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Bi'll Number 5529, AN ACT CONCERNING AN EXEMPTION FROM 

THE ADMISSIONS f'AX AT RENTSCHLER FIELD, favorable 

report of the Committee on Finance, Revenue and 

'Bonding. 

SPEAKER.ALTOBELLO: 

Represehtative·Aresimowicz of the 30th district 

of Berlin, you have the floor~ Sir. 

REP. A.RESIMOW~CZ (30th) : 

Good afterno9n, Mr. Speaker. 

I ask th~t this item be placed on the Consent 

'agenda please. 

SPEAKER ALTOBEtLO! 

Th.e question before the Chamber is a placement of 

this item on Consent. 

Is 'there objection? Is there objection? 

Seeing and hearing none, so ordered. 

Will the Clerk please call Calendar 190? 

THE CLERK: 

On page 12, Calendar 190, Substitute for H6use 

~i.ll 'Number 5202, AN ACT CONCERNING TELECOMMUTING 

OPTIONS FOR STATE EMPLO:YE.ES, favor·able report of the 

Committee on Government Administration and Ele.ctions·. 

SPEAKER ALTOBELLO: 

Representative Ryan of the 139th, you have the 
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I move :for accept.ance of the .Joint Committee's 

favorable.report and. passage the bill. 

SPEAKER ALTOBELLO: 

rhe question before the Chamber is acceptance of 

the Joint Commit·tee' s favorable report and passage of 

the bill. 

Please proceed s~r. 

REP. RYAN (139th): 

Thank you,-Mr~ Speaker . 

Due to the .number .of factors, including· rising 

energy costs, increased traffic congestion and costLy 

office overhead and overtime, telecominuting has· bec.ome 

more and more attractive to ~mployers_, in publiC" and 

private alike~ Many states, including Connecticut, 

· have telecortum1ting programs :for state ert_1.ployees and 

have seen employees' costs drop even as employee 

producti vi.ty increases. 

This bill be·fore us st.rengthens· existing· law so 

that telecommuting for state employees is more broadly 

encouraged and promoted. It offers greater options 

for telecommuting that. will br±ng the state on board 
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with an initiative that many privq.te companies in 

Connecticut and across the nation have embraced. 

However, even in Connecticut, telecornm\lting 

options for state employees remain extremely limited. 

·what this 'bill does is requires the Depa~tment of 

Admini::;trattve Services to develop guidelines for 

telecommut.ing. It transfers the =authority for 

approving telecommuting reqaests from the Department 

of Administrative Services to the agen:cy he.ad and --

feeling· t:hat the agency head best knows ·the operation 

or ne·eds of ·their Tesp.ec.ti ve agencies and shou.ld be 

granted authority over the processes which would 

approve such guidelines. 

Mr. Spea.ker, I a.sk my colleagues to vote in. ·favor 

of t·his bill. 

SPEAKER ALTOBELLO: 

The question before the Chamber is adoption of 

the passage of the bill. 

Furth.er on the bill? Any amendments. perhaps 

or -- further on the bill? 

Representative Cafero of the 142nd. Good 

afternoon sir, you have the floor. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd) : 

Good. afternoon, Mr~ Speaker. Thank you very 
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Ladies and gentlemen of the Chamber·, I stand in 

strong support of the bill that's before us. As we 

know, with each passing day, our optibns and 

alternatives in running an a.ffordable state gmternment 
.. 

diminish~ Here is one opport~nity th~~ we have not. 

taken full adv_antage of. The private sector world is 

recognizing more and more the benefits of 

te·lecommuting. The fact that this· bill will allow ·us 

to possibly expand those opportunities within state 

government and possibly achieve savings is an 

excellent step in the right direction . 

I thank all those ·who worked on this from both 

sides of the ais1e, and I. would urge your support. 

Thank you. 

SPEAKER ALTOBELLO: 

Thank you, Representative Cafero. 

Representative Noujaim of the brass city, yo~ 

have the floor, sir. 

REP. NOUJAIM (74th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker .and good afternoon., Mr. 

Speaker. 

SPEAKER ALTOBELLO: 

Good afternoon, sir. 
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Mr. Speaker, I ~pologize for speaking after the 

Mino.ri ty Leader, but as a ranking member o·f the Labor 

Committee, this 'bill came before us.. And, Mr. 

Speaker, when this bill came before us, I thought of 

one thing, that these day·s techno1ogy has changed our 

minds and our way of doing business so much. And with 

technology, also, there iS one thing that we should 

always 9~in and try to gain, Mr. Speaker, and that is 

trust. 

So technology and tru~t are two things that 

probably in the past they were ~ot very prevalent . 

·· And; Mr.. Speaker, ·sev-eral years ago, when I was ·on a 

speaking-and teaching tour, I was teaching a seminar 

for a company in New York-State. I may not want to 

tell you the name of the company, Mr. Speaker, but --

but· the co~pany stands for like -- the company i·s 

stands for -- I don't want to say the .name of the 

company but it, like, stands from IBM. 

So, Mr. ~pea'ker, I worked for that company and 

this was about 15 years ago.· The company had six--

6·67 employees, but they only had 200 cubicles. And 

what the emp-loyees would do they ·would c·ome in, they'd 

plug in, they'd get -- they retrieve their data and 
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then they take it and then go and work at home. So 

these p~actices have been throughout in the private 
.'-

industries for the past s·everal, several years. 

So based on the fact~ Mr. Speaker, we are 

'bringing this technology and (inaudibl:e) to our state 

government so I truly, truly support this bill, and r 

Urge my ~olleagues to support it as well. 

Good to. see you there, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER ALTOBELLO= 

Thank you, ·Representative. Nice t.o see you as 

well .. 

Representative _s~wyer of the 55th,. yo_u have the 

floor, madam. 

REP. SAWYER {55th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

We've seen thiS proposal before and we're very 

ple~sed that it.' s here today. What we do know is that 

we .have significant, congestion in this state on. the 

highways. And this propos_al was bro.u·ght forth in 

future -- prior it·erations to save gaso-line, to take 

cars off the road, to make it easier for people to 

maneuver across Connecticut. 

So we'r~ very pleased that the state has decided 

to do this anq .moving it forward through this Chamber, 
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Thank you, Representative Sawyer. 

Further on this bill? ~ think I'm fishing around 

for maybe a screening amendment. 

Represent·ative Ryan, do you ha.ve such a -- such a 

document in your. possession now sir? 

REP. RYAN (!39th): 

Than.k -- than'k you, Mr. Speaker. 

After receivi~g a hint I was able to discern that 
I 

ther.e was·a screening· amendment to this bill. I'd ask 

the Clerk to call LCO 3447 and ask him to rea~ it. 

SPEAKER ALTOBELLO: 

Will the Clerk please call LCO 3447, which shall 

be designated as House Atnendment Schedule A? 

THE CLERK: 

;r..co 3447, House "A·", offered :by Rep:resentatives. 

McCluskey, Olson and Ryan. 

SPEAKER ALTOBELLO: 

Representative seeks to. leave the ·chamber to 

s.ummarize. Without objection, please proceed, sir. 

REP. RYAN (!39th): 

Well, actually, sir, I asked him to read it but I 

·. 
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can. read. it. In· line 26, strike "upon" and insert "as 

required by" .in lieu thereof. Obviously just a small 

technical change that we want to m~ke to make a good 

bill better, and I move {or adoption. 

SPEAKER ALTOBELLO: 

Questions or remarks on House A? Questions or 

remarks on House A? 

If not, I'll try your minds, all those in favor 

please signify by· saying aye. 

REPRESENTATIVES: 

.Aye. 

SPEAKER ALTOBELLO: 

Opposed?··· 

The ayes have it. 

House A is adopted. 

Further on the bill as amended? Further on the 

bill as amended? 

If not, staff and guests please return 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 plea.se report to the chamber. The 

House is· taking a ~oll call vot·e. Members to the 
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Have all the members voted? Have all the members 

voted? Please check the board to make sure .your vote 

has been properly cast. 

'If all the members have voted, the machine will 

be locked, and the Clerk will please take a tally. 

Will th~ Clerk ~lease announc~ the tally? 

THE CLERK: 

House Bill 52a2~ as amended by House A. 

Total Number voting 14:3 

Necessary for adoption -- 72 

Thos.e voting Yea 14.3 

Those 90ting Nay 0 

Those absent and not voting 8 

SPEAKER ALTOBELLO: 

The bill as·amended is passed. 
,. 

Will the Clerk please call Calend.ar 34 -- three four? 

THE CLERK: 

On page four, Calendar 34, Substitute for House 

B;ill Number 5113, AN ACT CONGERNING BILLING FOR 

S~RVICES COVE~ED BY LONG-TE;RM CARE INSURANCE .BY 

MANAGED RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITIES, favorable report by 

· the Commit tee on Insurance. 
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SENAT:OR LOOt-lEY: 

Thank you, Mr~ President. 

554 
May 5, 2010 

004108 

Ca1eridar page 9, Calendar 445, House Bill 5202, mo•e 

to pla~e on the consent calendar. 

THE· CHAIR: 

Without o~jection, so ordered. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. Preaident. 

Calendar page 9, Cal.en.dar 447, House Bill 5 .. 392, move 

to place on the consent calendar. 

THE CHAIR: 

Without objection, so ordered. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Th~nk you, ~r. President. 

Calendar -- calendar pag~ 9, Calendar 450, House 

Bill· 5529, mtive! tq place the i tern ·on the consent 

calendar. 

THE: CHAIR: 

.Wi t}:1out objection, so ·ordered. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Calendar 451, House Bill 5535, move to place the 

item on the.consent calendar. 

THE CHJ\IR: 
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Calling from ;Agenda Number 4, Substitute for Senate 

Bill 201. 

Senate Age·nda 'Number 8, Substitute for House Bill 

004124 

5398, Substitute for House Senate Bill 175, Substitute 

.for Senate Bill 30.e. 

Returning to the calendar -- beQinning on calendar 

page 5, Calendar Number 315, House Bill 5264. 

Calertdar page.6, C~lendar 378, Substitute for or--

correction -- House Bill 5197. 

Calendar page 8, Calendar -- correction, returning 

back ·to ·page 5, Calendar 295·, .Substitute for House Bill 

5114 -- correction~ not Calendar 295, it's Calendar 294, 

House Bill 53-91 . 

Returning to calendar page 6, Calendar Number 378, 

House Bill 5197_. 

~alendar page 8, Calendar Number 440, Substitut·e for 

House Bill 5113. Calendar page 441 -- Calendar 441, 

Substitute for House BilL 5109. 

ca·lendar page 9, Calenda:r: 4 4 4, .House Bill 5500. 

calendar" 5 -- 41 --

Calendar page 9, Calendar 444, House Bill 5500; · 

Calendar 4555, House Bill 5202; Calendar 445, House Bill 

5392; C.alendar 450, House Bill 5529 . 
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Calendar page 10, Galend.ar 461, House Bill 5207; 

Calepdar 483, ·House Bill 5244. 

Calendar 484, on page 11, House Bill 5383; Calendar 

487, House Bill 5220; Calendar 488, House Bill 5297·; 

Calendar 490,· 5425 ·-- House; Calendar 496, House Bill 

5497; Calendar ~09, House Bill 5126. 

Calendar page 14, Calendar 511, House Bill 5527; 

·Calendar 514, House Bill 5426; Calendar 516; House Bi-ll 

5393. 

Calendar page 15, Calendar 520, House Bill 5336; 

Calendar 521; ~duse Bill 5424; Calendar 523, House Bill 

5223; Calendar 525, House Bill 5255 . 

Calendar page 16, Calendar 531, House Bill 5004. 

Calendar page 17, Calendar 533, House Bill 5436; 

C~lendar 540, HoUse eill 5494; Calendar 543, House Bill 

5399. 

Calendar page 18, Calendar 544, House Bill 5434; 

Cal~rtdar 547~ House Bill 5196; Calendar 548, House Bill 

5533; C~lendar 549, House Bill 5387; Calenda~ 550, House 

Bill 5471; Calendar 551, House Bill 5413; Calenda~ 552, 

House B'ill 5163; Calenda·r 553·, House Bill 5159. 

Calendar page 19, Calendar 554, House Bill 5164 . 
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Calendar page 20, Calendar 556,_House Bill 5498; 

004126. 

Galendar 557, _Hous_e Bill 5270; _559, House Bill 5407; 56'2, 

House Bill 5253; and Hbus~ Bill ~- Calendar 5~3, House 

Bill 5~40; Calendar 567; House Bill 5371; and Calendar 

573, I-Jouse Bill 5'371. 

Mr. President, I believe that _compl_etes the items 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr:. Clerk, could you please give me on Calendar 567, 

do you have 5516, sir? 

THE CLERK: 

What -- what calendar? 

THE CHAIR: 

567 on page 22. 

THE CLERK: 

It's 5516. 

THE CHAIR: 

Yes, sir. Okay. 

Ma.chine ' s open. 

THE CLERK: 

An immediate roll call vote hC!,s been ordered in the 

Senate on the· consent calendar. Will all Senat_ors please 

return to the_ chamber. Immediate roll_call has been ordered iii the Senate on the 

.~ilsent calendar. Will all Senators please return to the chamber, 
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Have all Senators vo.ted? Please check your. 

vote. The machine will be locked. ~he Clerk 

will call the tally. 

THE CLERK: 

Motj,.on .:l.s on adopt·ion of Consent 

Calendar Number 2. 

Total number voting 35 

Neces·sary f·or Adopt.ion 18 

Those. voting "Yea 35 

Those voti,ng Nay· 0 

Those absent and not voting 1 

THE CHAIR: 

Conse.nt Calendar Number 2 passes. 

Senator. Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY.: 

Y~s,·Mr. ·pr~sident. 

M~. President -- Mr. Pr~sident, before 

moving to adjourn, I would like to. ensure the 

entire chamber will wish Laura Stefan, S~nator 

McDonald'. s aide,. my former intern, a happy 

birthday. 

And wi.t·h that --and w.ith.that, Mr. 

•. Pre.sident, I would move the s·enate stand adjourn 
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We'll go back and forth between Legislators 
and the public, because it is quarter past 
three. So -- is Representative Themis 
Klarides here? Klarides. 

Oh, I didn't see you, Themis. 

REP. KLARIDES: I was hiding. 

SENATOR PRAGUE: Yes. On purpose? 

REP. KLARIDES: !.can't say. 

Thank you, Senator Prague, Representative 
Ryan, Ranking Members Noujaim and Guglielmo 
and members of the Labor Committee. I'm here 
to testify actually on two bills, 'the first 
being House Bill 5202, AN ACT CONCERNING 
TELECOMMUTING OPTIONS FOR STATE EMPLOYEES. 

This 'is a cpncept that the House Republican 
Office has proposed in the past, and although 
we -- our proposal is somewhat different than 
this proposal, we do agree with it overall, 
and we're hoping that the Legislature as a 
whole. can. find some common ground to move 
forward with this. 

Due to a number of factors, including r1s1ng 
energy costs, increased traffic congesti9n and 
costly overhead and overtime, telecommuting 
has become more and more attractive to 
employers, publ.ic and private alike.. As you 
know, the state's existing telecommuting 
program authorizes the Department of 
Administrative Services to develop and 
implement guidelines for telecommuting. 

We believe that this program is designed well 
and works· well. We would only suggest that 
perhaps DAS review its program to identify 
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additional employees that may avail itself of 
this program and who may be eligible. We do 
not agree with the underlying language of the 
bill, which appears to mandate DAS to allow 
all state emp1oyee~ to telecommute. 

I think we can and should realize that 
different a~pects of state government have 
different. needs and would -- some would be 
more beneficial and some would not work and 
woul~ not be a good fit for telecommuting. 

The legislature itself could provide 
leadership in this area thr9ugh the Joint 
Committee on Legisla~ive Management. We had 
that opportunity last year, and we didn't 
avail ourselves of it. Hopefully, this year 
will be different. · 

States with an active telecommuting program 
have turned thousands of lost commuting hours 
into productive work, saved workers millions 
in gas bills and reduced co~gestion and 
pollution. For example, the state of Arizona 
converted 181 hundred thousand hours of 
commuting into time-productive work and 
reduced air pollution by 175,000 pounds. 

However, as important as this telecommuting 
is, ·we also think that it's not the only 
solution. As usual, in the Legislature, we 
try and look at the big picture as much as 
possible, and even though we think 
telecommuting. is great and is very productive 
in what we've done so far, we think that there 
could be more that can help us. 

Along with expanding this telecommuting, we 
also proposed allowing state agencies, where 
feasible,·to e'ither close one day per week or 
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rotate their workforce on a reduced four-day 
workweek. 

The state ·of Utah implemented a four-day 
workweek in 2008, and, by all accounts, it has 
been a rousing success. Their program 
resulted in 13 percent reduction in energy 
use, employees have saved an estimated $6 
million .in gasoline costs, and greenhouse gas 
emissions have been cut by more than 12,000 
metric tons per year. 

Even more importantly, by staying open more 
hours during the remaining four days, state 
offices became more accessible. I don•t know 
about you, but when I call an office to make 
an appointment for something, and on the rare 
occasion somebody actually tells me they•re 
not closing at 4:30 pr 5:00 or 5:30 -- if it•s 
a doctor, for.example --just to use that as 
an example-- and-they say it•s open until 
7:00 one night a week, I•m thrilled, because 
obviously, most of us can•t get there by 4:30 
or 5:00. 

So the fact that if we had a four-day workweek 
instead of closing at 5:00, for example, we 
could stay open until 6:00 or 7:00, and that 
could make people avail themselves possibly 
after work or before work. 

I encourage the Committee to take ideas 
contained in this proposal into considera,tion .. 
I think we all.agree on the benefits of all of 
this. We may not agree exactly as ~o how 
we•re going to get there, but I think there•s 
a lot of common ground that we can hopefully 
·come to an agreement in the end. 

Thank you . 
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the residents of Connecticut. If this bill 
becomes law, employers will be·faced with 
making decisions that can negatively affect· 
employees much greater than being paid for a 
few sick days a year·. Simply said, this bill 
is bad for business, it's bad for job 
opportunities, bad for economic ·development 
and bad for the econo~y of the state of 
Connecticut. To be pro-jobs, you inust be pro
business. One does not exist without the 
other. 

Thank you for the opportunity to speak to you 
today. 

REP. RYAN: Thank you. Do you have any questions 
concerning Miss Ward's testimony? 

Okay. 

Thank you. Thank you for coming in . 

And Natasha Pierre, you're next. 

Thank you. 

NATASHA PIERRE: Good afternQon, Senator Prague, 
R~presentative Ryan and members of the 
committee. 

I'm Na~asha Pierre. I'm the Legislative 
Director.at the Permanent Commission on the 
Status of Women. I have submitted. written 
testimony in support of House Bill 5202, AN 
ACT CONCERNING TELECOMMUTING OPTIONS FOR STATE 
EMPLOYEES as one avenue of having family
f~iendly policies -- also as an avenue to 
allow elders to remain in the workforce. And 
I will provide oral testimony obviously in 

·support of Senate Bill 63, AN ACT MANDATING 
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committed that crime, again, say seven years, 
ten years, we're not sure of the exact 
number -- that can be debated -- but they 
should still have the opportunity to work, and 
why -- why bar them for life from from ever 
working again in-- in that_-- in an area 

·where they may be_ qualified. 

That may be a little more controversial, but I 
think it's important that people have a chance 
to -- to really be recognized for having 
rehabilitated and for having learned from 
their past mistakes and that there should be a 
time limit. And then I think the oversight 
issue was already raised also. That's very 
important to us .. 

So I guess that's all I want to say for this 
evening. Thank you for for listeni~g. 

SENATOR GOMES: I want to thank you very much for 
waiting to testify . 

SARAH DIAMOND: Yes. 

SENATOR GOMES: All ;r-ight . 

SARAH DIAMOND: Thank you. 

SENATOR GOMES: Anybody. else want to say something? 

Right about this time, this is the last 
person, the lights are supposed to shine and 
bells go off and you get a prize, but you 
don't, Paul. 

PAUL FILSON: Batting .clean-up for the Boston Red 
Sox. 
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Well, good evening, Senator Gomes, and 
distinguished members and patient members of 
the Labor and Public Employees Committee. 

I'm here to talk about two very important 
bills. I just thought, in keeping with the 
theme,· I'll start with Senate Bill 63. 

I'm the -- my name is Paul Filson. I'm the 
Director of the Service Employees 
International Union State Council, which 
represe~ts ove.r 55, 000 dues-paying members in 
Connecticut, and I won't say much ·other than 
to say that we do represen~ the bus drivers 
and janitors, and we represent food service 
workers and healthcare workers, many of whom 
don't have paid sick leave. 

And I'd like to take out the violin for, you 
know, when Kia Murrell was speaking. The 
violin for Walmart, you know, because they 
should provide sick days, and I'm sure it's a 
huge burden on them if they had to do that, or 
McDonalds, or -- or Burger King or these 
multi-national bus companies where we 
repres~nt the workers who drive school 
children and are forced to drive their school 
buf;Jes sick. 

First Students, a multi -nat·ional corporation, 
Laid Law. was a multi-national corporation · 
making millions -- tens of millions of dollars 
in profits every year. I think they can 
afford·· it. My violin does not go out to them. 

But I'd also ~ike to speak in favor of .House 
.Bill 5202, AN ACT CONCERNINq 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS OPTIONS, which should be . 
passed for several reasons. First, it would 
allow certain state employees t~ be much more 
efficient in the performance of their jobs 
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during these hard econo~ic times when some 
criticize government for being overly 
bureauc_ratic. Expanding the- use of 
telecommuting wou~d demonstrates the state's 
commitment to smart use of both human 
resources as well as energy resources. 

Let me explain. There are more than a few 
state employees are currently not allowed to 
_telecommute, "forcing them to drive into 
Hartford just to clock in when the~r day's 
work is to-visit clients or other sites in the 
field much closer to their homes. House 
Bill 5202' is needed because though -the state 
has telecommuting opt_ions in the books, these· 
options are not being utilized and only a 
couple of hundred employees out of a workforce 
of 50,000 are able to telecommute. 

Telecommuting is being a mainstay of corporate 
Amer'ica, and we all know· corporations don't 
usually implement work options that cost money 
and hurt profits. And in fact, today over 14 
million people telecommute some of the ti~e in 
America. Companies are finding that . 
telecommuters are more efficient and more 
productive. 

These companies save a lot of money, _and our 
environment. is helped too, s_ince fewer cars 
are on the road for less time each day. The 
Department of Administration -- Administrative 
Services has'telecommuting rules on the books. 
Unfortunately, very few workers are given 
approval to participate in the prosram. This 
bill would make it easier for employees to get 
approval from other government agencies. 

We!ve suggested some language changes, which 
clear up some p~ssibl~ problems, and you have 
those suggestions in written'testimony 
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provided. And so those two bills would be 
excellent bills for passage at the General 
Assembly. 

I know it•s late. Thank you very much for 
waiting around so long to hear from so many 
people, and I urge you to pass House B~ll 5202 
as.well as Senate Bill 63. 

Thank you. 

SENATOR GOMES: Any questions of Pau1? 

Paul, you•re a luc~y guy. Nobody wants to 
talk to you. 

PAUL FILSON: And, you know, actually we were going 
to have several members come and -- and 
testify today. One of ~hem is out sick. She 

-has sick days. But she could be actually 
working from home telecommuting. She works in 
the IT department for the state and is a big 
advocate of telecommuting. She could have 
been produ.ctive and gotten some work done at 
home, because the job that she does can be 
done at home too. The state could save some 
money. 

SENATOR GOMES: Tell her your whole (inaudible). 

PAUL FILSON: Definitely help -- every -- every 
little bit, so we•re -- we•ve got sick days~ 
we•ve got telecommuting. 

Tpanks. Thanks a lot. 

. . 

SENATOR GOMES: Is there anybody here that isn•t on. 
our list that would like to·tell --testify? 

What are those two doing over there? They 
must work he:r::e . 
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Raised Bill No. 5202.L AN AC'f CONCERNING TELECOMMUTING 
OPI'IONS FOR STATE EMPLOYEES 

Good afternoon Senator Prague, Representative Ryan and members of Labor 
of and. Public Employees Comnrittee. This bill allows agencies to develop 
telecommuting and work at ·home plans ·on a decentralized basis under 
guidelines established by the Department of Administrative Services. While 
the Bill removes telecommuting and work at home plans from collective 
bargaining, such plans would still be subject to other types of challenge when 
one employee was granted the right to work at home and another employee 
was not. An employee could sue the state in superior court and/ or make a 
claim under the state and federal employment and disCrimination laws. 

To allow employees to work at home on a. consistent. basis exposes the State to 
a signifi~t risk of claims under workers' compensation in a "workplace", ~e 
employee's home, over which the State has no control. 

Many private employerS have reduced or completely eliiQi:hated these types of 
programs because experience has shown that lower pro·ductivity and lack of 
management control is often the result of these programs. Especially where 
state employees are responsible to the taxpayers of this state, the existing 
progTams should not be expanded beyond present applications. The duty and 
responsibility of state agencies to clients and taxpayers should ·be of 
paramount importance. · 

Based upon the foregoing, this Bill should not be passed. 

450 CapitolA~ue • Hartford, Connecticut 0~106-1379 
www.ctgov/opm 
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.CONNECTICUT 
CONMISSION' ON AC.INC. 

Testimony of 

Julia Evans Starr, Executive Director 
Connecticut Commission on Aging 

House Bill 5202: An Act Concerning Telecommuting Options for State Employees 
Committee on Labor and Public Employees 

February 25,2010 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment today on an issue of import to older adults, families 
with children and to the effective, efficient administration of state government 

As you know, the Connecticut Commission on Aging (CoA) is an independent, nonpartisan state 
agency that is part of the legislative branch of government We ate devoted to preparing our 
state for a burgeoning. aging population while promoting policies that enhance the lives of the 
present and .future generations of older adults. For sixteen years, the Commission bas served as 
an effective leader in statewide · efforts to promote choice, independence . and dignity for 
Connecticut's older adults and persons with disabilities. 

In these difficult budget times, research-based initiatives, statewide planning efforts, vision and 
creative thinking are all needed and provided by the CoA. We pledge to continue to assist our 
state in finding solutiqns to our fiscal problems, while keeping its commitments to critical 
programs and services. 

Hoilse Bill 5202 strengthens existing law so that telecommuting for state employees is more 
broadly encouraged and promoted. Offering greater options for telecommuting would bring the 
state on board with an initiative that many private companies in Connecticut and across the 

. nation have embraced. In fact, Telecommute Connecticut! is a state government initiative, 
publicly endorsed by Governor Rell, to encourage and facilitate telecommuting options for 
private co~panies; yet, telecommuting options for state employees remain extremely limited. 

Addressing the cost, satisfaction, and quality of the state 
workforce, in meaningful ways, is ripe for opportunity. 
CoA brings a unique perspective to this discussion. We 
have produced a series of research reports about how 
retirement bas been and will continue to be redefined, 
particularly as the Baby Boomers age. The Redefining 
Retirement Years initiative was launched in 2006 in 
keeping with the Commission's statutory mandate to assess 
emerging issues affecting Connecticut's present and future 
generations of older adults. With medical advances, 

111'1, 

---
21M 

IIIIi 

CT Demographics by Age 

~ 
~ 

~ 
individuals are now living longer, higher qualitY lives, long ...,. '-------------J 
past the standard age of retirement. Our work and national 
studies show that retirement is· no longer only "about golf 
and relaxation; most retirees want to stay engaged in their 
communities, and many want or need to continue to work, 
albeit with a great deal more flexibility. 
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Focus groups that the Commission ran in 2006in partnership with the state Department of Labor 
and the . Connecticut Employment and Training Commission examined the changing 
demographic of the state's public and private workforce. The research showed that older adults 
are looking for shorter work weeks, durational projects or other flexible options, instead of rigid 
daily .work schedules, five days a week, fifty weeks a year. Importantly, older ~ults have 
institutional knowledge and expertise that is difficult to replace. Private companies who have 
offered flexible schedules for their workers have seen lower turnover, less use of sick leave, 
increased employee productivity and improved morale-and significant cost savings. 

Last year, we enlisted a UConn Law student, to conduct a comprehensive analysis of workforce 
flexibility in the private sector, common myths, other states' initiatives, current Connecticut law 
and the benefits of adopting a culture of workplace flexibility in Connec~cut. This research 
uncovered a variety. of initiatives in other states, such as Florida, Virginia and Arizona, which 
were the basis for this proposal. 

State government, as the largest employer in the state of Connecticut, should lead by e~ple. 
What has happened to date is that state employees retire, and when the agency decides that their 
knowledge and expertise are still needed, the employees are hired back for a short time; this has 
led to public and·media outrage over"double dipping." 

But this "double dipping" does not need to occur. We can design our personnel policies to 
facilitate the types of workplace flexibility that we know older adults want and which will help 
our state plan better moving forward-and save the state money. 

Therefore, in addition to strengthening telecommuting for state employees, the CoA recommends 
expanding the bill to cover additional, proven, options including: voluntary schedule reduction, 
flexible work schedules, and a phased-in retirement option.. We ask that you respectfully review 
SB 1144. An Act Concerning Flexible Work Schedules and Telecommuting Options for State 
Employees. This is a bill the CoA developed last year wj.th the GAE co~ttee. 

First, a voluntary schedule reduction initiative would allow individuals of all ages to be more 
p~ductive during their working hours and, with supervisor approval, to gain more hours of time 
for themselves and their families. Employees would, of course, have their salaries proportionally 
reduced. The second initiative calls for flexible work schedules, again with supervisor approval. 
Although. many jobs done by state employees must be done during set hours, many other tasks 
(such as report writing) could be done when more convenient for employees. These first two 
initiatives, although designed with older workers in mind, would ~y benefit younger 
employees with families as well .. 

The third initiative is an innovative idea that could result in significant cost savings, without the 
loss of knowledge that is inherent to an Early Retirement Incentive Program. The ''p~ed-in 
retirement" initiative would allow employees within five years of retirement to ieduce their 
hours to begin their transition to a new lifestyle, and hopefully, to begin succession planning for 
the agency once they have departed. Under this initiative, employees would still accrue 
retirement benefits as if they had not reduced their hours; the state would save money during the 
employees' last few years of tenure with the agency. This is a win-win proposal that should be 
on the table right·now, as our state struggles with an enormous budget gap. 

We ask for your J;upport of these initiatives, which, in addition to helping older adults continue to 
be producti:ve, also generate with significant cost savings. · 

We would be most pleased to work with this committee and other interested parties on this 
legislation moving .forward. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact the 
Commission office, at (860) 240-5200. 

Thank you for your time and for your consideration of this important issue. 
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· State of Connecticut 

NANCY WYMAN 
COMPTROLLER. 

MARK E. O.JAKIAN 
DEPUlY COMPTROLLER. 

Hartford 

Testimony of State Comptroller Nancy Wyman 
Before The Labor & Pubtie Employees Committee 

February 2.5, 2.010 

Good afternoon Senator Prague, Representative Ryan, Senator Guglielmo, Representative 
Noujaim, and distinguished members of the Labor & Public Employees Committee. For the 
record, I am State Comptroller Nancy Wyman and I thank you for the opportunity to offer my 
continued support for Raised Bouse BiB 5202 "An Act Concerning Telecommuting Options 
For Stllte Employees." 

I strongly urge passage of this proposal, which transfers th~-' authority for approving 
telecommuting requests from the Department of Administrative Services to the agency head. 
Currently requests for employees to telecommute are approved solely by DAS. I would 
respectfully submit that the agency head best knows the operational needs of their respective 
agency and should be granted authority over this process within approved guidelines. The 
legislation mandates DAS to adopt guidelines and specifies the goals to be achieved by the 
guidelines. 

I have been working with DAS in efforts to get telecommuting approval for a critical employee to 
my agency. The proposal before you would give state Commissioners and agency heads some 
fleXJ.bility with regards to extending teleco~uting to ten:lPOrarilY disabled workers, or · 
recovering employees who have the capacity to work but are temporarily unable to travel to their 
work sites. Such a provision would be valuable to me as an agency head grappling with 
diminished budgets, retirements, and incieaSed workloads. 

I am aware of many large private employers that encourage employees, who have the capacity to 
work ftom··home, to do so. This has become a valuable alternative both for the employees and for 
the company itself, due to site closures, consolidations and an increased need_ for office space. 

While I understand that these options may not be available to all state employees, many do have 
the technical capacity and accessibility to workplace information to make this an effective 
program. A growing number of states are exploring telecommuting as a way to save money and 
relieve traffic congestion, but the public sector remains well behind the private sector in ·this 

. regard. 

While some of the long-term economic and environmental benefits oftelecommuting may not~ 
achieved for years, I believe this proposal is a meaningful first step and I urge the Legislature to 
approve tliis measure. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to· testify. 
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T0: MEMBERS OF THE LABOR & PUBLIC EMPLOYEES COMMITTEE 

FROM: CONNECTICUT STATE EMPLOYEES ASSOCIATION~ LOCAL-2001 SEW 

DATE: FEBRUARY 25, 2010 

RE: PLEASE SUPPORT BB 5202: AAC TELECOMMUTING OPI'IONS FOR STATE 

EMPLOYEES fWITII SUGGESTED AMENDMENT) 

Dear Friends: 

Thank you very much for Raising House Bill 5202. Our Union Supports this proposal; and we 
respectfully request one change to the language contained within Subsection (a). We respectfully 
contend that the language should be amended because we do not believe that workers' collective 
bargaining rights should be legislatively restricted or prohibited · 

Please delete the text: "Such Telecommuting and work at home programs shall not be subiect to 
collective bargaining under the proVisions of chapter 68. inclUding, but not limited to. interest 
arbitration, and such programs and any matter involving an employee or employees participating in 
such programs shall not constitute the basis for a grievance or be subiect to arbitration under any 
collective bargaining ~ent." 

In its place. please consider insetting the following text: "The guidelines for-any telecommuting 
and work-at-home programs developed pursuailt to this subsection shall be developed by the 
Commissioner of Administrative Services in cooperation with any interested employee omanizations 
separate and distinCt from any-collective hargaining discussions. negotiations or arbitrations between 
such employee organi7.ations and their employers." · 

The following are the reasons· to Support HB 5202 CAs Ameadedl: 

We respectfully contend that expanded telecommuting options can increase efficiencies among certain 
designated employees in state service, and will reduce traffic and be beneficial to our environmen~
All good th~ngs! 

Below are a couple of examples (based upon work performed by our members at DEP and DDS) that 
support our strong belief that an expanded state employee telecommuting progtam. will truly be good 
for state government and for our taxpayers: 

· "Susan Jones~ (hypothetical person) works at the Connecticut Department of Environmental 
Pro~oiL · Susan's job is to travel to different regulated environmental sites throughout the state to 
inspect and review compliance. Susan lives in Southingtori. Currently, Susan leaves her house in 
Southington and travels east for 30 miles to DEP HeadquarterS in Hartford to "punch in." Susan then 
leaves DEP and traveis 60 miles west to DanbUXy to inspect a site. After the inspection, Susan travels 
60 miles east all of the way back to DEP in Hartford to type up her inspection report. At the end of the 
day, Susan leaves DEP. ap.d drives 30 miles west to her home in Southington. Susan travelled 180 
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miles; 120 of which would have been reimbursed by the State at 55 cents per mile (the round trip 
between DEP and Danbury). Susan burned a lot of gas, threw a_ lot of hydro-carbons iJrto the 
enviroDD;lent, contributed to traffic on the roadways, and spent 3 hours doing nothing but driving. 
Susan eould have been working on other projects during all or part of the 120 Dille drive-time. 

2 

If Susan were allowed to .participate in a telecommuting program, her day would be potentially much 
more productive and certainly m~h better for the environment She would alSo have wasted less gas 
driving around the state. Under the telecommuting program, Susan may have been able to leave her 
house in Southington go directly to the si~ in Danbury (30 mile drive). After the inspection, Susan 
could have travelled back to her house in Southington and typed-up the inspection report (30 mile 
drive). In this example, Susan only drove 60 miles; and the State would only have to •burse for 60 · 
miles; instead of 180 miles. Presumably, Susan would also have had more time to Work on other 
projects and go out and perform other inspections. The Environment and the roadway conditions also 
ben~fi~ by~ of the fact that Susan drove 120 fewer miles ~der the telecommuting program. 

A similar situation arises for the teachers in our Birth-to-Three program at the Department of 
Developmental Services. These teachers are assigned to visit disabled children throughout the state; 
and write follow-up reports. For the same reasons outli:iled for Ms. Jones above, it would be a lot 
better for the State if the DDS Birth-to-Three teachers. were allowed to telecommute-they would not" 
have to use a lot of time and fuel travelling to the DDS Office in East Hartford essentially for the · 
purpose of Punching IN/OUT and writing reports. The teachers could definitely work with more kids; 
and obtain fewer costly mile8ge reiinbursements under a telecommuting program; and even do the 
Environment and our roadways a great service. · · 

Telecommuting programs sho:uld even be seriously c;onsidered fQr state employees who don't 
necessarily haVe "field" jobs like Ms. Jones at DEP and the Birth-to-Three Teachers at DDS. The state 
of Connecticut currently spends tons of money on office space and parking lots. Maybe two computer 
programmers at the DePartment of Information Technologips could telecommute, for example, on a 
part-time "3 day in office - 2 ~y telecommute" schedule; these two folks could share an office/cubicle 
and even share a parking space; thereby saving the state money. 

Obviously, we underStand that there are many state workers who are DQ1 eligible for telecommuting 
programs (e.g., correctionS officers who work in our prison faCilities).· We also understand that some 
folks may be suspicious of telecommuting programs based upon the old-school belief that some people 
won't do their work at home, and that they "need to be at their desks in their offices so that their bosses 
can keep an eye on them." However, uSing the examples of Ms. Jones at DEP and the Birth-to-Three 
Teachers at DDS from above, the fact is that these folks have responsibility for writing a certain 
number of case reports, regardless as to whether they are writing the case reports at home or in the 
office. These folks will also be able to see more clients and prepare ~ore reports if they don't have to 
spend as much driving to and from their state agency offices. 

. . 

Thanks very much· for your Support of House Bill 5202. 
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Testimony before the Labor· Committee 
February 25, 2010 _ 

_ In-~upport of House Bill 5202 
"An Act Concerning Telecommuting Qptions for State Employees" 

Chairs Prague and Ryan, Ranking Members Noujaim and Guglielmo and members of the 
Labor Committee, I am here to testify on HB 5202 - "An Act Concerning Telecommuting 
Options for State Employees." This is a concept the House Republican Office has 
proposed in the past and althou!Pl: our proposal is somewhat different than HB 5202, I felt 
it important to comment on the bill and also our proposal in hopes that the Committee 
and the legislature as a whole can fmd common ground on this worthwhile initiative. 

Due to a number of factors, including rising energy costs, increased traffic congestion, 
and costly office overhead and overtim~. telecommuting has become more and more 
attractive to employers, public and private alike. Many states-- including the State of 

· Connecticut - have telecommuting programs for state employees an~ have seen employee 
costs drop even as employee productivity increases. 

As you know, the state's existing telecommuting program authorizes the-Department of 
Administrative Services (DAS) to develop and implement guidelines for telecommuting. 
We believe that the program as it's designed works well and we would only suggest that 
perhaps DAS review its program to identify additional employees who might be eligible 
for the program that might not be t~g advantage of it. We do not agree with the 
underlying language of the_ bill which appears to ~date DAS to allow all state 
employees to telecommute. I think we can and should realize that telecommuting cannot 
work ip. every instance and that is best left to the agency-management and,pmployees to 
determine. 

The legislature· itself could provide leadership in this area right now. All that is required 
is approval from· the Joint Commi~ on Legislative· Management in order for legislative 
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employees to be able to telecommute. "Unfortunately, the legislative leadership missed 
this opportunity to lead when we proposed this option ~ast year. 

States with an active telecolilmuting program have turned thousands of lost commuting 
hours into productive work, saved workers millions in gas bills and reduced pollution and 
congestion. For example, ~e-state ·c;»f Arizona converted 181,000 hours of commuting. 
time into productive working hours and reduced air pollution by-~ 75,000 pounds. ·And a 
recent national study oy. the Consumer Electronics Association estimated that · 
telecommuting saves enough energy in ·the traditional workplace to power one million 
households for a year and saved 3.9·million telecommuters approximately 840 million 
gallons of gasoline. 

However, as important as telecommuting is in reducing state costs, increasing efficiency, 
and protecting the environment, it is only one solution. -Along with expanding 
telecommuting options, we also proposed allowing state agenci_es, where feasible, t9 
either close one day per week or rotate their workforce ·on a reduced 4-day workweek 
while still providing essential state services. Under this proposal, state employees would 
be ~uired to work their same hours within a 4-:day schedule. The state of Utah 
implemented a 4-day workweek in 2008 and by all accounts, it has been a remarkable 
success. Their program resulted in a 13% reduction in energy use, employees have saved 
an estimated $6 million in gasoline costs·, and gi-ee,nhouse-gas emissions have been cut by 
more than 12,000 inetric tons per year. 

Even more importantly, by staying open more hours during the remaining 4 days; state 
offices became more accessible. Instead of having to take time off during normal· · 
business hours to do business with the state, folks can take advantage of the increased 
hours of operation during a "4.-1 0" schedule. 

I encourage the Committee to take the ideas contained in our proposal into consideration· 
as HB 5202 moves through the legislative process. I look forward to working on this 
issue with you because we sho~d be-doing everything we can to.promote government 
efficiency by reducing state energy costs .while still providing essential services to the 

· citizens of our state. 
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SHARON M. PALMER 

LABOR AND PUBLIC EMPLOYEES COMMITTEE 

February 25, 2010 

-Good afternoon, Senator Prague, Representative Ryan and -~embers of the 

Committee. I am Sharon Palmer, President of AFf Connecticut, a diverse 28,000 

member union representing professionals in both the pu~lic and private sector. 

I would like today to remark briefly on severaJ bills and put AFf Connecticut on 

-record regarding ow: positions. 

S.B. 63 An Act Mandating Employers ~ Provide Paid Sick Leave -·AFT 

Connecticut strongly supports ~s bill even though we have very few 

members without paid sick leave.· As a civilized,. developed nation and 

state we need to catch up with the rest of the developed -nations. America 

has the most productive workers in the world. People need to be able to 

take care of themselves and their families. In the big picture, we all 

benefit from that. Please support this bill. 

H:B. 5202 An Act Concerning Telecommuting Ootions for State 
. . 

Employees - AFT Connecticut' certainly supports the concept of 

telecommuting for state employees. We do, however, have concerns 

about leaving telecommuting and work-at-home programs out of the 

collective bargaining process. 

Thank you for your time and the hearing opportunity. 
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Council 4 AFSCME Testimony Labor Committee 2/25/10 

My name is Brian Anderson. I am a legislative and political representative for Council 4 
AFSCME, a union of 35,000 Connecticut public and private employee members. 

_Council 4 supports SB 63, AA Mandating Employen Provide Paid Sick Leave To 
Employees. The respected Institute for Women's Policy Research estimates that only 
60% of Connecticut's workers have sick leave. That means that over 655 thousand 
workers in our state do not. Institute research shows that granting sick days economically 
benefits workers, employers and our society in the long run. 

. . 
Economic benefits aside, this is a common sense public safety bill. When workers report 
to work sick, there is a good chance that they may .spread the sickness. This makes even 
more workers sick and risks spreading the illness to even more people. This is a · 
particular problem when these workers are in service industry jobs such as working at a 
restaurant, hotel or retail establishment. A sick worker could unwittingly and 
unintentionally spread the flu or other ailment to the very customers that they serve. 
Unfortunately, it is workers in just such jobs that often are not given paid sick days off by 
their employers. We submit a fact sheet from the U.S. Department of Health a_nd. 
Human Services concerning the deadly avian flu. It says "The Centen for Disease 
Control ••• and other leading public health experts agree that it is not a question of 
IF a pandemic will occur, but WHEN it will occur." It goes on to say in comparing 
an avian flu outbreak to the 1918-1919 flu pandemic that "if a pandemic ofsimilar 
severity occurred today, ••• two million Americans could die." This bill will safeguard 
the public. 

Council 4 also urges you to pass: 

• HB 5202, AAC Telecommuting Options for State Employees- but only if the 
language affecting collective bargaining is removed. One or our concerns is 
that an employer could potentially mandate an employee to work from home 
and then subsequently fire them - leaving them no recourse to grieve the 
matter. We saw enough ''whistle blower" retaliation in the Rowland days to 
feel comfortable with the bill the way it is written. 

Thank you for your consideration. I would be happy to answer any questions. 
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S.B. 63. AA Mandating Employen Provide Paid Sick Leave to Employees 
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Senator Prague, Representative Ry.m and members of the Labor and Public Employees Committee, thank you 
for this oppommityto provide testimony in suppott of S.B. 63, AA Mandating Employers Provide Paid Sick 
~ve to Employees and HB. 5202, AAC Telecommuting Options for State Employees. 

S.B. 63, AA Mandating Employen Provide Paid Sick Leave to Employees 

PCSW supports passage of S.B. 63, which would require employers of SO or more employees to provide paid 
sick leave to their employees for the employee's or an employee's child's siclmess, and to handle sexual assault or 
family violence issues. · 

Women and families are disproponionately affected by the Jack of paid sick leave, in large pan because most 
women remain the main caregivers of their families. If a woman needs to take a sick day for herself or a 
de~nt family member but Jacks paid leave, her options are limited: take unpaid leave and possibly risk her 
economic well-being or neglect her own he3lth and/ or the health of her loved ones. 

Seventy-one pe~nt of mothen with children under age 18 are in the worldoR:e. 1 Working women are 
signifJCantly more likely than men to take time off from work to care .for a sick child. In the case of an mgently 
sick child, almost 78% of women take time off from work, while just 265% of men take off.2 Studies show that 
men tend to put work fliSt, and women adapt their work around their family, including both their children's and 
husband's work schedUles. 3 

• · · 
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AdditioDally, working women find themselves caring for both minor children and aging parents. Women 
represent moJe than two-thUds of adults providing substantial assistance to elderly parents; provide an annual_ 
average of $1,521 in financial suppott to elderlyparerits, and spend and average of 23 h~urs a week (1,210 hours 
a year) providing care to elderly parents. 5 

While paid sick days are important for women as caregivers, this~~form is also essential in protecting women's 
economic stability. As the earnings of women in the workfon:e have increased, so has their contribution to 
family income. In 2008, employed women in dual-earner households contributed an average of 44% of annual 
family income.6 1berefore, without paid sick leave, the loss of a working mother's income could have a 
detrimental effect on her family's economic well-being. 

Lastly, women in cOnnecticut comprise the majority of career frelds that have the _ability to easily spread disease.7 

These workers may be disproportionately affected by taking unpaid sick leave because their saJaries are typ~ 
lower, making their income even mOre vital to their fmancial security. . 

• Healthcare Suppott Occupations: 87% Women · 
• Health Technologist and Technicians: 81% Women 
• Personal Care and Service Occupations:-74.9% Women 
• Education, Training and Libruy Occupations: 7 4% Women 
• Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations: 54% Women 

The PCSW believes paid sick leave is an essential workplace reform that will help werking women balance both 
their careers and their families without risking their economic "Well-being: 

H.B. 5202, AAC Telecommuting Optioos for State Employees _ 
PaW also supports passage of HB. 5202, MC Telecommuting Options for State Employees, which would 
enhance telecommuting options. In 2007, we released A Wc.Jnon~ Eanmc S«JJIity Padetzw which identified _ 
allowing greater flexibility in wolk schedules and reduced wolk week options, as well as telecommuting as key 
components to ensuring women's economic stability. Policies that ·suppott workers as they provide care for 
family members or take care of their own health are essential for a strong Connecticut workfon:e. 

Women's employment patterns have changed signifu:an.tly in me last few decades. However, workplaces have 
not kept pace. Two-thUds of women who had their first child between 2001 and 2003 worked during their 
pregnancy, compared with just 44% who gave bitth for the first rime between 1961 ~ 1965.8 In addition, 
women are working later into their pregnancies. Eighty pen:ent of women Who worked while pregnant from 
2001 to 2003 worked up to one month or less before their due date compared with 35% who did so in 1961-
1965.9 Providing pregnant women the ability to woik from home or take voluntary schedule reductions during _ 
the last stage of pregnancy woUld provide a sense of relief to working women who, due to financial reasons, 
must reinain in the workforce until the binh of their child. 

According to the U.S. O:nsus Bureau10
,- the majority of working adults who leave for wolk between 5:30 -7 am 

are men while the majorizy-of adults who leave for wolk between 7 am. -8:30 am are women. Additionally, 
more women (26%) than men (20%) ~ve for woik between 9 am and 12 p.m. While the Census ~ureau does 
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