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SENATOR DAILY: He wanted to say take the stand. 

REP. STAPLES: Thank you, Mr. Secretary. Just f o r 
the benefit of the members who are here and 
the people i n the audience, t h i s i s a practice 
the finance committee engages i n from time to 
time to not have•the public under the 
misconception that they w i l l be t e s t i f y i n g any 
time soon. We set off the f i r s t few hours of 
special time for c e r t a i n state o f f i c i a l s . The 
public hearing process i t s e l f s t a r t s at 12:30. 
This i s for testimony of state o f f i c i a l s which 
we've scheduled between 10:30 and 12:30. So 
with that we look forward to your testimony. 

Secretary Genuario, please proceed. 

ROBERT L. GENUARIO: Thank you, and good morning, • 
Representative Staples, Senator Daily, 
Representative Candelora, Senator Roraback and 
distinguished members of the finance 
committee, my name i s Robert Genuario, I'm the 
secretary of the State of Connecticut O f f i c e 
of Policy and Management, and I thank you for 
the opportunity to be here today to present 
testimony. 

I have submitted written testimony with regard 
to Governor R e l l ' s B i l l s 833, 834, 835, 836. 
837 and a modified b i l l including her 
proposals, 933. You have written testimony on 
each of those from my o f f i c e , and rather than 
read that testimony, I'd l i k e to summarize the 
provisions of those b i l l s and our support for 
them. 

B i l l s 833 through 836 are annual proposals for 
bond authorizations with a number of items 
that are worthy of highlight that I w i l l get 
to i n a second. Eight thirty-seven i s the 
Governor's proposed b i l l on fee increases, and 
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933 deals with other various revenue items 
which I w i l l d e t a i l shortly. 

With regard to 833 concerning various general 
ob l i g a t i o n bonds for state purposes, of note 
i s the Governor's Regional Incentive Grant 
Program. That proposes for the f i r s t time a 
pool of bond funds i n the amount of 4 0 m i l l i o n 
d o l l a r s . That i s intended to i n c e n t i v i z e the 
r e g i o n a l i z a t i o n of c e r t a i n services that 
mu n i c i p a l i t i e s perform. As I have indicated 
i n p r i o r presentations, the theory behind t h i s 
i s that there's often a worthy public service 
performed by muni c i p a l i t i e s , frequently many 
munic i p a l i t i e s performing the same service. 
These d o l l a r s would i n c e n t i v i z e the more 
e f f i c i e n t provision of these services. 

Example. Four or f i v e m u n i c i p a l i t i e s a l l 
provide c e r t a i n tax c o l l e c t i o n or tax 
assessment functions, they decide that they 
want to get together and combine those 
functions, s t r i c t l y voluntary, but they need 
an updated information technology system to 
allow for the coordination of those systems. 
They could apply to the state for a grant, the 
state would provide that grant, i t would be 
done on a competitive and merit-based system. 
The state would incur a one-time cost for the 
updated in f r a s t r u c t u r e necessary to allow for 
the -- necessary to allow for the 
r e g i o n a l i z a t i o n of the service, but the 
mu n i c i p a l i t i e s would have an ongoing savings 
from p a r t i c i p a t i n g i n the program. S i m i l a r l y , 
i f more than one municipality wanted to 
collaborate to purchase a p a r t i c u l a r piece of 
equipment that might be of benefit to many of 
them or several of them, they could apply to 
the state and the state would pay 75 percent 
of the cost -- up to 75 percent of the cost. 
That p a r t i c u l a r program i s capped at 10 



Q0052U 
4 February 23. 2009 
llw FINANCE, REVENUE AND BONDING 10:30 A.M. 

COMMITTEE 

m i l l i o n d o l l a r s per year. There are other 
provisions i n the b i l l regarding that program 
including increased incentives under the LOCIP 
and the TAR programs for m u n i c i p a l i t i e s that 
regionalize t h e i r services. 

Eight t h i r t y - s i x i s also a b i l l that we 
annually provide to you. Of note i n 836 i s 
our request for 90 m i l l i o n d o l l a r s a year, 180 
over the biennium, for general o b l i g a t i o n 
bonds fo r the Clean Water Program and 175 
m i l l i o n d o l l a r s per year i n revenue bonds for 
the Clean Water Program. Together t h i s i s 
more than a half a b i l l i o n d o l l a r s with the 
state funding to continue our commitment for 
clean water. 

Addi t i o n a l l y , there i s a renewed request for 
Urban Act, LOCIP money and of course school 
construction money. Over the course of the 
biennium over 1.3 b i l l i o n d o l l a r s i s requested 
to provide for the construction of our public 
schools and to a s s i s t our m u n i c i p a l i t i e s i n 
providing for the construction of our public 
schools. Also included i n t h i s b i l l i s a 
proposed modification. As you know, a school 
construction i s f a r and away a dominant 
feature of our bonding each and every year and 
makes up on most years more than half of a l l 
the bond d o l l a r s that are issued. The 
Governor i s proposing a modification to that 
program. Currently m u n i c i p a l i t i e s are 
reimbursed at the rate of 20 to 80 percent or 
the cost of a l o c a l public school i s shared by 
the state up from between 20 to 80 percent of 
the cost of the school. The b i l l proposes a 
change i n that modification from 15 to 65 
percent and for magnet schools from 95 percent 
to 80 percent. 

A d d i t i o n a l l y the b i l l proposes a 450 m i l l i o n 
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d o l l a r per year cap on p r i o r i t y -- the 
p r i o r i t y school l i s t . As you know, at the 
current time that i s unlimited which i s one of 
the reasons why i t i s such an expensive 
program. It a c t u a l l y i s n ' t a p r i o r i t y l i s t , 
i t ' s a l i s t , and we think p r i o r i t i z a t i o n needs 
to be a part of i t . 

On the transportation side, notably i n B i l l 
834 includes our request f o r 550 m i l l i o n 
d o l l a r s of additional authorizations for the 
New Haven R a i l Yard program. I'm sure t h e y ' l l 
be a number of questions about that. We 
believe that w i l l allow us to complete the 
program i n addition to the 300 m i l l i o n d o l l a r s 
previously authorized. 

B i l l 835 i s an annual request f o r funds f o r 
the repaving program. It i s broken out i n a 
separate b i l l only because we'd l i k e to see 
that b i l l move more quickly so i t can be ready 
for the construction season on May 1st. 

837 i s a proposal to increase fees. And I 
might add that i n most cases these fees have 
not been increased i n 10 to 20 years and some 
cases more than 2 0 years and a few cases they 
were increased as recently as s i x years ago. 
The problem with allowing these fees to go so 
long without an increase i s that they are 
i n i t i a l l y adopted for the purpose of providing 
for the cost of the p r o v i s i o n of the program 
or the regulation of a program and as time 
goes on obviously the cost of providing or 
regulating the program increases as personal 
cost goes up and i n f l a t i o n i s added, and to 
the extent that the fees are never adjusted 
the general fund or general taxpayer d o l l a r s 
pick up the excess costs of the program. 
Obviously i n a year where revenue i s so t i g h t 
and budget d e f i c i t s so apparent i t seemed an 
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so apparent i t seemed an appropriate place to 
go to generate more revenue to provide for the 
programs that these fees were i n i t i a l l y 
adopted to subsidize. 

F i n a l l y B i l l 933 i s a c o l l e c t i o n of proposals 
that the Governor has suggested. Included i n 
those proposals i s a suspension of the sales 
tax-free week, a suspension of the increase i n 
the singles exemption on the income tax, a 
capping of the f i l m tax production c r e d i t at 
30 m i l l i o n d o l l a r s as well as a lowering of 
the star salary cap from 15 m i l l i o n to 5 
m i l l i o n d o l l a r s and a suspension of the 
h i s t o r i c structures tax c r e d i t . Generally 
speaking, we think these b i l l s w i l l serve the 
interest of the state. Certainly the 
authorizations that we're requested i n bond 
d o l l a r s i s a conservative authorization as 
compared to what i s normally provided that i s 
i n recognition of the fact that the state 
needs to be careful about the amount of debt 
i t issues. Included i n those authorizations 
i s the c a n c e l l a t i o n of 389 m i l l i o n d o l l a r s of 
e x i s t i n g on the books authorizations which 
have been on the books for many years but have 
not moved. The fee and revenue increases are 
obviously things that are necessary i n order 
to a s s i s t us i n balancing our budget and are 
targeted i n a way that we believe i s f a i r and 
equitable. 

Having said that, I look forward to dialogue 
with t h i s committee and working with the 
members of t h i s committee and the leadership 
of the General Assembly i n fashioning a f i n a l 
package that w i l l serve the interests of the 
people of the State of Connecticut. 

REP. STAPLES: Good morning, Mr. Secretary, just a 
couple of general questions. F i r s t , the tax 
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proposals we have before us were geared toward 
a budget that had projected a d e f i c i t of 6 
b i l l i o n d o l l a r s over the next two years. 
There seems to be a growing consensus among 
between the f i s c a l o f f i c e of the l e g i s l a t u r e 
as well as the c o n t r o l l e r s o f f i c e and I gather 
at 0PM, but I don't know o f f i c i a l l y i f the OPM 
has adopted new revenue estimates. But I 
guess my f i r s t question i s has OPM yet 
adjusted i t s revenue forecast to be closer i n 
l i n e with what the c o n t r o l l e r ' s o f f i c e and the 
Off i c e of F i s c a l Analysis i s projecting for 
the next two years? 

ROBERT L. GENUARIO: No, we have not. We stand by 
the projections that were made back i n 
February when the Governor's -- or e a r l i e r 
t h i s month when the Governor's budget was 
released. So f a r the revenues that are coming 
i n i n f i s c a l year 109 are consistent with our 
'09 projections. I might add that 
notwithstanding that the Governor did propose 
a d e f i c i t mitigation package that i n amount 
was equal to the c o n t r o l l e r ' s numbers which 
are somewhat higher than OPM's numbers, but we 
have not adjusted our projected d e f i c i t 
numbers or the projected gap. We are 
expecting a s i g n i f i c a n t d e t e r i o r a t i o n i n 
revenue i n '09, followed by a s i g n i f i c a n t 
d e t e r i o r a t i o n i n f i s c a l year 2010 and a 
recovery i n f i s c a l year 2011. Obviously we 
are a l l t r y i n g to project what w i l l happen i n 
the future, and u n t i l we see further data that 
indicates that we need to change our 
projections, we w i l l maintain our projections. 
We did work. We did have a meeting, my o f f i c e 
did have a meeting with the members of the 
Off i c e of F i s c a l Analysis as well as the 
co n t r o l l e r ' s o f f i c e e a r l i e r i n the week. 
Contrary to some of the news reports, I know 
the members of my o f f i c e f e l t that that 
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meeting was productive though no 
r e c o n c i l i a t i o n was reached. 

Let me state, as I stated before, the 
appropriations committee on the day the budget 
came,out, we take very s e r i o u s l y the 
projections of the Of f i c e of F i s c a l Analysis 
for several reasons. One, they are my 
colleagues and my friends and I know how hard 
they work i n order to get the numbers right 
just as the professionals at the Of f i c e of 
Polic y and Management do to get the numbers 
rig h t . We are i n a very very d i f f i c u l t time 
where i t i s d i f f i c u l t to project what the 
future w i l l hold, but we do think the numbers 
that we have projected for f i s c a l year '09 are 
consistent with what we are seeing i n f i s c a l 
year '09, and we have projected a further 
de t e r i o r a t i o n i n 10. 

SENATOR DAILY: You're saying you stand by the 
numbers that the Governor gave i n her budget 
address? 

ROBERT L. GENUARIO: Yes. 

REP. STAPLES: And yet you say that you're seeing 
and projecting continued d e t e r i o r a t i o n i n '09 
and 10. That does seem contradictory. And 
not only that, I might add that we've heard 
for several weeks i n private conversations 
about the fact that the numbers were 
deteriorating, so i t seems l i k e there's r e a l l y 
not anybody that I can hear -- that I have 
heard from who thinks that those numbers are 
s t i l l an accurate r e f l e c t i o n of what the 
d e f i c i t s are l i k e l y to be when we have to 
adopt a balanced budget. 

ROBERT L. GENUARIO: Well, f i r s t of a l l , there's 
nothing inconsistent when I say I say that we 
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are projecting further d e t e r i o r a t i o n i n 2010 
because we projected further d e t e r i o r a t i o n i n 
2010, further d e t e r i o r a t i o n i n 2010, when the 
budget was released on February 6. So when I 
say we are projecting further deterioration, 
that i s consistent with what we projected 
several weeks ago. We are projecting a 20 
percent drop i n revenue i n estimates and 
f i n a l s i n A p r i l . That i s s i g n i f i c a n t l y more 
than what we have seen to date for f i s c a l year 
2009. I cannot t e l l you, as I s i t here, that 
i t ' s not possible that the numbers w i l l get 
worse, i t i s possible that the numbers w i l l 
get worse, but the projections that we have 
made are based upon the best data that we have 
available to us. H i s t o r i c a l l y the numbers 
that OPM has come out with for revenue i n 
February generally don't end up being 
overestimates by the time we see the A p r i l 
data. Now, we are i n an unusual time, and a 
l o t of t h i s and what happens i n 2011 i s going 
to be dependent upon the impact of a v a r i e t y 
of national functions and national decisions 
and we w i l l have to see, but A p r i l w i l l be our 
best indicator. As of now our numbers are 
consistent with what's happening i n '09. 

REP. STAPLES: So you don't expect to revise your 
estimates u n t i l the A p r i l 15th tax information 
comes through? 

ROBERT L. GENUARIO: We revise our estimates on the 
2 0th of every month. We revised our 
estimates -- and that's for f i s c a l year '09. 
We revised our estimates for f i s c a l year '09 
on the 20th of t h i s month, projected a 
s l i g h t l y increased d e f i c i t . We may need to 
revise our estimates again i n March depending 
upon what the data indicates. We w i l l monitor 
i t . There w i l l be another OPM l e t t e r on March 
20th, and we w i l l give you our best estimates 
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at that point i n time. As of February 20th 
our '09 estimates were not t e r r i b l y 
inconsistent with what we released i n 
February, on February 6th or on January 20th, 
and we'll monitor that data as i t comes i n . 

REP. STAPLES:. I don't think, and I don't want to 
belabor t h i s because I don't think we're going 
to get anywhere with i t , but I think the 
primary issue i s not '09 but a 2.7 b i l l i o n 
d o l l a r difference between you and OFA f o r 2010 
and 11. I think that's -- the numbers that we 
received i n January are what caused OFA to 
adjust i t s estimates, and you r e l y on the same 
data and you r e l y on the same service to 
advise you that OFA r e l i e s upon. So i t ' s just 
a s t r i k i n g difference when the two o f f i c e s 
usually are very close together to have a 2.7 
b i l l i o n d o l l a r difference, and I think i t puts 
an incredible challenge before t h i s committee 
and the appropriations committee when there's 
no agreed-upon target for c u t t i n g the budget 
and balancing the budget. So I think what I'm 
asking you i s i f you've already got a l l that 
information i n and you're s t i l l 2.7 b i l l i o n 
d o l l a r s apart, i t doesn't sound l i k e there's 
going to be anything new to come to the table 
that w i l l change your opinion on 10 and 11 
u n t i l the A p r i l f i l i n g s . Is that a f a i r 
statement, or i s that not a f a i r statement? 

ROBERT L. GENUARIO: Well, I think we a l l know that 
there i s no more s i g n i f i c a n t date i n terms of 
our projections on A p r i l 15th. That's the way 
i t i s every year. I don't want to suggest 
that something couldn't happen i n 2 000 -- i n 
March or e a r l i e r that might cause us to adjust 
our projections. The challenge i s not just 
the challenge of t h i s committee, i t i s the 
challenge of the administration as well, and 
we stand ready and w i l l continue to work with 
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the O f f i c e of F i s c a l Analysis and the 
co n t r o l l e r ' s o f f i c e i f she chooses to 
pa r t i c i p a t e , to come up with the best numbers 
for us a l l ' t o use going forward. The fact 
that I stand by my numbers does not mean that 
I'm not w i l l i n g to engage i n an open dialogue 
with regard to data that we see, projections 
that -- the difference i n t h e i r projections 
versus our projections. Candidly, the biggest 
s i g n i f i c a n t difference between OFA and OPM i s 
that we are, projecting a 20 percent decline i n 
estimates ,and f i n a l s i n A p r i l and they are 
projecting a 35 percent decline, and the base 
r o l l s out from there. And those are -- we're 
going to know what the right answer i s f a i r l y 
soon, and whether i t ' s 20 percent, 35 percent, 
somewhere i n between or somewhere outside the 
margins, we w i l l know on A p r i l 15th or shortly 
thereafter. But the 20 percent i s 
s i g n i f i c a n t . We're also projecting a 1.3 
percent decline i n withholding which has not 
showed up yet. So f a r through '09 and any 
segment of '09 the withholding revenues have 
been f l a t , there has not been a decline. We 
are projecting an o v e r a l l decline for the 
year. 

So i t ' s a d i f f i c u l t s i t u a t i o n that we're a l l 
in, and we a l l need to work together to 
resolve i t . We a l l have to come out with a 
budget that we are comfortable with, and I 
w i l l t e l l you that my o f f i c e w i l l continue to 
work with OFA and with t h i s committee to t r y 
and resolve the issue and to come up with 
p o l i c i e s and programs that w i l l be consistent 
with that resolution. 

REP. STAPLES: Do you suggest that we should just, 
because we won't know anything more u n t i l 
A p r i l 15th, we should just use the Governor's 
forecasts and assume i f we adopted her budget 
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that we would have a balanced budget for the 
next two years and then sometime a f t e r A p r i l 
15th i f we have to revise i t , we face up to i t 
at that time? 

ROBERT L . GENUARIO: Well, i f you adopt a budget 
before A p r i l 15th, i t w i l l be the f i r s t time 
i n my memory that that has happened. I am not 
suggesting that you speed up your process to 
avoid the A p r i l 15th data any more than I 
would l i k e to. In most years the reverse i s 
what happens, we come out with projections i n 
February, the A p r i l 15th data i s p o s i t i v e . I 
don't know whether that's going to be the case 
or not, but i t c e r t a i n l y w i l l be the best data 
that i s available to us. I wouldn't t e l l you 
what numbers you should use. You should use 
the numbers that you are comfortable with. We 
have used numbers that we are comfortable 
with. But ultimately you're not going to, I 
hope, the l e g i s l a t u r e i s not going to adopt a 
budget i n a vacuum and the administration i s 
not going to sign a budget i n a vacuum. We're 
going to have to work together and reconcile 
these numbers, and we w i l l work with you 
between now and A p r i l 15th i n order to do 
that. There may be data i n March that allows 
us to adjust our numbers, and i f i t i s we'll 
give you our best thinking on March 20th, i f 
not before. 

REP. STAPLES: Saying you're not encouraging us to 
hurry up i s not consistent with what I hear 
the Governor saying almost on a d a i l y basis as 
she chastises the l e g i s l a t u r e f o r not adopting 
a budget as soon as possible and suggesting 
that every delay and every hearing that we 
have i s prolonging the agony and worsening the 
d e f i c i t . So I think we're getting mixed 
messages. If the administration i s saying 
wait t i l l a f t e r A p r i l 15th t i l l we have good 
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numbers and maybe we'll reconcile them, that's 
d i f f e r e n t than what I pick up the paper and 
read every single day from the Governor. 

ROBERT L. GENUARIO: Well, with a l l due respect, I 
think what the Governor i s t a l k i n g about when 
she speaks of delays i s action on the d e f i c i t 
mitigation package. Whether --

REP. STAPLES: Which was submitted l a s t Thursday or 
la s t -- I think Thursday at noon I think we 
received that. 

ROBERT L. GENUARIO: What we have suggested time 
and time again i s early action on the d e f i c i t 
mitigation package. What has happened with 
the Governor's f i r s t two d e f i c i t mitigation 
packages i s the following: The Governor 
submits a d e f i c i t mitigation package 
consistent with our best estimates of what the 
d e f i c i t i s , the leadership of the General 
Assembly stands up and says we think"we agree 
with 95 percent of i t and then the package 
comes out and you do 65 percent of i t . That's 
what's been-happening. So the c r i t i c i s m that 
you have been hearing has been based upon the 
action that has been taken that i s 
inconsistent with what we've a l l agree at a 
minimum the d e f i c i t i s . 

If I may, and I didn't come here to t a l k about 
the d e f i c i t mitigation package, but i f I may, 
what i s happening while the l e g i s l a t u r e i s 
suggesting that the numbers projected by the 
Off i c e of Poli c y and Management do not project 
a large enough d e f i c i t , the l e g i s l a t u r e 
continues to take action that i s less than the 
action warranted by those projections. So 
before we get into worrying about whether the 
projection i s right or wrong, we might want to 
sta r t taking action with regard to what you 
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consider to be a very conservative estimate. 

So I think the c r i t i c i s m i s not -- I don't 
think the Governor i s suggesting that the 
General Assembly adopt a b i e n n i a l budget for 
2010 and 2011 p r i o r to A p r i l 15th, but I think 
what the Governor i s suggesting i s that 
d e f i c i t mitigation packages that have been put 
before us and which are necessary to preserve 
as much of the rainy day fund as possible for 
10 and 11, which I think we a l l would agree we 
need, need to be taken very very seriously. I 
mean, the Governor, and I ' l l stop i n a second, 
but the Governor issued rescissions back i n 
June and many members of the General Assembly 
said, "What are you doing? You don't have to 
issue r e s c i s s i o n s , you're jumping the gun." 
The Governor has been very proactive. You may 
disagree, with our projections, but the 
Governor has been very proactive consistent 
with the projections that we have done. And I 
think her concern i s that the action that has 
been taken regardless of whose projections you 
agree with have been inconsistent with even 
the most conservative projections that are on 
the table. 

REP. STAPLES: Well, we're not going to resolve a l l 
of t h i s here. We got the mitigation package 
on Thursday and we're voting t h i s Wednesday, 
so I don't know what delays are being referred 
to. I understand there may be differences i n 
the numbers, but those r e a l l y are minimal i n 
comparison to the difference i n the numbers 
for 10 and 11. And I think our concern i s i f 
we were to adopt the Governor's budget today 
for 10 and 11, we'd have a 3 b i l l i o n d o l l a r 
hole. And I guess we're just waiting for OPM 
to say p u b l i c l y what we've been hearing 
p r i v a t e l y which i s that the d e f i c i t i s a l o t 
worse than the Governor's budget r e f l e c t s . 
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And u n t i l we have some understanding of what 
the target i s , i t ' s going to be very hard for 
us to do a budget. 

SENATOR DAILY: Representative Staples i s very 
correct. We can go around and around about 
t h i s for your whole hour, the whole day, the 
whole week, but I do f i n d i t stunning that 
your projection of a 20 percent drop i n --
your projection i s a 2 0 percent drop i n 
revenue. That's less than what the drop was 
i n the l a s t quarter and we are a l l very 
concerned about refunds so that's another 
decline. And I think that we should a l l be 
acknowledging that why we can't move forward 
i n concert. 

Cameron i s right, i t doesn't present a good 
atmosphere for t r y i n g to work t h i s out. And I 
guess that's enough to be said about that and 
we should move on with the content of the 
b i l l s . 

REP. STAPLES: If I could, Secretary Genuario, with 
one of the b i l l s , and the school construction 
provisions that you have i n the -- I'm looking 
for which b i l l i t i s , where you a l t e r the 
percentages for reimbursement, I understand 
the desire to cut costs of school -- but why 
would you propose just a 5 percent drop i n 
reimbursement to the wealthiest of towns but a 
15 percent drop i n reimbursement to the 
poorest towns? 

ROBERT L. GENUARIO: Well, the 5 percent drop i s a 
33 and a t h i r d percent cut i n t h e i r 
reimbursement, and the 15 percent reduction 
would be about a 20 percent, my math of f the 
top of my head, would be about a 20 percent 
reduction i n t h e i r reimbursement. But more 
than that, Representative Staples, i s our 
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Secretary 
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Testimony Supporting Senate BillNo.835 

A N A C T CONCERNING T H E AUTHORIZATION OF BONDS OF T H E STATE FOR CAPITAL 
RESURFACING A N D RELATED PROJECTS 

Senator Daily, Representative Staples and distinguished members of the Finance 
Revenue and Bonding Committee thank you for the opportunity to offer 
testimony on .Senate-Bill No. 835f A n Act Concerning the Authorization of Bonds 
of the State for Capital Resurfacing and Related Projects. 

This bill authorizes $64.1 mill ion of Special Tax Obligation Bonds (STO) to 
finance the FY2010 road resurfacing program of the Department of 
Transportation. It is separate from the main STO bond bill because it is to be 
effective on May 1,2009 to coincide with the construction season. 

These funds are expected to leverage approximately $67 mill ion in Federal funds 
and resurface in excess of 175 lane miles. The recommended amount is higher 
than in recent years because it is leveraging more Federal funding. 

I would like to again thank" the committee for the opportunity to present this 
testimony. I respectfully request the Committee support this bill and I w i l l be 
happy to answer any questions you may have. 
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