the Senate.

Total ﬁumbér Voting 139

-Neceséary.for Passage 76 .
Those voting Yea . | 91

fhoéé voting Nay 48

Those ébsent and not voting 12

SPEAKER .DONOVAN:
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Emergendy Certified bill passes.

Are there any announcements or introductions?

Any announcements or introductions? Representative

Boukus.
REP. BOUKUS . K22ndi:

Thank you, Mr; Speaker. For journal and
transcript notation, sir.
SPEAKER .DONOVAN':

Pléése proceed, madam.
REP. BOUKUS . (22nd):

Thank yau. .FSf journal notations today, missing
votes'Répresenta£ive éantiago, législafive business
out—of—state? Heinrich, out—éf—stéte, Nicastro is
still recovering from his hospital stay, Aldarondo
out-of-state, Robles is legislative buéineés
out-of-state, E. Wright family fuﬁeral, Fawcett family
business, Mushinsky business in the district.

For' transcript nopations, Mr. Speaker, for
légiélative business in the district, Representatives
Berger, Green, Candelaria, Widlitz, Drew, Godfrey,'
_Nardello, Backer, McCrory, Kirkley-Bey, Bufler,
O'Connor, and Fox. And legislation business outside
the éhamber, Mr. Speaker, Representative Zalaski.

Thank you,. sir.
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