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The House will please come back to order.

Will the Clerk please call Emergency Certified
Bill Number 1401.
THE CLERK:

House Bill Number 1401, AN ACT ESTABLISHING

THE CONNECTICUT BIOSCIENCE COLLABORATION PROGRAM,
LCO Number 8922, introduced by Senator Williams and
Representative Donovan.

SPEAKER DONOQVAN:

Representative Pat Widlitz, you have the
floor, madam.

REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Good evening.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Good evening.

REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Mr. Speaker, I move acceptance of the
emergency certified bill in concurrence with the
Senate.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

The question is on passage of the bill in
concurrence with the Senate. Will you remark?
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Yes, sir. Thank you.

010406
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Mr. Speaker, this bill creates the Connecticut
Bioscience Collaboration Program within Connecticut
Innovations. It supports establishing a bioscience
cluster anchored by a research lab at the UConn
Health Center. It requires the state bond
commission to authorize up to $290,685,000 in
general obligation bonds from fiscal year 2012
through '21, with that money going to a Connecticut
bioscience collaboration fund administered by
Connecticut Innovations.

That fund must be used for the programs and
purposes for repaying the bonds. It requires
Connecticut Innovations to work with a nonprofit
organization to develop, construct and equip a
structure to use as a research lab and office
building. It permits Connecticut Innovations to
provide for annual operations, research and
development grants to the nonprofit for projects
such as research on stem cells, DNA and
genome-based medicine.

Connecticut Innovations board will establish
an application process and guidelines for awarding
the grants and loans under that program, and the

Connecticut State Bond Commission must authorize
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the total bond issuance and approve a memorandum of
understanding with the OPM secretary and the
treasurer regarding that bond authorization.

Mr. Speaker, this bill gives us the ability to
bring the Jackson laboratory -- I'll refer to as
Jacks -- which is a world leader in genetics
research to the University of Connecticut's Health

\ '
Center's Farmington campus. Jacks will build Jacks
Genomic Medicine, an institute. for personalized
medicine. At maturity, or to be 20 years, Jacks
will employ about 600 scientists and technicians in
250,000 square feet of the state-of-the-art lab
space.

The total twenty-year capitol and research
budget for the Institute is projected to be
$1.1 billion, of which the State of Connecticut
will contribute 291 million, 192 million in a
secured forgivable construction loan, and
99 million dollars in grants for research and
related activities. The benefit to Connecticut is
€normous.

It establishes us as a world leader in
bioscience. We will have the world-renowned leader

in bioscience working with our UConn Health Center,
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our hospitals, our universities, and most exciting,
the jobs spinoff will give Connecticut the boost
economically that we have been lacking.

According to Price Waterhouse Cooper's, the
estimated personalized medicine is growing at
11 percent per year. In Connecticut, we have an
advantage of having a greater concentration of
research_ana development biotechnology jobs than
most states. If we were to capture an average
share of even half the growth rate, it could mean
thousands of new jobs in the state over 20 years.
Not only will we attract the top scientists and
researchers and teachers in the world, we will give
our young scholars an incentive to study with the
best, to be educated in a growing, high-paying
industry and stay in Connecticut to contribute to
our economy, and raise their families in our
beautiful state.

I move adoption, Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

The question is on passage. Will you remark
further? Remark further?

Representative Cafero.

REP. CAFERO (142nd):
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Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

This is not a summation. It's just the
beginning.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Please proceed, sir.
REP. CAFERO (142nd):

If -- if I may, I'd just ask a couple of
questions to the proponent of the bill.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Please proceed.

REP. CAFERO (142nd):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Representative Widlitz, over the last few
weeks we have heard about the proposal, the Jackson
Lab proposal. And it certainly is one that's
rather exciting to hear about. I had the pleasure
of meeting with representatives of Jackson Labs,
and just to hear them speak of it, to learn of
their work, to learn of their dream is so exciting.

And the work that they do is -- just gives you
so much hope that some of the ills and conditions,
health conditions that are loved ones face, maybe
even we face, someday, either in our lifetime or in

future generations could be cured. It's just very
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exciting stuff. But, obviously, it comes at a
price. And I guess our job is to say this is an
investment. 1Is it an investment that is worth it?
And that's, I guess, what we're going to try to
find out. So I have a couple of questions, if I
may, to ask you.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Please -- please proceed, sir.
REP. CAFERO (142nd):

Thank you.

Obviously, though, the bill doesn't say it.
Our -- our goal is to make a deal with Jackson
Labs. Through you, Mr. Speaker, are you familiar
with the terms of the deal that we -- we, as a
State, hope to enter into with Jackson
laboratories?

Through you, Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th) :

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Through you, certainly, the memorandum of
understanding will be negotiated, not by this

Chamber or this body but by the Governor's office
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with DECD. But we have an indication of what they
will be putting into that memorandum .of
understanding. And we have all had the opportunity
to express concerns to make sure we protect the
investment of the Connecticut taxpayer. So, in a
general way, yes, I think there's a framework.
There are benchmarks that will be built in along
the way according to the number of jobs that are
acquired, the amount of money that they will be
required to show that they are contributing.

I think I mentioned that, along with the state
investment, they will be investing 800 million that
they will acquire from various sources. So there
will be benchmarks along the way. We will have a
secured construction loan so that they will be
responsible for building the building. They will
take ownership of it. But at anytime they do not
meet the requirements set forth in the MOU, we will
have recourse.

I hope that helps; Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Cafero.
REP. CAFERO (142nd):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
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Mr. Speaker, through you, am I to understand,
Representative Widlitz, that -- that we -- and I
think you correctly stated -- the negotiation of
the details of this deal comes after our
legislative action.

Is that correct?

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th) :

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

That is correct.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Cafero.
REP. CAFERO (142nd):

And, through you, Mr. Speaker, the Legislature
has no part in -- other than making suggestions --
the actual negotiation takes place between the
executive branch and Jackson Laboratories.

Is that correct?

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN: '

Representative widlitz.

REP. WIDLITZ (98th):
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That is correct, Mr. Speaker. But the final
approval of the MOU and the bond issue will have to
come before the State Bond Commission.

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Cafero.
REP. CAFERO (142nd):

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

After we take action on the bill that's before
us today, will we, as a Legislature, have any
opportunity to vote for, weigh in on, negotiate the
terms between the State of Connecticut and Jackson
Laboratories as a state Legislature body?

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th) :

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

On an individual basis, we certainly have been
welcomed by the administration to share our
concerns and input. As far as the final
negotiations, no. But, certainly, that will
reflect the concerns that we already have expressed

in the public forums and will continue to express.
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And I think our -- our Speaker and our Majority

Leader, and I hope yourself as well, have pledged
to work with the administration to share concerns
and make sure we do have that input.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Cafero.
REP. CAFERO (142nd):

Thank you.

Through you, Mr. Speaker. And I thank
Representative Widlitz for her answer. As a matter
of fact, I have, and I want to get to that story in
a minute.

But let me tell you, if I may, the Chamber,
and then ask further questions of Representative
Widlitz, of what I know about the deal. 1It's
probably what most of you folks know. If you know
more, I'd be dying to hear about it.

But here's what I know. This incredible
company that was founded in Maine in, I believe,
the late twenties, has another office in
California, I believe, is looking to open a
brand-new business. Not relocate part of the
business that they have in Maine, but open a brand

new, exciting business of genomic laboratory here
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in the State of Connecticut.
Yes, I understand that they had a -- a --
experience in Florida that didn't quite work out.

And -- and I think that that might be instructive

or interesting, but -- but what we're talking about

here is in Connecticut. And from what I
understand, here's the deal.

That upon passage of this, we're authorizing
the State to borrow -- bond $291 million. That,
almost immediately, we will spend $191 million of
that to construct a building, except, see, we're

not constructing it.

We give the money over -- we lend the money to

Jackson labs and they construct it. And they own
it from the moment that takes place. The moment
the first shovel is in the ground, they are owners
as they're constructing the building. They have
title to it. We have what you might call a
construction lien on it, wherein they would owe us
the $191 million we just lent them, but that would
be forgivable over a period of years based on
certain conditions.

In addition to the $191 million, we are

obligated, under what I understand, to subsidize
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their operating costs. They're a start-up company.
They might not have a lot of money at first. So we
have, under the terms that I've been made aware of,
pledged to give them over a period of ten years an
additional $99 million in certain increments.

For instance, in the first year, we give them
$5 million. In the second year, we give them
$7 million. In the third year, 10 million dollars.
In the fourth, fifth, sixth and seventh year,
$15 million. And then it goes down to 10 million,
7 million, 5 million, and 5 million.

The total amount that we give them -- and
they're called grants -- is $99 million. That's
where we come up with the $291 million in total.
And we expend the first $191 million almost
immediately for the construction of this building.
It's, from what I understand, a 178,000 square-foot
building that's going to be built on the campus of
our University of Connecticut Medical Center in
Farmington, Connecticut. The land upon which it
will be built is owned by the State of Connecticut
and will be leased to Jackson Laboratories for 99
years for $§1 a year.

That's what I understand is our obligation as
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the State of Connecticut. That is our investment.
And I'm not going to comment as to whether that's
reasonable or unreasonable, yet it's an investment.
But the question we all ask ourselves when we
invest our own money, and certainly which I think
is incumbent upon us to ask when we're investing
our constituents' money, is what is our return on
the investment?

Now, first of all, you have to be darn fool
not to know that nothing is guaranteed 'in the
world. It's a risk. Most investments are a risk.
You hope for the best. When you go into a casino
and gamble, your gambling, hopefully, God willing,
with discretionary money, knowing that if you
happen to lose it, you're still financially sound.

When you invest in a stock, your hopeful for a
return, that maybe your broker advised you you
might get, but you understand that that might not
happen, and that controls how much you invest in
that.

When you purchase a house, or a building, or
even an automobile, you make that decision. I'm
investing in something, what will the return be for

me. And that's, I guess, what our job is. But the
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way the system works is we, sort of -- we have our

role at the beginning of the process. Because you
see, folks, after today we're done. Oh, yes, we
can make individual comments and suggestions, but
we're done. The money has been granted and may be
spent .

And I understand that has to happen sometimes.
But what our role is is to find out as much as we
can, in the very short period of time that we have,
as to how we're going to spend this money, what
we're spending it on, and what we're getting in
return. Now it's my understanding for that stuff
we give, which I just mentioned, $191 million
entitled to a building that they will construct
with a construction lien on it, that is forgivable
upon the satisfaction of certain conditions.

In addition to $99 million being given over a
period of ten years as a grant, what are we
getting? Well, as was said, we get what is known
as a world-class laboratory to be in Connecticut.
That's not an insignificant thing. We get that
world-class laboratory to work in collaboration
with our flagship university and our medical

school. That is not an insignificant thing. And
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joining them in that collaboration is Yale
University, a world-renowned institution. That is
not an insignificant thing.

It is said that it would augment the
investment we made as a State in the last budget
with regard to the UConn Health Center. That is
not an insignificant thing.

So then you want to get a little deeper into
the details. Because, let's face it, this is a
jobs session and we want to create jobs. We want
to create jobs, and spur industry, and have magnets
that attract even more jobs.

So Jackson Labs says, we've never done this
before. Obviously, they don't have a business like
this. They'll be creating the business.

Now, believe me, they have incredibly bright
people with a lot of history and a lot of cachet to
attract even brighter people. But they never have
done this particular thing before, to my
understanding, and I can stand corrected.

So in that first year, as we're building this
building, they said -- and I'm going by their
sheet, their financial projections -- that we will

create three jobs at the facility. Maybe it won't
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be in the building itself, because it's not up yet,
but there will be three jobs.

In the second year, they hope to create,
cumulative, 32 jobs, or in other words, add another
29 jobs. And by this time, I think the building
might be done, so now we're rolling. Now remember,
the first year we gave them 5 million bucks and --
in addition to the building. The second year we
gave them 7 million. Now comes year three. And in
year three, it's my understanding that they're
going to have 80 -- I can't read this too well.
Excuse me a second. 1It's rather small. We all
received one. It loo£ like an eye chart to me, but

I'll give it a shot. I believe it is 80 jobs, so

an additional 50 -- 47 more jobs, something like
that. And it goes up to 132, 165, 201 -- these are
cumulative numbers -- 242. In year seven, they

have 257 or 97 jobs. I can't read that. And
finally, in year ten, they project 320 jobs that
they're going to have there.

Now it's my understanding that's all they had
to promise. And by the way, they had to promise it
in at least the increments that I said. It's not

like they can wait, as was said at the beginning,
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nine and half yearé with two people in the place
and then all of a sudden they get 300. No, they
can't do that. It's supposed to have this
progression of jobs. But at the end of the day,
they have 320 jobs.

Now a lot of people have simplified this and
said, wait a minute. We've spent approximately
300 million bucks and, in ten years, we get 320
jobs. What am I missing? Well, these aren't
ordinary jobs. They're pretty neat jobs. And we
are also told that these jobs and this activity
will attract other jobs, spinoff jobs. So it won't
just be the 300 direct jobs. It will be other jobs
that are created by their very presence there.

So here's my question. In that first ten
years, let's say, in year four, if they don't meet
the job total that they are supposed to in year
four, which I believe is 156 jobs, what happens?

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

There is also another requirement. They had
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pledged to raise over $800 million in capital from
other sources that they're putting into this as
well. BAnd there would also be a requirement within
the first ten years that they would have to show
that they had gaised 295 million of the capital.

So there are financial benchmarks that they will
have to meet, as well as the jobs.

If, at the end of these targets, they are not
successful in meeting those, the loan would not be
forgiven at that point.

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Cafero.
REP. CAFERO (142nd):

Through you,'Mr. Speaker.

Does that mean they would be then obligated to
pay the loan back?

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Mr. Speaker, I don't have an answer for you on
that because that would have to be, as you said,

negotiated in the MOU. And I don't want to guess
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at an answer.
REP. CAFERO (142nd):

Okay. Appreciate --
REP. WIDLITZ (98th) :

The loan certainly would not be forgiven at
that point. They, perhaps, would have more time to
make up those benchmarks as they go further out,
but I would not like to -- to guess at that.

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Cafero.
REP. CAFERO (142nd):

Thank you. And through you, Mr. Speaker, one
of the things I'm curious about is, these are very
specific numbers when it comes to job creation.
You know, I said in year four 156 jobs, not 150,
156. 1In year six, 244 jobs. In year eight, 315
jobs.

So it seems to me -- and this is way over my
head -- but somebody really put a pen to paper and
has some sort of formula where it's not 316, it's
315. It's not 344 or 345, it's 344. So there's a
very exacting reason they would put this down.

And yet, I'm wondering, what happens if, in a

given year, they don't reach that exact number? Do
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we give them some wiggle room there? Eh, it was a
tough year. We'll give you a chance. Give you
another three months. What's the deal?

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

(Deputy Speaker Aresimowicz in the Chair.)

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th) :

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

And I would assume that the administration
would tfy to work with them to -- to make sure they
reach those benchmarks. These -- these goals
actually were provided by Jackson Labs so, you
know, they are their -- their numbers of what they
expect to achieve, their projections. 8So I'm sure
that in putting that forward and writing and
presenting it to us, they feel very confident that
they can do that.

If they did not, and it were within a -- a
small variance from that target, I'm sure the
administration would work with them. But, again,

they have set these -- they have set these numbers.
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And the targets have to be met or the loan is not
forgiven.

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative Cafero.
REP. CAFERO (142nd):

Thank you. And, through you, Mr. Speaker,
when the loan is forgiven, is that in year ten?

Is that when, I don't know, to simplify it, we
actually rip up the mortgage, that we no longer
have security on the property in year ten if
they've met all these goals?

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th) :

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

It is my understanding that, at that point,
they would take ownership of the building. Once --
as long as the financial requirements have been
met -- now at that ten-year period, according to
the projections, it should have paid for the cost
of the bond issue by generating new revenue that

will be coming into the state. So that's -- that's
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something we have to look at. But the agreement,
as I understand it, is at the end of ten years, if
the targets have been met, then they will have
ownership of the building.

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative Cafero.
REP. CAFERO (142nd):

Thank you.

Through you, Mr. Speaker, I'm a bit confused.
I thought the deal was they have ownership from the
very beginning. We would just rip up the debt at
the end of ten years. Is that correct?

T@;ough you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

Yes, they would have ownership of the
building, but it would be encumbered by a
construction loan that we would hold.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative Cafero.

REP. CAFERO (142nd):
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Thank you.

So they have ownership of this building and
they only got a few people in it. 1It's a pretty
big building. Are they allowed to lease out some
space, sublet some space?

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Through you, Mr. Speaker. They cannot do
anything, in that way, with the building without
the permission of the State.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative Cafero.
REP. CAFERO (142nd):

Thank you. Through you, Mr. Speaker.

I'm just curious because they were pretty
exacting as to how many people will be in this big
building. Wwhat are they going to do with all that

space? Have they indicated that, like, what

they're going to do with -- understanding, whatever

they do with it, they needed the State's
permission.

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

010428
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DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th) :

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

A large portion of that building will be taken
up with very sophisticated state-of-the-art
laboratory space.

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative Cafero.
REP. CAFERO (142nd):

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

I understand that there is quite a market for
renting laboratory space. In fact, we, as a State
of Connecticut, actually do rent out some
laboratory space at a pretty good profit at the
University of Connecticut right next door to where
we hope to build this building.

Would they be allowed to do that?

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Through you, Mr. Speaker. They would not be
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able to lease out the space without the approval of
the State.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:
Representative Cafero.
REP. CAFERO (142nd):

And through you, Mr. Speaker, would we -- if
they were allowed by the State to lease out the
building, who gets the rent income?

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th) :

I'm sorry, Mr. Speaker. Could he please
repeat the question.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative Cafero, would you please repeat
the question, sir.
REP. CAFERO (142nd):

Thank you. With -- with the permission of the
State, if they were able to sublet the building to
rent out lab space, or make some other income in
any way, who shares in that income? Is that all
Jackson Labs or do we get a piece of it?

Through you, Mr. Speaker.
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DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:
Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

A lot of these details we don't have.
REP. CAFERO (142nd):

I know.

REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

So all of that would be in the memorandum of
understanding that's negotiated. All those are
details which I would like to be able to give you
the answer. But we are not the negotiating body,
the executive branch is. And until we actually
approve the bond issue, they will not negotiate the
final agreements, the memorandum of understanding.
So we -- you know, everyone has a little
frustration with this. Certainly, we would like to
know all of the details before we -- we approve a
bond issue.

And, certainly, Jackson Laboratories does not
want to spend all the time and the money that they
did in Florida for two and a half years without a

commitment. So it's sort of the chicken and the

egg.
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But, however, we are not -- we are not the

negotiating authority. OPM is the negotiating
authority. And the only power in this we have is
actually to be assured that it's a good deal for
the State of Connecticut and approve the bonding
issue.

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative Cafero.
REP. CAFERO (142nd):

Thank you.

And that's -- that's the rub, Representative
Widlitz. How can we tell if it's a good deal if we
don't have the details? And you're telling me we
can't get the details until we pass the bill.

And what bothers so many people in their
normal life experiences, and even in the Florida
deal thap you mentioned, we learned that for two
and a half years they discussed this. That they
came up with details as exacting as some of the
numbers they have here, in pages upon pages of how
they were going to do, and what they were going to
do. And it was based on that, that the Florida

Legislature or the county government was expected
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to vote. Now, it never happened. But at least it
was logical that they would have that level of
detail.

I'm an attorney by profession. I've
represented a lot of developers. And I know many
developers have to invest money, not knowing if
planning and zoning and wetlands is going to
approve the deal. That's, sort of, their skin in
the game. That they invest time to map out a deal
in as much detail as possible because they're
presenting it to an audience, such as this General
Assembly, and saying we'd like you to give us
291 million bucks. And maybe, just maybe, one of
us might say, okay, but just tell us, how does it
work? And when the answer is, we'll tell you once
you give it to us, that's tough. Commonsensically,
that's tough to accept.

See, here's my thing. You just told us if
they reach their financial goals and they have 320
employees at this lab, what happens? We've now
ripped up our mortgage. They own the building free
and clear. They could -- now we -- we have no say
in whether they sublet it, or mortgage it, or take

other collateral against it. We have no say.
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But what happens if one month after ten years
they lay off 200 people, relocate people? So now
the total people working at this laboratory isn't
300. Maybe it's 250 or 200. What can we do?

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

There is probably not a lot we can do,
realistically. That is a highly unlikely scenario.
And, you knoQ, as you mentioned, there is risk in
any arrangement that you go into going forward like
this.

I think, you know, rather than focusing on, if
they're going to have ten less jobs than the
benchmark requires, or what happens if somebody
gets laid off, we need to look at the bigger
picture here. The bigger picture is we will have a
state-of-the-art world-renowned institute, research
institute, right next to our UConn Health Center
and our medical school. We will have the advantage
of drawing in scientists from all over the world.

There will be spinoff jobs.
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So we're not looking at this just as the cost
of each individual employee at that facility.

There will be tremendous spinoff. There will be
collaboration with universities, with hospitals.
The medical -- what they will be doing is doing the
research that will take -- allows a collaborator to
take something to market.

The whole idea of this is something that we --
we have been lacking. We have been lacking in
providing this kind of incentive, this kind of
excitement for the state of Connecticut.

Not too long ago, we had -- we had Pfizgr
moving jobs out of state. Why did they do that?
They actually said they did that because there was
nowhere for them to go into Connecticut. We didn't
have all of this infrastructure in place. North
Carolina did it years ago. They are spinning off
1800 jobs a year, on an average, every year,
growing and growing and growing.

We can't just stay the course. I mean, you
yourself have said many times, we haven't had job
growth in this state in 20 years. 1It's time to
take this opportunity to draw in the potential that

we have for Connecticut for our young people. Our
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young people are leaving.

This is -- this is an arena. The growth in
bioscience is projected to be 11 percent a year.
Even if we look'at half of that, it would be a
boost for the economy in the State. So, you know,
we don't have every single detail. We have to --
we have to have faith in our -- our leadership and
our executive branch. They want this to be
successful. This is an exciting opportunity for
Connecticut.

Is it's totally risk free? Of course not.
Nothing worth doing is -- is risk free totally.
But every indication from -- from the studies that
have been done -- our economic and development
agency has done a REMI-based study along with a
Price Waterhouse Coopers study. All of these
things point to -- this is the growing field for
Connecticut. It's a good fit. We have the -- we
have the intellectual infrastructure here. This is
the place.

You know, I have to read to you a quote from
Fred Carstensen that I thought hit it right on the
head. In an e-mail that I received this morning,

and I'll quote from Fred, who's an economist at
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UConn, as you know. I will tell you this is not a
case of the government picking winners. Jackson
Labs is the Mercedes-Benz brand of medical
research. It's an extraordinary coup for the
State, its citizens, and its economic future. It
transforms the extravagant $840 million bet that
Governor Malloy made with BioSciences Connecticut
into as close as a sure thing as I think it would
have been possible to achieve. A high risk bet has
won.

I -- you know, we -- we could be pessimists
and -- and pick this to pieces, and analyze it
according to every job at the lab, but the picture
is much bigger here. And I don't fault you for
scrutinizing every number that's -- that we're
given. That's our responsibility. But I really
feel very confident in saying that this is a risk
very well worth taking.

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative Cafero.
REP. CAFERO (142nd):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Representative Widlitz, I truly appreciate
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those words. But let me just say one thing. As I
mentioned before, I'm an attorney by profession.
And attorneys make their bones by preparing
contracts. And the -- the hope always is is that
contract gets filed away and never looked at,
because everything we hope that goes right goes
right. But contracts are made when things don't go
right. And we have a responsibility to make sure,
to the best extent possible, that we minimize those
risks.

You know, as you were speaking, I was
thinking -- I thought back to, say, January lst of
2008. Maybe people all over this country were
ringing in that new year. And I don't know the
guys name, but I picture the president of Lehman
Brothers toasting his family and colleagues to
another good year. The president of Merrill Lynch
saying to another great year.

And I believe with all their heart they
believed they had an excellent management team, a
world-class company for hundreds of years. And
they, nor anyone in this room, ever dreamed or
fathomed that in less than 12 months there would be

no Lehman Brothers. There would be no Merrill
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Lynch. That people who had saved their money for
years and years and years would be wiped out. No
one ever expected that. No one ever wanted it.

And I bet you you couldn't find three economists
that would have predicted it. But guess what,
folks, stuff happens. Stuff happens. And it's our
job to make sure, yes, it's a risk, but that we
minimize that risk.

And when I hear, stop scrutinizing, look to
the future. Look what we could have. Of course, I
want that. Let me tell you my personal story with
Jackson Labs. Myself and the rest of the leaders
were called to the Governor's office on
September 26th. It was a Monday. And on that day,
he said that he had a special announcement he
couldn't reveal, but hopefully would be calling us
in because he would have buttoned it down. We were
all surprised and excited to hear the news.

And two days later, on the 28th of September,
less than a month from today, he shared with myself
and Senator McKinney, after sharing with Senator
Williams and Speaker Donovan the broad details of
the Jackson Lab bill. There was no one in the room

except for maybe the Governor's chief of staff that
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was as excited as I was. And I didn't even know
what the hell geonomes, whatever the heck they are.

But if you saw the excitement and the
possibilities as you describe, you couldn't help
but be excited. They were vague on the parameters
of the deal, but I -- I wanted it to happen. The
next day the Governor was gracious enough to invite
myself and all the leaders to a reception, and I
met some fantastic people at Jackson Labs. I met
their incoming president, Dr. Ed Liu< a charming,
brilliant, knowledgeable, optimistic man.

And I sat next to him at dinner, and I looked
him in the eye, and I said, Dr. Liu, why do you
want to be in Connecticut? What happened in
Florida? Wwhy don't you want to be there? Are you
looking for the state that gives you the most
dough? He said, no, Larry. He said when I got
hired by Jackson Labs, it was at the end of the
Florida thing. And I said why do we want to be
there? We want to be in Connecticut. It's
geography. We're halfway between Boston and New
York. We get to work with two world-class
institutions, be on the campus of one of them.

You could traverse the whole state in less
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than two hours. You could be in New York in two
hours and Boston two hours the other way. That's
different. That's un}que. They can't duplicate
that in Kansas or Tennessee or South Carolina. And
I'm thinking at this time, that means something to
this man. I believed him. I believe him to this
day he wants to be here. But I assume that had a
value to it. That even if a State were to offer
him more money, he'd still want to come here,
because I believed every word he said.

And then the details came out. And I worked
with the administration, even developed a Q & A sO
we could get this done. I said at a public
hearing -- a public press conference, I want to get
to yes, but we've got some questions. And we
understand it's a risk. But we've got some
questions.

I invited Jackson Labs into our caucus. I
wanted to accommodate them so I invited the Senate
Republicans. For two hours they were gracious
enough to stay there. But at that stage, they'll
be the first to admit they didn't have all the
answers. They wanted to get back to us.

We asked, for instance -- one member of our
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caucus said what do you hope to make by --
(inaudible) possibly your royalties on the sale of
your intellectual property? And they presented
this financial projection, that after 20 years, 20
years in operation, they hope to make in royalties
$10 million.

It became evident in our caucus that there was
concern abéﬁt the security. And even though the
general parameters of the deal might be able to
happen, we thought we'd be a little more secure if
we could retain ownership of the building until
they met some of these goals, and at that point,
turn it over to them. So they wouldn't have a
liability to the State because we own the building.
And it was pretty appropriate and commonsensical
for us to own the building because it was sitting
on our land. And it was sitting on our land at a
medical school.:

So that, God forbid, if this whole thing went
haywire, and Jackson Labs was like a Lehman
Brothers or a Merrill Lynch no longer, at least we
had a building we owned, on our land, next to a
medical center. You've got to figure we'd put it

to use.
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But we were surprised to learn, no. You're
not going to own the building. We're going to own
the building, and you've got a lien on it. But
after ten years, you don't have that either. So a
lot of people got a little squeamish about it. We
made our concerns known, as you said Representative
Widlitz, to the administration.

We said there's a very easy way that we can
have the same result, but it would give us a little
more security because we are put in a risk. We're
putting that money up front.

See, Jackson labs said, yes, they're going to
invest $811 million. But they were first to admit,
it ain't going to be their money. They're going to
get it from the federal government grants and
philanthropy.

Well, God forbid, if this recession hits
another bump, we're already hearing from Washington
there might not be as much money as they once had.
And maybe that philanthropist ain't going to have
enough change in his pocket to give. So he might
fall short. And if it does, how does that affect
us?

So those were really common sense questions.

”~
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So a bunch of us approached the administration and
said what if we just tweak it a little bit? We own
the building. When they get the 300 jobs, we'll
give them the building. Everyone said it sounds
very reasonable, very rational.

I had the opportunity to meet the vice
president when we had our public hearings. I
brought the same thing to his attention. He said,
I've got to admit that sounds pretty reasonable to
me.

And just two days ago, I got a call from the
president from Singapore. We had a beautiful
conversation. Dr. Liu, fantastic man. And he said
I want to work to get it here. I said, Doc, you've
got to help me a little bit. There's a couple of
us that just want to have a little more security.
We could work this out so there's not a glitch in
what you plan on doing. 1It's only a matter of us
holding title to a property.

He said, Larry, what you said is very fair and
reasonable. Let me get to work. And then all of a
sudden, in less than 24 hours, bam, it was over. I
was told that's nonnegotiable. That will not

happen. It is imperative to Jackson Laboratories
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that they have title to the building.

Why, I said. I understand they can't mortgage
the building, because’ we would have the first
mortgage. I was told it's a balance sheet issue.
You have a liability. You have to have an asset.

I said, well, they wouldn't have a liability so
they don't need the asset. I was told a whole
bunch of things. And I'm not the sharpest knife in
the drawer, but I'm not a dummy either. And it
didn't make sense. And it seemed like such a
little change. Engugh to give us, in these tough
times, security, as we pour in $291 million within
a ten-year period.

Why didn't it happen? Why shouldn't it
happen, especially in light of the fact we don't
have the answers to these questions. I had a board
member from Jackson Labs call me, and she said,
well, Larry, just get the bill passed and we can
negotiate all this stuff later.

I said, what? You mean, we? I'm not going to
be there. We get one shot at this. 1It's
Wednesday. We make our decision Wednesday and
we're gone. We're out of the picture. So give us

a little help. Give us a little security. I said,
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you know, at the same time we're talking about
Jackson Labs, we hear the great news about NBC
Studios and Blue Sky Studios. And to some people,
they scratch their head because they say, hold on a
second. NBC Studios is moving to Stamford.

They're retaining 137 jobs, and they're bringing
450 jobs in less than two years. And we're giving
them 35 million bucks.

So for 35 million bucks, we get a studio that
they build, they paid for, and 435 jobs. Blue Sky
Studios, they're renting a studio. We're giving
them 3 million bucks. They're bringing in 70 jobs.

So when you juxtapose this with that, you say,
I don't get it. 35 million bucks for 415 jobs.

300 million bucks for 300 jobs in ten years? Now,
I'm not going to dare compare the kind of jobs we
hope to create at Jackson Labs. But you can't
blame someone for saying, geez, that sort of
doesn't sound right. So at least let us hold title
to the building.

And when you say, well, just trust it, it's
going to work out. The administration -- of course
the administration wants it to work,' and of course

Jackson Labs wants it to work. But stuff happens.
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Now you might say, well, if it does, it's not
going to happen on my watch because it ain't going
to happen within the next ten years. I'm out of

here. But, folks, we have a bigger responsibility

than that. We're the trustees of the public dough.

And with all due respect to all of us -- not so
sure we're going to get high ratings on our
progress thus far, which brings even more pressure
to us on this time.

Do we just say, no, we don't invest anything,
it's bad économic times? Of course not. We do
have to take a risk, Representative Widlitz. But
we have an obligation to minimize that risk. And,
you know, what's so sad? Of the 187 legislators
that are in this building, not one of us knows any
more than what you just learned right now. That's

it.

We don't know what happens if they dip down in

their employee count. We don't know what happens

if, in year 15, they don't reach their $811 million

goal. We don't know what happens if they screw up
in year four and they're still at three employees.
We don't know these things. And yet, we are about

to make a vote.
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Folks, you've got to believe, with every fiber
in my body, I wanted this thing to work. These
people are wonderful people. They do incredible
work. God, I would -- the thought of them being in
Connecticut and doing what they hope to do is so
exciting. And I understand there's going to be a
price to pay. They're not just going to walk in
and do it for free. But we've got to be
responsible for that.

I'm not talking about major changes. I'm
talking about little tweaks. I had one person say
to me, well, we don't have enough time. I said
what do you mean? Well, you're voting on it
Wednesday. I said, with all due respect, you can't
go there, that dog doesn't hunt. Because, of the
one hand, you said you had to do it quick. And we
couldn't wait a couple of months to get the details
and do this in February. And then when we say,
well, we'd like to make some changes, you say, we
can't because we've got to do it on Wednesday. You
can't have it both ways. But that's what we put --
put in.

You know, I read a little Q & A handed out, I

believe by, the administration. It said a lot of
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people were asking why do we got to do this now
for, since we don't have these answers? Can't we
do it in February? 1It's four months away. And the
response to this Q & A was why not? (Inaudible).
There's a lot of reasons why not. Because we don't
know what the hell we're voting on. That's what's
scary.

Listen, I'm pretty much sure how this vote is
going to go down. And let me tell you something.
In my 19 years in this building, I never hoped so
bad that this vote that I'm going to take, which is
a no vote, 1is wrong.

I would.relish people coming up to me and say,
well, Cafero, you blew that one. Look at how well
Jackson Labs is doing. Believe me, as a father of
three kids, as a relative of people who suffer from
diseases that maybe could be cured by these people,
I want them here. I want them here ;ith all my
heart. But you've got to work with us. You've got
to work with us, because we took an oath. That we
represent 23,000-plus people each. That we'd watch
over their money. That we'd invest it wisely.

And how the hell can we look them in the eye

and say, I did this on the blind because I didn't
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have any answers? I find it difficult to do that,
and I hope to God I'm wrong. But, folks, stuff
happens. Stuff happens.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Thank you very much, sir.

Will you remark further?

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

REP. HETHERINGTON (125th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

If I may, through you, to the proponent.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative Widlitz, please prepare
yourself.

REP. HETHERINGTON (125th):

I -- I apologizé if -- if I'm being somewhat
redundant, but I only saw the text of this bill a
little earlier. And I've listened to the terms
that the Representative gave us, the terms of the
-- the progress of payment, the consequences of
failure to create jobs, the term, the ownership of

the building.

In fact, those terms are nowhere in this bill.
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Is that correct?

Through you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

The terms of the contract, the agreement
between Jackson Labs and the State of Connecticut,
is negotiated by the executive branch. And I
think, as I stated earlier, our authority here is
to authorize the bonding. The MOU that will be
negotiated by the executive branch will have to
come before the state Bond commission, as well the
whole schedule of bonding that goes with this.

But the bill itself, you're right, is very --
is very narrow. It's just establishing, within
Connecticut Innovations, this fund that will be
used to promote the bioscience under -- under the
conditions outlined in the bill, which will allow
us to negotiate with -- with Jackson labs and,
hopefully, secure bringing them to Connecticut.

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative Hetherington.
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REP. HETHERINGTON (125th):

I -- I thank the -- the gentlelady.

Through you, Mr. Speaker. In fact, the name
"Jackson Labs" doesn't appear anywhere in the bill.
Is that correct?

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Through you, Mr. Speaker, that is correct. It
is not appropriate to put in statutory language.

We do not identify a particular business or --
within a statute.

We are forming this fund with -- for the terms
of the -- of the bill before us, we are
establishing this program, establishing the fund
within Connecticut Innovations, that will allow us
to go forward with negotiating with Jackson Labs.

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:
Representative Hetherington.
REP. HETHERINGTON (125th):
Thank you.

Through you, Mr. Speaker. So if tomorrow
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morning Mercedes-Benz Labs showed up and proposed a
different deal than that which we understand,
through what is reported to be -- likely to be in
the memorandum of understanding, we'd be free to go
with Mercedes-Benz rather than Jackson. Is that
right?

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative wWidlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th) :

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

I think, under the terms of the statutory
language, that would be a decision that would be
made by the board of Connecticut Innovations.

Through you.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESTIMOWICZ:

Representative Hetherington.
REP. HETHERINGTON (125th):

Thank you. That's -- that would be my -- my
reading as well.

Through you, Mr. Speaker, are there any other
states actively competing with us for an
opportunity to bring Jackson Labs into that state?

Through you, Mr. Speaker.
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DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Through you, Mr. Speaker, I do not have
specific knowledge of particular states. But it
has been conveyed to us, by the people at Jackson
Labs, that, yes, other states have contacted them.
If this deal should fall through, they are very
much interested in going forward.

I'd also just like to mention there has been
press in Florida, a headline in the St. Petersburg
Times, as biotech jobs go elsewhere, Floridians
wonder, what happened? I think they dropped the
ball in Florida. That's the way the Florida press
is reporting it. And if we do the same, we may
find ourselves in the same situation.

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:
Representative Hetherington.
REP. HETHERINGTON (125th):
Thank you. And I thank the -- the gentlelady

for her explanation and responses.

What troubles me, Mr. Speaker, is I'm not sure

what our action signifies here. We have a blanket
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authorization to give to the Connecticut
Innovations authority to negotiate on terms and
conditions, as they may approve, an agreement to
build a laboratory.

I guess, the idea of providing a blanket
authorization is not so shocking. It's a good
purpose, but it's somewhat of a surprise, in view
of the substantial amount of purported information

that's been distributed about a tentative

arrangement -- arrangement with Jackson
Laboratories.
I don't know why -- I don't understand why,

given the fact that there is no identified
competitor for the facilities, I don't know why we
need proceed without having access to the
memorandum of understanding, without being able to
have responses based upon an actual memorandum of
understanding. So the question of our oversight
responsibility is -- is troubling.

It's hard to understand why are we being asked
to issue a blanket authorization without
information. A blanket authorization blind, in
effect, when there is no argument compelling or

otherwise, as to why it must come ahead of any
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developed details of the proposed transaction.

I, frankly, don't know how I'm going to vote
on this. I was very much impressed with the
personnel of Jackson Laboratories. Everything I've
read about them is wholly laudatory. And I
strongly believe that -- that the work that they
are engaged in is to be encouraged, holds out great
hope, holds out great hope for everyone. But I
don't know why the Legislature is now being asked
to act in advance of the details of the
transaction.

If -- if that was to be what we are being
asked to do, that might have been treated with a
little more candor in the beginning, instead of --
instead of a -- an elaborate presentation about the
terms and conditions and the identity of Jackson
Laboratories. That when, in fact, there was
nothing, is nothing certain, at least as far as we
know, with respect to the terms and conditions.

So I -- I'm troubled. And I -- I would think
we would all be examining our conscience as to what
our responsibility is here. Whether, in spite of
what appeared as this was developed, we are being

asked to issue a blank check. And I'll listen to
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the further remarks with respect and a
tentativeness, but that continues to trouble me.

Thank you -- through you -- thank you, Mr.
Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Thank you very much, sir.

Will you remark further?

Representative Mikutel of the 45th, you have
the floor, sir.

REP. MIKUTEL (45th):

Yes. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

When -- when it comes to the Jackson Labs
deal, I'm keeping an open mind on this. I intend
to listen to the debate and, hopefully, I can be
convinced, with the sound arguments, as to why we
should be providing these kind of incentives to
bring Jackson Labs into the state.

Now, I'm familiar with the arguments in favor
of it. It would put Connecticut in the forefront
of the growth industry, biomedical science. I
believe Jackson Labs is a good fit for the State of
Connecticut. They're good paying jobs. It could
be the way to reinvent the State of Connecticut,

jump-start -- jump-start our sluggish economy. And
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I like the idea of being in the -- the personalized

medicine field, where, hopefully, we can find cures
for diseases that -- deadly diseases that can
benefit mankind. Those are all good things, and I
get all of that.

On -- on the flip side, what concerns me is
the lack of royalties for intellectual properties.
We are investing a lot of money in the UConn Health
Center and Jackson Labs, and is my -- correct me if
I'm wrong, but I don't know if we have any
royalties coming to the state. And I know that in
Florida, they were on the -- the proposal there was
Florida would get 10 percent royalties on the
intellectual property.

So I hope that if that's not in -- and I don't
think it is in the package -- that our leadership
will see to it that maybe that's the way the final
deal comes about. We should recapture some of our
investment, and royalties is one way to do that.

I'm a little concerned about the lack of
transparency. I think we're all concerned about
the lack of transparency. And it bothers me that
we don't have all the details in front of us to

vote. This question as to the job multiplier,
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whether or not we're going to get these 6,000
spinoff jobs. The -- the normal multiplier in
projects like this is five, and we're using a
multiplier, I believe, of ten. So this question is
there.

So the idea here is to minimize the risk to
the State of Connecticut in making this kind of
investment. Now, it was said before that we all
want Jackson Labs to be here, and that's true. We
all want Jackson Labs to be here. 1It's a great
outfit. It would be an asset to the state. It's
all about the deal. Right? 1It's all about the
deal, and how do we -- how do we craft the deal
that minimizes the State's risk in doing that?

Did we get the best deal? I don't know. I
don't know if anyone here can answer that question,
did we get the best deal? 1Is there risk? Yeah.
We know there's risk here. I invest in the market
periodically, and I tell you, hope is no part of my
equation when you invest in the market. You don't
have hope. You've got to -- you've got to base
your decisions on knowledge. Experience is a good
thing, but hope and trust -- when you get to hope

and trust in -- in the stock market, you're going
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to be in for a bad ride.

So we're placing hope and trust in the -- in
the administration that they will do -- and answer
some of the questions that I have, and -- and make

sure that they will protect the best interests of
the State. But I have a few questions for the
proponent of the bill.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative Widlitz, please prepare
yourself.

Please proceed, Representative Mikutel.

REP. MIKUTEL (45th):

Yes. A few questions, Representative. Trying
to get a comfort level here on some things, and we
hear things bandied about. And of the -- of the
6,000 spinoff jobs, is that coming directly from
the Jackson Lab project or does it represent all
bioscience jobs in the state?

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:
Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):
Through you, Mr. Speaker.
I am not an expert on analyzing that study.

But I will share with you that I think what those
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numbers are indicating, is that when Jackson Labs
establishes a presence in the State of Connecticut
there are -- they will be -- they will be doing
research which brings things to market in other
places, other businesses. They will be doing all
kinds of research that assists medical advances.

So there are -- there are spinoffs of all
different kinds. Some are direct. Some are hiring
lab technicians. Some are -- some are hiring
restaurant workers in the local vicinity when more
people come in. Some are -- there are a
significant number of construction jobs early in
this process for the facility itself.

There will be people relocating to this area.
There will be homes sold. There will be all kinds
of spinoffs, some directly related to the lab
itself, some as a consequence of the generation of
more activity.

REP. MIKUTEL (45th):

Right. I guess, my question, specifically, is
the six -- the 6,000 figure they're using, those
are spinoff jobs directly related to the Jackson
Labs project and not -- not statewide bioscience

jobs from every other place.
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DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th) :

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

Is my understanding that it will be a direct
spinoff from Jackson Labs.

REP. MIKUTEL (45th):

Okay. Thank you very much.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative Mikutel.
REP. MIKUTEL (45th):

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

Jackson Lab, up in Maine, experimented --
experiments with -- with mice, and in a way that,
it has been said, that this is a new venture for
Jackson Labs. It's moving from experimenting with
mice to personalized medicine with human beings.
So, in that respect, it's a new venture, so it
carries with it more risk. That's what -- that's
what is being alleged.

Do you feel -- do we have some comfort
level -- can you give me some comfort level that
with this new venture into personalized medicine,

that they are more apt to be successful in that?
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DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th) :

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Through you, let me give you an example that
was given to us by one of the representatives from
the lab.

Just as an example, lung cancer. There are
400 types of lung cancer. Now, with the research
that the Jackson Labs can do with the genome, now
it's my -- if I'm recollecting this correctly, we
have, in our cells, in each one of our cells in our
body, I think the number was 20,000 genes. Now, if
you can pinpoint for a patient who has lung cancer
what type of gene they have that will react with a
certain medication or a certain medical procedure,
then you can avoid all the trials and tribulations
of trying things that you know will not work.
They've been researched.

This is the type of research that they will be
doing -- one of the examples -- that will allow
patients to be treated on a personal level, where a
treatment is targeted directly to their specific

need because of the research that's done at this
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lab.

So do I think it's a risk? I think it's
off-the-wall exciting. That this could be a
frontier in medicine that Connecticut is on the

forefront of. So, you know, as we said before,

anything is a risk. This one -- with -- especially

with the affiliation with the UConn Medical Center
or Hartford Hospital, all of the hospitals in the

area and in the state, I just don't see that this

is such a risk to transform their operation into --

into this type of focus.
Through you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:
Representative Mikutel.
REP. MIKUTEL (45th):
Yes. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
Through you, Mr. Speaker. Jackson Labs is --
is putting up $3 for every dollar that the state

puts up. How secure is their part of the funding

for the project, and where -- where do they
anticipate getting their -- their portion of the
funds?

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative Widlitz.

220
2011

010464



010465

rgd/mb/md/gdm/gbr 221
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES October 26, 2011

REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

They do get grants from the National Institute
of Health. They do get philanthropic donations.
And they do actually sell, I think, through the --
mostly through the mouse product, they do sell
their product on the market to laboratories that
need mice that are genetically altered for the
purposes of such research.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative Mikutel.
REP. MIKUTEL (45th):

Thank you.

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

Could Jackson Lab, in your opinion or in the
opinion of others, they're seeking the state
assistance because they could not pull this project
off by themselves?

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:
Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):
Through you, Mr. Speaker.
I don't think there was ever a proposal that

I'm aware of to -- for them to do this
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independently. They are looking for a
collaborative situation.

Also, understand, they are a nonprofit
research institution. It's very important for them
to put their -- their profits from -- it could be
royalties. It could be any of the other sources we
previously discussed. They put them right back
into the research and the facility. So it's
important for them to have a collaboration.

I will tell you, in Florida, that's been --
that's been mentioned frequently, about why, you
know, why didn't it work out in Florida? Florida
was a rather interesting situation where Jeb Bush,
when he was governor in Florida, had a real focus
on bioscience. He wanted to build that. And they
started to do that and they did bring in companies.
I believe Squibb was one.

But as the -- as he went out of office and the
next governor came in, the focus was different. So
it's not that they weren't looking to build
collaborations there. They were.

It also is a much -- in Florida, there is a
much heavier focus on financing from the county

level. And as budgets were cut and money was not
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available, the climate that presented itself was
not really conducive to Jackson Labs actually ever
making a proposal.

So, it is to their benefit to be in an area
where there is collaboration. It is in the State's
benefit to be part of that to have them here. So
that's the -- the deal that they're looking for.

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative Mikutel.
REP. MIKUTEL (45th):

Yeah. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

I'll just end by saying that I believe this is
a very important debate we're having and a very
important matter before us that really will set the
future of the State of Connecticut. So I'm going
to listen to this debate.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Thank you very much, sir.

Will you remark further?

Representative Srinivasan of the 31st, you
have the floor, sir.

REP. SRINIVASAN (31st):
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Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

I do want Jackson Laboratories or the
Mercedes-Benz Laboratories to come to Connecticut.
Personalized medicine is the way of the future.
That is the only way we are going to be more
effective and contain our costs in managing our
patients.

So what is the future, 2012, 2014 going out?
No question at all, it's)personalized medicine. It
is the way to go. But my concerns are, and through
you, to the proponent of the bill, Mr. Speaker, I
have a few questions.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Please proceed, sir.
REP. SRINIVASAN (31st):

Thank you, sir. The -- we talked about a leap
in faith. And when you go from mice to human
beings, treatment is not for the mice. Treatment
begins with the mice, we all know that. And that's
what these people have been selling or marketing
for more than a couple of million dollars on an
annual basis, when I saw their, you know, what
their revenue source is.

It is a long time that it takes from mice to
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human beings. We know what impact pharma has.
When they're trying to do a medication, spent
millions of dollars, at times billions, and at the
end of the day, they're not able to use that
medication effectively.

So my question, through you, Mr. Speaker, is
we are moving from mice to human beings for
personalized medicine. Do we have a plan as to --
at what point we are going to be saying, we are
ready to cut our losses? We know this is a leap in
faith. Obviously, everybody knows that this is
research. And at what point, if they come back to
us and say, you gave me $300 million, I need X
more, and I need Y more, and I need Z more, at what
point are we going to say, enough is enough?

And the reason I ask that is, if you look at
the history of UConn, UConn Medical Center, we, as
a State, have been constantly feeding in to keep
that going. And my concern is, much as I want
Jackson Labs to come here, much as I want
personalized medicine to be the cutting edge --
which is the cutting edge, whether we get it or
some other State gets it in this country -- at what

point are we willing to cut our losses and say
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enough is enough?

Do we have a plan?
DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th) :

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

And I know, as a very prominent physician,
that you -- you certainly have these sincere
concerns. Part of the plan outlined in the booklet
that we have all received from the Jackson
Laboratories, they are to -- they are going to
leverage their research, along with what's being
done at Yale and at UConn, not necessarily on mice,
but looking to -- that's part of the collaboration,
to pool all of these resources that we have here in

Connecticut.
REP. SRINIVASAN (31st) :

Right.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

So, I -- I think, you know, Jackson Labs has
received many Nobel prizes. They are identified as
a cancer researcher institute. So, I think, you
know, they -- they are the premier world's
laboratory when it comes to this type of -- of

research. So, I think, coming here and wanting to
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collaborate with a structure that's already here,
the research that's already being done here on --
on cures for cancer and all kinds of diseases, is
part of this. |

It's not just using the mice. 1It's -- it's a
-- they may -- they may have collaborations with
all kinds of businesses in Connecticut, or
businesses that come to Connecticut as a result of
they're being here. So I think it's a much broader
look at that.

Through you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Represeﬁtative Srinivasan.
REP. SRINIVASAN (31lst):

Thank you. Through you, Mr. Speaker.

I still did not get an answer to my question.
And that is, at what point are we, as a State,
ready to cut our losses? I only hope Jackson Labs
is successful. I only hope that personalized
medicine becomes the way of the future through
Jackson Labs, and not through somebody else. But
as a responsible person going to go back to my
constituents and say this is how I spent your tax

dollar, my tax dollar, after coming on the back of
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the -- of the highest tax hike that we just

recently did, is this going to be on -- yes, I know

you probably may not know a long-term vision. But
are we going to encourage, or even consider, if
they keep coming back to us, because that is
reality.

The reality is that leap from mice to human
being is not going to happen overnight. 1It's going
to take years and years of research. So what looks
like $300 million today is a lot of money for you
and me, on a personal basis. But my concern is
that they really will need much, much more than
that to sustain themselves over a period of time.
And are we, as the State of Connecticut, ready,
having paid the first check of $300 million, to
keep funding them rather than withdrawing at some
point and cutting our losses?

I hope we don't have to, but if we do.

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th) :

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Through you, I think the only way I can




010473

rgd/mb/md/gdm/gbr 229
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES October 26, 2011

possibly answer that question is to say that, you'
know, you never know what will happen in a future

General Assembly. I mean, that is -- if you -- if
you look at North Carolina, as an example, it does
take years, but they started years ago. And now,

they are up and running and ready to go.

I think, before you come back to the State of
Connecticut for extra money, there are
collaborations, there are venture capitalists,
there are all kinas of start-up businesses that
I -- personally, I can't speak for what would be in
the MOU. But I personally would expect them to --
to go in all of those directions before we would
consider putting more moneylin. And, certainly,
the language in this bill is a finite number. So
that's the only way I could answer your question.
It's looking hypothetically into the future, and I
don't have that answer.

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative Srinivasan.
REP. SRINIVASAN (31st):

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

I do want to thank you for that. It is a
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hypothetical question, but that has been a concern
to me, and I wanted to bring that up to the
assembly.

Through you, Mr. Speaker. Earlier on, a
mention was made by the previous speaker about
royalties. And I'm hoping that Jackson Labs will
be successful, very successful, that they will
bring in a lot of money.

Are you aware, through you, Mr. Speaker, of
what that contract or that relationship is going to
be? Because I have heard different things from
different people, including the media, as far as
royalties are concerned.

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representativé widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th) :

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

I don't have any knowledge of any arrangements
on royalties. And, again, the MOU will be
negotiated by the legislative branch, and it would
be great if they could put that in. I don't know
if they will or not.

Through you, Mr. Speaker.
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. DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative Srinivasan.
REP. SRINIVASAN (31st):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Through you, Mr.
Speaker, one final question, if I may?

And what I've heard, through you, Mr. Speaker,
is the -- the ratio between what we, as a State,
and our tax dollars are going to put in, is $1 to
the $3 that Jackson labs is going to be putting in
into this particular project.

What I'm not aware of, or not sure about, is

. at what time is Jackson Labs bringing in that
money. Is it earlier on in this ten, 20-year
relationship, or are we funding upfront and they
are bringing in the $3 to our dollar much later?
Because that $3 has definitely been touted about,
that we are just paying a third, and they are
paying so much more.

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th) :

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

. I think that three to one ratio is a total
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project over the 20 years. There are benchmarks
along the way that will be evaluated. I know that
there -- I think the -- the number that I recall
was they would be required to have $295 million
investment from other sources before that ten-year
period was up, but there will be benchmarks along
the way.

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative Srinivasan.
REP. SRINIVASAN (31st):

And, through you, Mr. Speaker, in case those
benchmarks fall short, because we all have to live
the reality, and Jackson Labs is depending on the
National Institute of Health. They are depending
on philanthropy to bring in their funds. And if
they are not able to meet those requirements,
funding requirements, what is going to be our
obligation year one, year two, and going forward?

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Through you, again, Mr. Speaker, that will be
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more detailed in the memorandum of understanding.
But it's my understanding that if they do not reach
these benchmarks, then the loan is not forgivable.

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative Srinivasan.
REP. SRINIVASAN (31lst):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

I do want to thank you for giving me those
answers. I appreciate that.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Thank you very much, sir.

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

REP. CANDELORA (86th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, for me, this debate is -- is
really not about Jackson Labs and all the exciting
things that they perform in the bioscience
industry. But this is about our obligations, as a
Legislature, and our judiciary duties to the
taxpayers of the State of Connecticut.

And I understand that this industry certainly

comes along with many risks. But I think we, as
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the -- the institution that holds the purse
strings, needs to balance those risks with -- with

the tax dollars that are given to us to administer.

This summer I had an opportunity, with other
legislators, to visit the UConn Health Center. And
it was exciting for me to go through that process
and see all the different things that that
institution does, many of which complements what
this proposal seeks to develop, on the one hand.

On the other hand, when I saw this proposal,
I -- I am reminded of the risk in the industry. 1In
our area, we had an industry, Carriage
Incorporation. It was a publicly traded company
that had investors come in, and they were in the
same bioscience market. There, they received
mostly federal grants. I don't believe there was
any state dollars involved. But many people,
including myself, purchased stock in that industry,
and there was a lot high hopes in that area. And
within about a decade, unfortunately, that company
didn't create the jobs that were promised. We
ended up seeing about, I think, to the current day,
there's about 16 employees at that institution. 1In

their heydays, they had many more. But the fact of
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the matter is there are risks through this
industry.

When I reviewed the REMI report, so much of
our discussion -- or so much of that report was
based on the Price Water Coopers, the new science
of personalized‘medicine. And in there, they
projected that there is 11 percent growth. And
this was, sort of, the premise that Connecticut was
basing its job growth on. And when I read the
report, I get concerned.

I mean, in the report, it directly cites the
fact that this is an industry that has many, many
risks. And just to quote a short section here, it
says that some businesses have experienced success
in the personalized medicine market but there are
few viable business models for other organizations
to follow. And some of the models that this report
sets forth, it doesn't appear that we're following
any of them, when I look at what's been given to
us. Many of these models suggest more of a
partnership, whether it be private-private, private
universities or, you know, private-government.
There is some sort of partnership. There's some

sort of sharing in royalties. And I don't see any
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evidence of that.

And, quite frankly, as the questions were
being asked -- and I think they're simple questions
that could have been answered that don't involve
trade secrets -- we didn't get any of those
answers. And I think it's our obligation, as a
Legislature, to obtain those answers before we take
this vote.

It was frustrating for me, after reviewing
everything, to be given an opportunity to ask just
one question and get a single answer with no
follow-up. And, again, it sort of stifled the
process. It's stifled our ability to have comfort,
not even in the science behind it, because I get
there's risk to that science, but to the deal that
we're potentially making here today with this vote.

This was a proposal that, seems to me, was
well lubricated and went through the process with
absolutely no friction whatsoever, and that's not a
good way to craft legislation. We need to have the
give and take. We need to have the debates. We
need to have the public hearing process. That's
when our products are at their best.

And what we saw was a proposal that came out
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in September, as Representative Cafero pointed out,
and we're now voting on a bill today. So in about
a month, we're going to spend $300 million. And
what makes no sense to me is the way this was
packaged to us, in that we combined the operating
expenses and revenues with the capital investment.
And we sort of created the illusion that Jackson
Labs has skin in the game. That they're putting in
$3 for every dollar that the State is putting in,
and that is not the case.

The reality is that the State of Connecticut
is putting in 100 percent of all of the capital
expenditures in this project. We're putting in all
the funding for the building. And so, it leads me
to the next question. Well, why aren't we
retaining the asset?

Because, in the tours that were provided to us
by the UConn Health Center, it became very clear to
me that the laboratory space is a very valuable
asset in Connecticut. And we already have
bioscience in Conneéticut. We -- we are one of the
leaders in this -- in the country for bioscience.

So, to say that we need to catch up is

certainly not the case. And for us to be giving up
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this asset, that the taxpayers of Connecticut have
paid for, is a nonstarter for me. And I wish that
the State of Connecticut sent that message back,
that to give up this asset is a nonstarter. Not
even getting into the science piece of it, because
again, I think it certainly is a worthy pursuit.
Personalized medicine is the way that we are going.
But I don't see any state in the union, or'any
public entity, putting in as much money as the
State of Connecticut is, and we are retaining
nothing.

So, with that, I cannot support this proposal.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Thank you very much, sir.

Representative Adinolfi of the 103rd, you have
the floor, sir.

REP. ADINOLFI (103xd) :

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

I'd just like to clear something up, if I may?
Through you, to the proponent of the bill, I have a
question.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESTMOWICZ:

Please proceed, sir.
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REP. ADINOLFI (103rd) :

On last Wednesday, most of us received a book
-- if you were up here for a magazine from -- from
Jack, and it was very informative. And I read the
whole thing. And what impressed me most was
page 7, where they could give their job projections
over the year and the cost. And what troubled me
most is that we keep on talking about $291 million
in bonding over ten years. However, the cost to
the State, over 20 years, paying off that loan is
$411 million.

Why aren't we making that public, and we're
only talking about the 291 million, when it's
costing the taxpayers 411 million?

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

There is always the cost of carrying debt on
bonding. That's with any bond issue. And you're
absolutely right. The total number, over a long
period of time, must include the cost to carry the
debt. That is actually paid for in the General

Fund. We have debt service in -- on the -- in a
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line item -- in the General -- in our budget,

rather.

My friend here is trying to help me, showing
me something in print. I can't see it. I don't
have my glasses on.

But, you know, I don't think anyone is trying
to keep that a secret. You know, that -- any bond
issue carries the cost of -- of the debt. However,
if you look at some of the charts that are provided
in this magazine, you will see that the economic
advantage that is generated from the jobs that will
come into Connecticut are actually expected to,
sort of, "equalize," I guess, is the right word,
the cost of carrying that debt very early in this
process.

So, yes, it's there. The activity that will
be generated, and the income that we anticipate
coming from all this activit&, people will be
paying income tax on new jobs. There will be new
houses built. They will be all kind of activity.
That will generate -- that is projected, in those
graphs, to generate revenue that will take care of
the interest on that debt.

Through you, Mr. Speaker.
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DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative Adiﬂolfi.
REP. ADINOLFI (103rd):

Thank you (inaudible).

Mr. Speaker, then, in actuality, the total
cost to the taxpayers, as listed in the book that
Jack put out, is $411 million. There's no question
about that. That's what they say and that's what
Jack says, and I've got to believe them, because
they've been pretty forward with us.on everything
in this book.

The other question that I have is, I keep on
reading -- although I don't see it in the bill --
reading it in the media and every meeting I've been
to, is that to get this $291 million, they only
have to guarantee 300 jobs in ten years. Is -- is
that going to be in the memorandum of
understanding, or we have to wait and see? This is
what they -- has been coming right out of the
Governor's office.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

010485
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Through you, yes, it is in the memorandum of
understanding. We have -- it has been indicated by
the executive .branch that they would have to,
within the ten years, achieve the 300 new jobs plus
raise 295 million of the other capital that they
were to bring into this venture, and that will --
that will be evaluated in stages. It isn't just
all of a sudden, when you get to year ten, you have
to come up with those people. There are
incremental stages, as you go along, on which they
will be evaluated.

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative Adinolfi.
REP. ADINOLFI (103rd) :

Thank you. Also, what I noticed in the same
page, page 7 here of the book, is that, in ten
years, giving them the benefit -- we're going past
300 jobs. They're guaranteed 339 jobs.

So just taking that into the $411 million is
costing us, mathematically, that's costing us
$1,212,000 per job. How do we expect to gain that
back in tax money from other jobs or spinoffs?

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
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Through you.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98tH):

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

I now have my glasses on.

According to this information that you
referred to that we were given on page 8, it refers
to the GDP, or the gross domestic product,
increases that will be generated by the Jackson
project. It indicates that the estimated spinoff
activity increased, on average, each year -- will
increase by 546.5 million, rather, from 2011
through 2031.

So it's not -- you can't divide the number of
jobs at Jackson Labs by the total amount of money
we're spending because there are all these other
factors that come into it. Increasing our
productivity in Connecticut, new jobs, all of the
ancillary spinoffs from -- from activity that is
created go into that.

So, you know, it's unrealistic just to divide
that number by the amount of money and saying

that's how much we're paying. This is a much
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bigger -- it's a much broader picture than that.

And you have to look at it in the total economic
realm, I think, of -- of the -- all of the activity
that is generated by this.

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative Adinolfi.
REP. ADINOLFI (103rd):

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

Well, looking at the figure of -- that they
project in 2031, of 4,035 spinoff jobs, and
dividing that into the 411 million, that's still
costing us, over 20 years, $74,349 per job. So
I -- I really think -- I'm not asking a question,
I'm just making a statement now -- is that this
leads me in the wrong direction. Nothing is exact.
Nothing is in writing. And until I see something
that I -- that I can really concentrate on and look
into and believe, I can't support this bill.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:
Thank you very much, sir.
Representafive Ritter of the 38th, you have

the floor, madam.
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REP. E. RITTER (38th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, most of my concerns when I first
looked at this were really around the opportunities
that I believe it could bring to the State of
Connecticut, that I believe it will bring to the
State of Connecticut, around our healthcare
industry and our ability to continue to educate and
provide the professiﬁnals that we need to deliver
health care to all of us here in the State of
Connecticut.

And I just wanted to frame my questions in
that context. Because, in these last few years,
standing here on the floor of the House and other
people who have helped me in these discussions,
we've spent an awful lot of time trying to figure
out ways to do that.

And when this opportunity, this investment
opportunity, first Eame to me, I will tell you that
was my first thought. And that's a lot of my
excitement and -- and optimism around looking at it
comes from, what I view, as this opportunity to
really transform a lot of oué health -- health care

sector that -- as we know it today.
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So I have, Mr. Speaker, a few questions for
the proponent of the bill.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Please proceed, madam.
REP. E. RITTER (38th):

Thank you.

Through you, Mr. Speaker, my first question
is, it's my understanding that this lab is to be
located on the campus at the health center. But I
wondered if we could have a little clearer
description from the proponent of exactly where
that would be.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative wWidlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th) :

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

It is in close proximity to -- it's a l7-acre
parcel of land that it will be located on in
proximity to the UConn Health Center and Medical
School.

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative Ritter.

REP. E. RITTER (38th):
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Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

I might just follow that up with an assumption
that the close proximity -- and that actually is
important, I think, for us all to understand --
just how close that would be. So, perhaps, a
little more elaboration as to the access that could
be afforded by folks that work at the medical
school, as well as interact with the research.

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th) :

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

That would -- you're absolutely right. That's
an important point because that does provide for
collaborative efforts between researchers,
professors at the medical school. It also provides
interesting opportunities for internships for
students at the medical school, businesses that
have an issue in the area that they would like to
bring forward to those facilities, hospitals that
are located in the greater Hartford area --
actually all over the state. :

But, I -- I think the biggest impact is that
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it will allow for collaboration. And because the
UConn facility will actually be developing at the
same time as this lab, with our incubator
laboratories and the new facility, the new tower,
it's an excellent opportunity for everybody to,
sort of, form these collaborative relationships
because they will all be -- they'll all be looking
to establish those relationships starting out
together.

And that's really kind of nice, because they
will be able to actually form an agenda, a target,
that they develop together instead of thé new guy
coming in and trying to adjust to what somebody
who's already there has thoughts on.

So I think it's a great collaborative
opportunity, not only for the researchers and the
-- and the doctors but the students as well.

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative Ritter.
REP. E. RITTER (38th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Another questions at the proponent of the

bill, and actually she's taken us a little down the
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road on this already. We've recently made, as
everybody in this Chamber knows, sﬁbstantial
investments at the UConn Health Center. And the
big impetus behind a lot of those investments was
to provide an opportunity, as I understand it, to
attract this kind of infrastructure for future
research.

Many of the reasons why we want to do that are
to provide opportunities for our students to
participate in that research and provide career
paths to remain in Connecticut. In addition, the
vision was that these investments would provide
Connecticut with the -- the ability to attract big
outside research investments and the potential for
spinoff.

So my first question to the proponent is that
it's my recall -- and I remember much of the
discussion at the time from her particular to
this -- that that is exactly the kind of thing that
was contemplated when we first made those
investments.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Representative Widlitz.

REP. WIDLITZ (98th):
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Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Yes, the -- the spinoffs were a major
proponent -- a major component of the economic
activity, so that we not only benefit from these
collaborative relationships and the research and
the results from the research, but also it's a
boost. It's a boost economically for the State of
Connecticut.

And, you know, through -- through you, Mr.
Speaker, to the chair of the Public Health
Committee, in 2005, as you recall, we had a very
controversial discussion about whether or not we
should fund stem cell research. And I recall going
to Mt. Sinai Medical Center in New York City with
other legislators from this Chamber, and we had
the -- the unbelievable opportunity of meeting with
the two head researchers on stem cell. I came out
of there so excited. I actually saw a progression
of petri dishes with mouse heart stem cells, and
they -- as they combined -- in the iast petri dish,
they actually pulled together and they were beating
like a heart muscle would.

I came out of there so excited, and that is

part of what -- after sharing that with my
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colleagues, that is part of what we were trying to
pull together in this state, but we kind of just
didn't go to the next step. We funded the stem
cell research. We have that research going on in
-- at Yale, at UConn, at Wesleyan, I believe, as
well, and maybe other places in the State. But
this -- we needed the next step. We needed to
provide the next infrastructure that's important to
take all of these pieces, put them together, and
have a bioscience cluster that is state-of-the-art,
and will -- and the world will recognize. And
Jackson Labs brings that "cohesiveness," I guess,
is the word I'm looking for, to that effort.

So I thank you for your question.

(Deputy Speaker Godfrey in the Chair.)

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY:

Representative Ritter.
REP. E. RITTER (38th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Through you, Mr. Speaker, for the proponent of
the bill, we have made other attempts in the past

to jump-start or create impetus to growth or expand
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existing industries. And I think that one of the
things we're all struggling with here in the
Chamber is we're -- perhaps haven't been
consistently satisfied with all of those results.

And my question for the proponent of the bill
really is, if she would please help us understand
perhaps why that has not been the case, and what is
different about this particular opportunity.

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY:
Representative wWidlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Good evening.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ARESIMOWICZ:

Good evening.

REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

This opportunity is -- is a little different
because we have had failed opportunities. And I --
in your -- your part of the State, we had Pfizer
leave with many employees and take them to
Massachusetts.

Well, shame on us for that, because we have

not provided the infrastructure that they needed.

s
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They didn't have the collaboration. They were in
an area where they didn't connect to all of those
things, and they left. Because in order to grow
and to form alliances with other scientists and
research labs, they left. This is very different
because we have that infrastructure here now. We
have the stem cell research. We have the UConn
Health Center. We have the medical school. We
have the hospitals.

Jackson Labs will fit -- it marries into the
situation very well and it -- every -- every piece
complements the other pieces. And I think it's a
very different situation and -- that will make us
successful.

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY:

Representative Ritter.
REP. E. RITTER (38th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

And I want to thank Representative Widlitz for
her answers to my questions. And she is correct.
When this proposal first came, my -- to me and to
my colleagues, particularly in southeastern
Connecticut, one of the first questions we did have

in our minds is, well, we've tried this before and
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it hasn't done so well for us in southeastern
Connecticut. In fact, we're not -- not terribly
happy with the results, as we view it today.

And it became apparent, in conversations about
this proposal and others that we've looked at, that
part of the reason for that was this is exactly
what we were not able to provide for those
opportunities. And I will tell you that has made a
difference for me in how I have viewed this
proposal.

Initially, I was perhaps not as enthusiastic
and did not feel as certain that it could have the
energizing impact, really, not just to the entire
health care sector, but well beyond that, into
scientific, technical and engineering aspects as
well of our economy from the spinoff opportunities.
And I feel differently that way, now, Mr. Speaker.

And I understand, particularly from
Representative Widlitz's responses, that perhaps in
the past we have not always been bold enough to
step up and do things in the way, perhaps, we
should have. And maybe that was, at the time, with
the information we had, the correct answer. But

today, we see that has not been working for us.
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And it really is for those reasons that I want to
not only support this bill but encourage my
colleagues to do the same.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY:

Thank you, madam.

The gentlewoman from the 143rd, Representative
Lavielle.

REP. LAQIELLE (143rd):

Good evening, Mr. Speaker.

Thank you very much. The work that Jackson
Labs does and Jackson Labs' reputation is all very
exciting. The idea of having them here is very
exciting. And that isn't anything that I want to
debate or dispute.

There are a number of things, though, about
this deal that I find disturbing; some of my
constituents find disturbing. Representative
Mikutel has brought up a number of those, like the
unbalanced distributibn of risk, what Connecticut
gives up, what Jackson Labs gets, the fact they
don't pay taxes, the lack of our portion of
royalties, the fact that we have very finite

resources, as does every state, and that a very
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large portion of those resources would be parked in
one place and one industry.

But -- but there's something on top of that
that disturbs me more. And it has to do with the
actual numbers we have and how we got to them.
And, Mr. Speaker, through you, I have just one
question for the proponent of the bill.

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY:

Please proceed.
REP. LAVIELLE (143rd):

Thank you.

My question, Mr. Speaker, is, do we have an
independent opinion on the valuation of the deal,
of how much it is worth, and should be paid?

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

I think that would be very difficult without
knowing the details of the memorandum of
understanding. What we do have is the report from
the Price Waterhouse Coopers evaluation and our own

Department of Economic and Community Development
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has used the REMI method, which has been used
consistently in -- in government for evaluations of
potential activity.

But I don't know -- without having the details
of an MOU, I don't know how you would have an
independent evaluation without those details. So,
I think the answer is, no, to the best of my
knowledge. )

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY:

Representative Lavielle, you have the floor.

REP. LAVIELLE (143rd):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And I thank

Representative Widlitz for her answer. I am -- in
any acquisition I've ever worked on -- and I
understand this is not an acquisition -- but in any

contract negotiation I've worked on between the two
parties, one party has something to offer and they
have an opinion of how much it's worth. And then
there's the party who's going to pay for it and
they have an opinion of how much they should pay.
And often, when you do know what's being
offered, you can evaluate that, or you can ask for

an evaluation of that before you decide how much
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are going to pay. As my constituents ask me what's
the basis for these numbers that we're hearing, the
291, the 99, the building, the duration, what is
the substance behind this? What is the reasoning
for it? I find I have not had the answers to those
questions and can't provide them. And without
them, it's -- it's difficult, not only to say are
we paying too much, but even are we paying enough?

I mean, I don't have that answer, but it is a
lot of money. It is a substantial investment and a
substantial risk. And I find, at the momené,
that -- that not having that basis is very
difficult to rationalize.

Now, it -- it seems that over the past few
days, a lot of people have gotten a lot of calls.
I -- I had -- Representative Cafero had mentioned
he had a call from a Jackson Labs board member, so
did I. And I asked that question during that
conversation. And the answer I had was, well, it's
a unique opportunity, and -- and it's somewhat hard
to put a value on a unique opportunity.

With a unique opportunity -- again, I find
this troubling -- because that's -- that can be

true. But then you often are in a competitive bid
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situation and you know you're going to offer 500
because the next highest guy offered 480. And if
you're going to get it, you've got to offer 500.
And that -- that makes sense to me. But we don't

really have that situation now either.

So I feel that we are dependent for what we're

offering simply on Jackson Labs' own assessment of
what this opportunity is worth to us. And I find
having to give that as an answer, to constituents
who ask me, very troubling.

And so I'll just close on something.

During -- during that conversation -- and I think
this was a throwaway, but it made me think -- the
board member I spoke to mentioned the
attractiveness of exploring the art of the
possible. That was the phrase -- and I think it
was a throwaway -- but, anyway, the art of the
possible -- I think that comes from Bismarck, by
the way. I looked it up.

And the art of the possible, there are a lot
of possible worlds. But if you don't combine the
art of the possible with the science of judgment
and informed choice, you might unleash so many

possibilities that you won't get the best of all
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possible worlds, but maybe something that's much
less attractive. And then you can 1osé control of
your destiny and so can the residents of
Connecticut.

There's a lot of exciting possibilities here,
but I don't think I can sell art without science to
ny constituent; right now. And, strangely, we seem
to be without adequate science as we watch the
structuring of this deal.

So with great regret -- and I mean that -- I'm
going to have to vote no on this bill.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY:

Thank you, madam.

The gentleman from New Fairfield,
Representative Smith.

REP. SMITH (108th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Nice to see you
again.

You know, when this proposal came to our
caucus, I must say I was very, very intrigued --
actually, remain very intrigued by this whole
concept. I think it's a -- it's an idea that

deserves a lot of merit and attention. And I have
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gone on record with the caucus and with others that
I'm very much in favor of pu£ting Connecticut on
the map, having them be the leader in the U.S. for
bioscience.

L

But what I séid then, and what I'm going to
say tonight is, you know, I just wanted to see some
details in terms of, you know, what are we actually
voting for?

I'm not afraid to take risks. I'm not afraid
to make investments. I know that it takes money to
make money. I'm aware of all that. But here's the
problem. Here's the problem. We never got the
details. We don't know what the benchmarks are.

We don't have a memorandum of understanding. We
have a dialogue, and dialogue is good, and it
should continue. And a memorandum of understanding
then should be presented to this Chamber so we can
actually vote on something yes or no with an
understanding of what we're voting on.

We don't know whether if Jaeks defaults, if we
could call the loan. We don't know if we can
foreclose. We don't know if we can terminate
future advances. We do not know if there's a

penalty clause if they leave Connecticut early. We
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don't know if they can sublease or not. We don't
know any of this. And the reason why is because we
don't have an agreement, ladies and gentlemen. We
do not have an agreement. We have a very vague
open-ended bill. We have a huge commitment to the
public.

You and I are simply being asked to sign on
the line, with a statement, trust me. We're being
asked to sign on the blank dots, trust me. Now I
can tell you, I've learned a long time ago, that I
put trust in writing. Now, there's a lot of
lawyers in this Chamber, but you don't have to be a
lawyer to know that what we're being asked to do
here tonight is malpractice. It's not something
that I would ever do in representing a client. And
it's not something that we should do in
representing our constituents.

So I would very much love to hear more about
this plan. I would very much love to vote in favor
of this bill. I would love to see Connecticut put
on the map for this type of project. 1It's -- it's
a great opportunity. It really is. 1It's a
wonderful chance to help this economy grow, to make

Connecticut a better place, to bring in world-class
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people, but you can't do it in a vacuum. You can't
do %t on a hope and a whim. You have to have
details. Trust me. I've been through it.

I've represented people throughout the past 27
years. And unless you have the details, you're
setting yourself -- you're setting yourselves up
and we're setting ourselves up for failure.

So, thank you, Mr. Speaker. And I would have
to vote no on this, but would love to support it at
a future time.

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY:

The distinguished chair of the Commerce
Cpmmittee, Representative Berger of Waterbury.

REP. BERGER (73rd):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and good evening.

My -- my comments are not questions to
Representative Widlitz, who's been doing an
outstanding job defending this important cause here
tonight, but just as the way of a comment of levity
and then a comment about the process here, and to
show the Chamber the different constituencies that
we all have.

I received more phone calls about us changing

the date of Halloween than having to deal with
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what's going to go on with Jackson Labs. So, as we
see, the landscape of the State of Connecticut is
quite different.

But let's look at what's in Farmington right
now. Let's talk about economic development for a
minute. You come off of 84 and you have a vacant
piece of land there. And what we're going to do as
a State, through economic development -- and let's
just talk about that for a minute -- is create a
building. Create a building there that's
state-of-the-art, that's going to be paid for by
Jackson Labs, that's going to create jobs, on a
vacant piece of land that there's nothing there
right now, next to our flagship medical facility.

That's progress. That's having money well
spent. Because, at the end of the day, if Jackson
Lab is not there, we have a state-of-the-art
building next to our flagship university hospital
righé off of an exit ramp. So if we want to talk
about economic developmént and money well spent,
that's money well spent.

Let's talk a little bit about the public
hearing. and, certainly, there were comments pro

and con on that. And, by the way of a comment on
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that, all of this debate and dialogue that we're
having tonight is going to be wonderful. Because
I'm sure the Governor and his staff are listening;
commissioner of DECD is here. She is witnessing
and hearing all these comments, and that'é going to
be part of making a final contract. And there's a
lot of good comments that are made here on the
Republican side, on the Democratic side, and they
make a lot of sense. And let's get those vetted
out and into a contract. And I think they make
sense.

But in public testimony, scientists -- now
these are people that work on the petri dishes, not
the people that are the investors. They're really,
like, doing the grunt work in the labs. They have
come to us and said, you know what, by you doing
this as a state, you're going to put the State of
the Connecticut on the map. I_mean, these are the
people that are living this every day.

They're telling us that when you do this, you
now have immediately, with instant impact, put the
State of Connecticut on the map for this research
in a worldwide capacity. And this company is not

fly-by-night. Everybody in the chamber has read
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what this company is about. They're
world-renowned. They're not going anywhere.
They're not a venture capital firm. They're not
just looking for an angel investor. They're beyond
that. They're huge. They're a make-a-difference
business in research and medical research. And
that gets to my other point, let's create an
industry.

- We did a bill a little while ago -- 147 to
one, I think it was -- and we talked about how
we're putting Connecticut on the state -- on the
map, both as a country and as a worldwide market, a
worldwide market, genetic research, Jackson Labs.
History here. History that they can calibrate, and
we can gain and reap a benefit from. So what we do
there -- economic development, creating an industry
and footprint in the state of Connecticut.

I cannot think of a better way for us to use
taxpayer dollars, and for us to grow and create the
biomedical corridor that will now run from New
Haven, 95 to 84, to Storrs, right up to
Massachusetts, who eats our lunch on this every
day.

But you know what? That's going to stop when
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we vote for this today and move it forward. Aand
incorporate, in the final MOU, all the positive,

solid comments and opinions that everyone in this
chamber here has made tonight.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY:

Thank you, sir.

Gentleman from Bethel, Representative Carter.
REP. CARTER (2nd):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Unlike many of my colleagues, as I rise
tonight, I have no regrets whatsoever in voting no
on this bill. Now, I believe in bioscience and I
believe that Connecticut can be a leader in
bioscience. I don't think this is the way to do
it. It's a bad investment.

I sat around a room with some busihess people
last week and I explained what had just been given
to us and what we were looking at with this
opportunity, and they thought I was absolutely
crazy. And they said we needed more information.
There's no way you can invest $300 million in any

organization when you have no idea what it's going

to look like. So, on step one, there's just no way

to support a bill like this.
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Step 2: When you look at -- when you look at

the financial report of Jackson Laboratories, they
survive on donations. It's a nonprofit. ‘The
entire company itself has an operating revenue of
$192 million. We're doubling -- we're doubling
what we're going to give them, which is one year of
their operating revenue right off the bat.

I don't think that's the kind of amount that
we should donate to a charity when we have no
guarantee we're actually going to get this many
jobs. Three hundred jobs is not worth $300
million. I'm sorry. And the fact that we're
thinking we can get another thousand, 2,000, 3,000,
like, where does it end?

When we have as many companies in Connecticut
right now that do good work in research, and
they've been built over time, I think those are the
companies that we need to be looking at. Those are
the organizations where we need to be spending oﬁr
money, not looking at one company that we're going
to bring in with a pipe dream.

Because the bottom line is, they can tell us
anything we want to hear. And -- and all the

research they're doing is good and it's valid. But
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I am not in the business of risking my
constituent's money when I probably would be better
off at the casino, and that's how I honestly feel
about it.

It's a great company. I would love to do what
we could. I would love to find value out of things
we could do to get them here, but $300 million
layout, it doesn't work for me. And I am
definitely a vote no.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY:

The gentleman from Manchester, Representative
Thompson.

REP. THOMPSON (13th):

Thank you, Mr: Speaker.

To begin with, I would like to identify myself
with the remarks made by Representative Berger. I
think he described my position rather eloquently,
and I would like to add to that some of my own
thoughts about what we're doing here as a state and
what is happening in America.

The World Health Organization, if any reads
their publications, ranked -- the last I saw --

ranked the United States as 37th in the world in
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effectiveness in providing health care. They -- we

also ranked number one in the cost of our health
care. And as a result, I believe, part of the
lower ranking than the expenditure is due to the
fact that so many of our people do not have access
to health care on a regular and routine basis.
Many of those people live in poverty areas.

But, in one of the greatest poverty areas in
the Middle East and Asia, Doctors Without Borders
have, through their work, reached the poorest on
the regular basis. In fact, the World Health
Organization recognized them for improving the
vaccine for measles and the treatment of measles,
which benefited millions of the poorest people on
earth.

Now, I listened to Dr. -- pardon me, Dr., if I
mispronounce your name, but this is the first time
I'm saying it solo -- Srinivasan -- I hope that's
pretty close -- he made the point, and it was a
good point, that the goal of the Jackson Lab is to
work on the DﬁA. And I'm not sure exactly how you
described it, but as I understand it, it would make
treatment very personal by recognizing exactly the

genetic makeup of the patient. So the goal is out
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there, and it's a wonderful thing. And I'm sure
there are other people investigating this and
working on it and so on.

When I read the report that was circulated
about the failure of the Laboratory and the state
of Florida, rather, a county within the state of
Florida, to come to an agreement, and the county
walked away from it. And the -- the report then
analyzed that, among other things, said one of the
major factors there was the governor was not
committed to the issue, and that there was no
connection to a higher education medical facility.
And -- so they, sort of, brushed that off as being
-- not brushed it off, but gave that as two of the
Qalid reasons for the county not getting it and
Jackson walking away. But the story seemed to
indicate that the state had failed on their part.

And I didn't think of that again until
tonight, and when Representative Widlitz read the
editorial from the St. Petersburg paper down in
Florida, which was very critical of the state for
walking away from such a wonderful opportunity to
invest in this type of research. And we're

starting with not only a great state university
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medical center, but we also have one of the most
renowned medical schools in the nation -- in the
nation and in the world at Yale University, who has
bought into this and will participate.

And, as Representative Berger has described
the excitement that was present at the hearing, the
public hearing -- and I was there -- and there were
people who spoke highly of the industry that wants
to come in here, the company that wants to come
here, of their work in the past and their continued
good reputation. And I think Representative Cafero
made an eloquent argument about some of his
reservations. But the one thing he did point out
was that he respected the people he met from that
organization and was hopeful that he could support
it. But for the reasons he mentioned, he could
not. And I respect that.

But there has been bipartisan agreement, I
think, in this chamber on other issues, the job
issue tonight, how we handle certain programs. And
one area we did work on together over the years was
mental retardation. And as a younger person, some
years ago, I once visited every mental retardation

institution in our state, got to know the
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employees, got to know the program. And we were at
the -- Connecticut was at the cutting edge of
treatment of the mental retarded.

Since then, we have completely changed and
evolved into what I think is another cutting edge
by community-based services. We have
deinstitutionalizéd mental retardation. And much
of that credit to that deinstitutionalization goes
not only to the administrators of that program, but
here in this Legislature, when we work together to
improve that service.

There is still some need for
institutionalizing some of those patients. But
generally speaking, because of community
acceptance, we are providing excellent services
now, I think, and we have the support of the
families and the population. And the same thing
happened, also, in the treatment of the mentally
ill. We have deinstitutionalized that. Some of
the horror stories that we used to hear about
institutions were probably extreme and maybe
overblown, but we found it more effective to treat
those patients in the communities as possible, and

that has worked.
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Another example I might give you is that the
Birth to Three program, which we have all
supported, has made a big difference in the lives
of children born with birth defects. We provide
programs from Birth to Three, to Four, to Five.

And the results are -- in accounts-based reports,
the results are that over 50 percent of those
children will not require special education when
they start -- begin school. 1In one report I saw,
in 25 percent, the following year will not require
special education.

But we took a risk. We invested money in that
idea. And now, in education, we're investing money
in early childhood. And that can replicate the
kinds of results we're getting with the Birth to
Three program. It's a good program. We've all
invested. I think it's been bipartisan in those
programs and they work.

So what I am suggesting is that we have
delegated to others, administrators, families,
communities, and so on -- a good example -- another
good example is the community college system. When
we looked at higher education in our state, we

recognized one glaring error, one glaring
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statistic, kids were not able to afford higher
education. We didn't have enough room, did not
have enough facilities, so we came up with the idea
of community colleges. And people in communities
all over our state worked for that.

In my community, we loaned to the system to
begin school space, other spaces, and so on. We
now have a campus on the grounds of Manchester
Community College. 1It's opened up opportunities to
thousands of our kids, all who are with -- reach
financially and commuting.

So we have, as a state, worked together on
programs. And this, perhaps, is the most important
program we have an opportunity to do something
about, to get it off the ground, and do it
effectively. So I am suggesting that we come
together. We support this initiative. We work
very hard to put it into effect, and we can defend
it.

There is -- as the gentleman up there, there
is always a risk when you're investing in something
unknown like this, but the risk is worth it. The
payoff will be, as the doctor explained, the

possibility of pinpointing more exactly the
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problems that a patient may have and will get the
right treatment, the right medication, and so on.

So I think it's a good investment. There will
be a lot of excitement about it. There will be
offshoots. They'll be doing a lot more than just
the DNA research. They'll continue to provide
research in other areas. But it's worth the
investment to zero in on this with two great health
centers, both at the upiversity and at Yale, and
all of the people who came in and testified that
day who represent that population.

So I urge your support of this legislation.
It's a good investment and some day it may pay
great results.

I'd like to end on how many people in this
audience -- I asked this question of our caucus --
had diphtheria when they were growing up. Anybody?
Anybody? Raise your hand.

Well, I'm the only one in the chamber that had
diphtheria. And some predecessor of the Jackson
Laboratories came up with a vaccine that prevents
diphtheria and has prevented diphtheria from
occurring to any of you in this room because they

were vaccinated with that. I had the misfortune of
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being born before that vaccine was made available.
I was a kid in the 30s, and I'm here alive to
testify that this is a good investment. Health
care, at this level, is always a good investment.
And if it's taking a risk, don't worry, we'll

succeed.

(Speaker Donovan in the Chair.)

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Thank you, sir.

Gentleman from the 40th, Representative
Moukawsher.

REP. MOUKAWSHER (40th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, in the past, I've spoken against
corporate incentives, tax credits, and things of
that nature, you know, preferring, if -- if that
was possible, to create an environment where we
could lower costs for business, create a better
climate, and -- and perhaps incentivize business
overall in that manner. But we find ourselves now
in a -- in a much more difficult situation.

We currently spend billions every year to
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compensate for the consequences of underemployment
and -- and unemployment. We have a persistent rate
of unemployment and we have unenviable record of
not -- of failing to create jobs for the last 22
years.

This proposal is a proposal to spend $29
million a year. Yes, it's an investment in -- in
the Jackson Laboratory. But it truly and really is
an investment in the future of this state.

We have been awaiting a jobs bill from -- from
Washington. It's not happening. We find ourselves
on our own. If we intend to create jobs in this
state, we need to make it happen. The greatest
aspect of this investment is that it has a
tremendous upside. And we've heard all the
different projections about spinoff jobs, creating
clusters of bioscience. This -- this particular
investment has a tremendous upside and an
opportunity for us to create a real nexus of
research that is -- that exists but needs further
encouragement in this state.

I've learned and I've spoken to scientists,
Jackson -- the Jackson Laboratory has a sterling

reputation. They're going to own and operate this
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facility in Connecticut under the same corporate
ownership that they have in Maine. They're putting
their full -- their reputation and their full faith
and credit on the line in -- in coming to
Connecticut and making their investments in this
project. They're betting their future, as we are.
I believe this is a bold and yet prudent
investment in the future of opportunity in
Connecticut, and I -- I believe we must seize it.
So I'm -- I'm supporting this -- this measure very

wholeheartedly. I think we're going to see a

tremendous growth in -- in science and -- and all
the associated businesses that will -- will derive
from that.

And, again, I think it's a modest bet on a
very bright future.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Thank you, sir.

Gentleman from the 51st, Representative
Rovero.
REP. ROVERO (51st):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker:

Mr. Speaker, I'm asking all my colleagues to
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please, please support the Jackson Labs Bill. I'm
asking you to support it for a different reason
than most reasons you've heard this evening.

As you might know, I voted against the 800
million to 1 billion dollars that was voted on this
year for the Farmington medical center. Now, I
want you to vote this $300 million to be in
conjunction with our Farmington medical center, to
support the $800 million, which I did not vote for.
But I think the combination of both the Jackson Lab
and what's going on at the Farmington center is
nothing but a home run. Not only is going to
create jobs, it's going to put Connecticut on the
map .

Some might say I'm throwing good money after
bad money, but I disagree with them. If this
facility was going to be built any place by itself,
I would probably -- voting against it. But being
built on the UConn campus right next to our other
labs is going to create a facility that's going to
be second to none, and it's going to support the
original $800 million we supporteé.

I heard several people here speak about not

knowing what the Governor is going to have in the ~



010525

rgd/mb/md/gdm/gbr 281
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES October 26, 2011

final bill. 1Is he going to go in and negotiate in
good faith for the state of Connecticut? A lot of
us have known the Governor prior to him becoming
governor and we know that he knows what he's doing
when it comes to negotiating. He will do the best
ﬁob that he can do for the state of Connecticut.

So, in closing, again, I ask you please,
please let's get on with this wonderful deal for
the entire state of Connecticut and vote positive
for the Jackson Lab.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Thank you, sir.

My good friend from Stratford, Representative
Larry Miller.

Good evening, sir.
REP. MILLER (112nd):

Good evening, Mr. Speaker.

I just have some comments. No questions for
the lovely lady.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

I'm sure she's happy to kpow that.
REP. MILLER (112nd):

I'd just like to say that there's been two
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major breakthroughs in the medical field. One is
the computer, which allowed programs that had been
running maybe for a month or two, now they can do
them in a couple weeks. And the second one is a
brand new technology breakthrough, stem cells. And
Jackson Laboratories has been involved with stem
cells a few years back and they still are involved
in that when they reengineered some of these mice.
They'll take their DNA, and maybe throw some stem
cells that might have some kind of a little crooked
spot in it where it's going to give them some kind
of disease, and then they ship these things out,
2.9 million of them, all over the country to
various laboratories and universities, and research
laboratories across the country. {

I've been going down to Little Rock, Arkansas
for the last 13 years. Down there, they're noted
for their stem cell transplants. There are roughly
about -- between 7 and 8,000 transplants they've
done to date, and they've come a long a way. And
some of the things they've done is just outstanding
and they've prolonged life for a lot of people.

And in some cases, they've even cured a couple of

people.
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So I think that Jackson Labs is a wonderful
organization. They do some great things. A And
they're probably going to do a lot better if
they're connected to places like Yale and UConn.
We have probably the best stem cell program in the
east, and I think it's probably a worthwhile thing
to do.

But the financial aspects of it scare me
because we have $70 billion worth of unfunded
liabilities. We've got the worst debt in the
nation, per capita. And our pension system, we're
probably the worst in the country with under
funding it. We just spent some money on the jobs
bill. And here we're asked to pass this bill,
which is going cost a ton of money, and something
that we're not going to see for quite awhile.

I don't know how I can go back to my district
and tell people who are losing their homes, losing

their jobs, maybe they've got to take their

children out of the college they're at because they

don't have the funding to continue to pay. It's

just -- we're in bad shape financially. And I

think this is not going to make us any better. And

I think it probably has a lot of merit, but
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financially, it just scares me. And I don't know
how we're going deal with this.

You know, -not this November, but next
November, are we going to see another deficit, and
is that the last deficit or are we going to see
some more after that? Connecticut has always been
the last state out of recessions. And I just feel
that while this is worthwhile project, financially,
I can't support it. I just think I'd -- I'd get
taken over the coals when I get back to my
district.

So that's all of my comments, Mr. Speaker, and
I thank you.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Thank you, sir.

The gentleman from the 68th, Representative
Williams.

REP. WILLIAMS (68th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and good evening.

I know that the hour is getting late and we've
been at this all day. And I just wanted to make a
few comments, in -- in general, about the bill
that's before us.

Like so many of you, I want this bill to be a
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bill that I can support. I want this concept to be
something that I can vote for. What Jackson Labs
is offering is unquestionably exciting. We all
understand that or we all should understand that.
We all should understand that what is before us
here today hopefully will be the future of science
here in the state of Connecticut. We hope that
they will be a good partner for us going forward in
the future. But with so many unanswered questions,
how can we vote yes on this.

We heard, just here in the debate tonight,
there are many unanswered questions. There's many
things that we don't know. And yes, I understand
that the executive branch is the negotiator of this
bill and %hat's their responsibility, but we're an
equal partner in this government. We, as a
Legislature, are an equal partner in this
government.

We should have those answers before we cast
this vote here today. We should expect to have
those answers, whether we're Republicans or
Democrats, or whether we love the Governor and his
progress thus far in his governorship or whether we

don't like what he's done so far, we should be
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asking and demanding those answers. And we clearly
don't have those answers here today.

You know, we've heard a number of things.
We've heard Florida dropped the ball and -- and,
you know, we picked up the pieces were Florida
dropped the ball. I remember reading an article
several months ago that Governor Rick Scott, when
he was a candidate for governor, said he was
against this project when he was a candidate for
governor. Now, I don't know whether that's true or
not. We don't have an answer to that. But we've
heard one story, and now we know there's another
side of that story.

We don't know the terms of this agreement.
We're being asked to approve -- we, the
Legislature, are being asked to approve $292
million. I understand that the Governor's office
is'negotiating it, and I give them the benefit of
the doubt that they think they have negotiated the
best deal they possibly could. But we're being
asked to approve $292 million and we're saying --
we're being told vote for this and we'll figure it
all out later. We can't accept that as an answer.

And, by the way, we're being asked to do this
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after a very brief and rushed public hearing
process last week, wherein members of the Finance
Committee were told after a presentation from the
administration and Jackson Labs, you get one
question. Each member gets one gquestion.

We went into a joint Labor, Commerce and
Finance Committee meeting where the public was
invited to testify. And at the beginning of that
public hearing, we were told no questions. The
public will come and say their peace, and there
will be no questions of the public.

Why do we have to do this right now? Why is

that today, October 26th, is the day that we have

to do this? One of the gentlemen from Jackson Labs

testified a few weeks ago that -- that this is not
a ultimatum. It doesn't have to be done right now.
October 26th is not an ultimatum. That we've got

other states that are interested, but it doesn't

have to be done on October 26th. Wwhy can't we give

a little bit more time and thought to this? Why
does it have to be done today? Why are we rushing
this through?

You know, earlier today somebody used the

example that -- I don't know if it was here on the
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House floor or out in the hallway. It's been a
long day -- but somebody used the example that, you
know, many of us have gone to a car lot and the
salesman says here's the car that's perfect for
you, and you say, well, I'd like to think about it.
And the salesman says, if you -- you can do that,
but if you walk away, somebody else might buy that
car. So you sort of feel the pressure. Right?
You feel the sales pitch. Don't we feel a little
bit like the car buyer now? I certainly do. I
feel like we're rushed. If we don't do this now,
somebody else might scoop it up’. But we don't know
who. We don't know who we're competing against.
We don't know if we're competing against anybody.
We've been told that there's other states that
have an interest in this, but we don't know. We
don't know. You know, on a big project that was
proposed many years ago that went éouth, the New
England Patriot's deal, some of you in this chamber
served at that time. I did not. But you may
remember that there was a -- or have heard that
there was a 9 or 10 or 11 hour public hearing here
in the House of Representatives, a long public

hearing. Every single member of the public who
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wanted to be heard was heard that day. And members
of the Legislature were able to ask those people
questions. That didn't happen here. That didn't
happen here. It was rushed through. And now we're
being asked once again just trust us, this will be
a good deal.

I want to be able to trust that this is going
to be a good deal. And I hope to God that this is
a good deal. Because, at the end of the day, we're
all residents of Connecticut; Republicans,
Democrats, Majority, Minority, Senate, House, all
of us. We're all Connecticut residents. We all
want what's best for our state. But I think that
some of us think we need to take a little bit more
time and think about this and get the answers to
those questions in a public forum.

You know, we always talk about good government
here in this building. We have to have a thorough
process. We have to have the public heard. Can we
really say that's what happened here? I certainly
don't think so.

You know, we heard earlier tonight that we
should create an industry. We need to create an

industry. Government needs to create an industry.
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Why -- why do we have to create an industry? Why?

Why does government have to do that? Why is that
the government's job? 1Isn't that the free market's
job? 1Isn't that the small business world's job to
create industry, to create jobs?

I know, as Representative Cafero said earlier,
it's become very cliche that, you know, government
doesn't create jobs, but people do. But it's true,
and it's happening in other states. Other states
are not creating industries. They're creating an
environment where industries can create jobs.
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