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The Hall will stand in recess. Is there any

objection? Hearing none, so ordered.

On motion of Representative Sharkey of the 88th
District, the House recessed at 12:39 o'clock p.m., to

reconvene at the Call of the Chair.

The House reconvened at 2:04 o'clock p.m., Donovan

in the Chair.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Will the House please come back to order. Good
afternoon everyone. And will the Clerk please call
Emergency Certified Bill Number 1239.

THE CLERK:

Emergency Certified Bill Number -- excuse me -- 1239,

AN ACT CONCERNING THE BUDGET FOR THE BIENNIUM ENDING JUNE
30, 2013; LCO Number 5625.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

The Chairwoman of the Committee of Appropriations,
Madam Walker, you have the floor.
REP. WALKER (93rxd):

Good afternoon, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, I

urge -- I move passage of the bill.
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SPEAKER DONOQOVAN:

Question's on passage of the bill. Will you remark?
REP. WALKER (93rd):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, I want to first
say good afternoon to everybody and I welcome this
opportunity for us as a committee and a caucus to present
our budget.

I would like to thank you, Mr. Speaker, the Majority
Leader, and the Governor of this great state of
Connecticut, Governor Malloy. For the first time in
years, the Legislature was able to work in a partnership
with the Executive Branch.

I also want to thank the staff of OPM, Secretary
Barnes, Mark Ojakian, Paul Potamianos, Anne Foley,
Gian-Carl Casa, for their -- countless hours that we put
into this work that we have before us. I would like to
extend my gratitude to the staff of the Office of Fiscal
Analysis, especially Director Alan Calandro, section
chiefs Chris Ashburn, Mike Murphy, Chris Perillo, Rob
Wysock, the administrative staff including Laurie Wysock
and Lisa Kiro and Terry Kelly, and all the wonderful people
in the staff of -- of OFA who helped us through this
process.

I especially want to thank my members of the
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Appropriations Committee. All 56 members of them, and I
do mean all, who worked tirelessly on this budget. It was
a budget for hours and hours of work. I want to thank my
Cochair from the Senate, Tony Nathaniel Harp, who gave me
guidance, who gave me words of wisdom, and gave me support
to do this process.

I also want to thank the clerk of my -- my
administrative clerk, Brie Johnston who helped me, who
kept me going, and always propped me up with a cup of tea
to make sure I can make it.

I want to thank the awesome Sue King. She is an
unbelievable treasure for all of us and anybody who works
with the Appropriations Committee.

Mr. Speaker, on February 16th, our Governor provided
us with the framework of his proposed budget and all we
did was refine it. Our committee held eight public
hearings totaling over 70 hours of work. There we
listened to hundreds of citizens from the state of
Connecticut who shared their concerns about what they are
looking for in the future.

We had over 1,100 testifiers through those eight
days. We listened -- we received over 800 pieces of
correspondence from people around the state of

Connecticut. Testimony was brought to us by individuals
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both young and old. We heard from parents and we heard
from -- students about the importance of education. We
heard from seniors who were worried about their -- their
services that have been addressed time and time again,
prescription drugs, housing, and all the things that
provide them with good, solid health.

Our committee was -- our commitment was to families,
to the seniors, and to all that -- those who invest in our
communities and the services. We want to make them
stronger and we did.

We cut current services spending my $1.5 billion in
FY '12 and $1.2 billion in FY '13. The committee
appr;priated $19.8 million in -- FY '12 and $20.3 million
in FY '13. We were under the spending cap by $320 million
in FY '12 and $20 million in FY '13. We reduced -- and
we heard you. We reduced the -- State work force by 280
people in FY '12 and 135 in FY '13. Our budget
consolidated over 31 percent of the state agencies.

Mr. Speaker, I think we did a fabulous job and
at -- this point, I think we should hear from those people
that worked individually for each one of those committees.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Remark further on the bill. Representative Dillon.

REP. DILLON (92nd):

001291



001292

rgd/md/gbr 18
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES May 3, 201l

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

There are minimal changes in the Legislative
Subcommittee. There were substantial lapses, however,
implementing those lapses will -- will be adopted pursuant
to agreements with other State employees.

In addition there was a -- part of that lapse was
modified by moving out some of the line items that have
been carried on the expense budget which actually are
eligible for the bonding agenda. For example, that vote
board is carried as an expense item in our operating budget
and it actually could be bonded, but we've been carrying
those in the Legislative Committee because we weren't sure
whether or not the Governor's would put them on the bond
agenda.

Those are the major changes. Through you, with your
permission, I yield to Representative -- oh, no yielding.
Okay, sorry, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Thank you, Representative.
REP. DILLON (92nd):

Thank you.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:
Thank you very much.

REP. DILLON (92nd):
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That's it.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Patricia Billie Miller.
REP. MILLER (145th):

Thank you -- thank you, Mr. Speaker. Before I begin
my -- the budget summary for General Government "A", I
w&uld like to acknowledge my cochair, Senator Edwin Gomes,
and ranking members Senator Rob Kane and Representative
Arthur O'Neill. I would also like to give a special thank
you to Phoenix Young and Chris Perillo for -- of the Office
of Fiscal RAnalysis for their assistance and hard work.

This budget focuses on consolidation, staff
reductions, and cost savings. The Governor's Office had
a staff reduction of five positions and there's also the
creation of Office of Government -- Governmental
Accountability which consolidates 10 agencies. The
consolidation moves our state towards greater efficiency.
Through the consolidation into the Office of Governmental
Accountability, 24 positions have been eliminated and we
have achieved $1.4 million in savings in FY '12 and $1.6
million in savings in FY '13.

The following agencies will operate under the new
office: State Elections Enforcement Commission, Office

of State Ethics, Freedom of Information Commission,
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Judicial Selection Commission, Contracting Standards
Board, Office of Child Advocate, Council of Environmental
Quality, Judicial Review Council, Office of Victim
Advocate, Board of Firearms Permit Examiners.

Also the Secretary of State staff has been reduced
by four positions and the Board of Accountancy has been
consolidated into the agency.

This concludes my presentation of the General
Government "A" Budget. Thank you.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Thank you, Representative.

Representative Henry Genga.
REP. GENGA (10th):

Mr. Speaker, thank you for the opportunity to present
the General Government "B" outline of our subcommittee
work. First, I'd like to thank Cochair Joan Hartley from
the Senate who was a real pleasure to work with, ranking
members Senator Rob Kane and Representative Tony Hwang.
They were a very cooperative group. Everything we did was
in a -- a group setting and there was complete
transparency.

But in order to make those decisions, we had to have
solid information whenever we had éuestions. The

agencies provided those with great accommodation and our
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Office of Fiscal Analysis did a tremendous job helping us.
Because of that solid information, we were able to make
decisions that were based with a sound foundation.

I want to thank especially our lead OFA Coordinator,
Terry Kelly and her cohorts who acted as a team, Jennifer
Proto, Alan Shepard, Linda Miller, Chris Wetzel and Holly
Williams.

In summary, I'll point out that we cut -- first of
all, when we looked at the budget, we looked at it for
accountability and for justification and expenditures.
The first area we cut was in the Treasurer's Debt Service.
We reduced that by $50 million over two years.

In the Division of Special Revenue we eliminated the
Charitable Games Unit, 11 positions, but the sealed
tickets will no longer be sold by the State of Connecticut
until that inventory runs out. That inventory is expected
to run out in about a year to a year and a half and the
revenues will still be accumulated in the state and handled
by the -- the current staff.

In the -- in the Office of Policy and Management we
reduced $600, 000 over the two-year period for a regional
planning and an additional $350,000 in government
reorganization.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and that concludes my report.
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SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Thank you, Representative Genga.

Representative Tom Reynolds.
REP. REYNOLDS (42nd):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 1I'm pleased to report on the
major cost savings and consolidations within the
Regulation and Protections Subcommittee.

First, the existing Department of Public Safety has
been renamed the Department of Emergency Services and
Public Protection to reflect a number of consolidations.
The first of which is we reduced funding to and
consolidated the Emergency Management and Homeland
Security Department into the new Department of Emergency
Services and Public Protection.

We've reduced funding to and consolidated the
Commission on Fire Prevention and Control into this new
department.

We've reduced funding to and consolidated the Police
Officers Standards and Training Organization into the new
department.

We reduced funding to and consolidated the Office of
State Fire Marshal, Office of State Building Inspector,
and portions of the Office of Education and Data Management

and Public Safety over to the Department of Construction
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Services.

We reduced funding by consolidating all weigh station
operations into the Department of Motor Vehicles. We
consolidated the Board of Firearm Permit Examiners into
the Office of Governmental Accountability. We achieved
significant savings through the consolidation of all
public safety dispatch operations and then further savings
by the consolidation of all statewide dispatch operations
and other State agencies over to the new Department of
Emergency Services and Public Protection.

We reduced resident trooper costs by increasing the
municipal responsibility for municipal requested
overtime. We reduced staff at Bradley Airport and Casind
for trooper coverage and ensured that the State was not
responsible for any costs for that coverage. We achieved
significant savings in trooper overtime. We reduced
funding for police officers' training and municipalities
will assume a greater obligation in that area.

We eliminated Firefighter Training Account and
municipalities will now assume responsibility for that.
We eliminated the supplemental grant program under the
Commission on Fire and Safety Control. We consolidated
the Office of Consumer Counsel into the new Department of

Emergency -- Department of Energy and Environmental
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Protection.

We reduced funding to and consolidated the Department
of Public Utility Control into the new Department of Energy
and Environmental Protection. We consolidated the Office
of Health Care Advocate into tt}e new Office of Governmental
Accountasility.

We reduceq funding to and consolidated the Division
of Special Revenue into the Department of Consumer
Protection. We -- eliminated positions within the Office
of Protection and Advocacy.

And lastly, we consolidated the Rehabilitative
Services Program and the Workers' Compensation Commission
into the Department of Social Services. Thank you, Mr.
Speaker.

SPEAKEﬁ DONOVAN:
Thank you. Thank you, Representative.
Representative Bryan Hurlburt.
REP. HURLBURT (53rd):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker and good afternoon.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:
Good afterpoon, sir.
REP. HURLBURT (53rd):
Mr. Speaker, I'm proud to present the Subcommittee

on Conservation Development's report. Before I get
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started with the subcommittee's report, I first want to
thank my Senate Cochair, Senator Bob Duff, for his time
and diligence and -- and years of experience on the
committee as the cochair.

I also want to thank the OFA Coordinator, Marcy
Picano, who gave lots of great advice and guidance to the
members as we deliberated, and her colleagues Terry
Kennedy -- Terry Kelly and Evelyn Arnold.

Mr. Speaker, we made a number of changes, but we tried

to stay within the framework of the Governor's proposed

budget as we deliberated. There was a -- a few changes
that we -- we adopted from the Governor's proposal and
there were a few changes that we -- we either put back to
what the -- the current proposal is and what the

subcommittee would like to see changed.

A number of those have to deal with some of our
Economic and Development Commission grants. We were able
to restore some of the funding for our arts and culture
and tourism districts, which as we've heard over the past
number of years, have been an economic driver for the
State.

One thing of significance that I heard from any number
of people on was the Kensington Hatchery. We were able

to find funds within available appropriations to restore
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the funding for the first year and ask that the hatchery
take the steps to move forward in finding private or
nonprofit sources to continue its operation as it is a very
important operation to the state and to the region.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to finally thank my a -- the
members of the Conservation and Development Subcommittee
who took the time over the course of our deliberations to
make sure that we léﬁked at each of the items, made sure
that they were structured in a way that made sense, that
made sure that they worked properly, and made sure that
they would be -- fit the needs of the citizens of the state
of Connecticut. With that, Mr. Speaker, thank you, and
I conclude my report.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Thank you, Representative.

Representative Juan Candelaria.
REP. CANDELARIA (95th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, on the Health
and Hospitals Subcommittee, I would like to briefly report
on the reductions that we did. We did maintain within the
structure of the:'Governor's budget and ensure that
critical services were retained, but we know that all had

to share some sacrifices.

So Mr. Speaker, under the Department of Public
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Health, we reduced funding for the Child and Outreach
Campaign Program. Not significant, but enough that they
can live with. Also within the Department of Public
Health, we increased funding for two local.district
departments, two new districts I'll be creating and the
expansion of an existing one.

We also reduced funding for eight services, an amount
that is not significant but -- but appropriate, and the
program does not sustain any cut in services within the
Department of Public Health.

We also reduced funding for community health centers
to reflect increase in Medicaid LIA payments. And that
will be an increase of funding for the agency so we felt
that we can have some savings within that line item.
Within the Department of Developmental Services, we
reduced funding for the high school graduates. 1It's a day
program that is expected to see a caseload of about 277
approximately so we saw some savings within the line item,
Mr. Speaker.

Also, within the cost settlement changes, providers
currently reimburse our state 50 percent. We are now
requesting 100 percent so we saw significant savings
within that. And Mr. Speaker, within the Department of

Mental Health and Addiction Services, we reduced funding
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for young adult services in transition and these are
children that will be transitioned from DCF into the
Department of Mental Health and Addiction Services.

And we also have some savings in the uncompensated
care line item, a service of the Medicaid LIA payments that
they'll be receiving.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to report that we definitely
came under the Governor's on the health and hospital by
2.7 in fiscal year '12 and 2.6 in fiscal year '13.

I would like to also finally thank the -- my cochair
from Senate, Toni Harp, and our OFA Coordinator, Emily
Shepard, for the work done, and our ranking members.
Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Thank you, Representative.

Representative Kim Fawcett.
REP. FAWCETT (133rd):

Thank you, thank you, Mr. Speaker. Briefly I would
also like to thank my cochair, Senator Joan Hartley. She
was a pleasure to work with, and the members of our
subcommittee worked very hard over the past several months
to bring this budget together and we definitely could not
have done it without our OFA support from -- with Felix

Planas and Rob Wysock.
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Our section of the budget this year,

Mr. —-- Speaker -- impacts the Department of Transportation
and the Department of Motor Vehicles. The DMV budget this
year is a continuation really of the previous two years
as we've worked to spend less and find efficiencies in how
our branch locations throughout the state of Connecticut
serve the people of our state.

Most notably, at DMV, we are several years into the
rollout of an increased use of technology on -- at DMV.
What this means for the people of Connecticut is that we
will be -- begin to see in 2011 more and more opportunities
to do your Department of Motor Vehicles business on line.
That is easier and it also saves money. We also are
starting to open the doors at the triple-A centers around
the state and that will allow people more convenient
opportunities in their home towns, again, to do the
business that they would normally do at a Department of
Motor Vehicle center.

We can also keep an eye out for a pilot project that
will be rolling out, we hope by the end of 2011 that will
bring a kiosk to tdwn hall so that eventually the -- the
citizens of Connecticut could go to your Town Hall to
register your car or -- reissue your license.

In October of this year, we have an important rollout
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taking place. This 1s going to be the implementation of
the Real ID Program and the huge callout goes to -- to the
Department of Motor Vehicles as they are able to.bring this
Real ID Program, a program that‘is mandated by the federal
government in response to 9/11. They're doing it within
existing funds and we worked hard to help them and support
them, but we're also really proud of how hard they're
working to work within the funds that they have.

And lastly, this year after more than a decade of
conversation we are very pleased to announce that there's
a -- a restructuring of the weigh stations in this budget,
Mr. Speaker, that our Governor and his staff at OPM worked
very hard with the Department of Motor Vehicles, the
Department of Public Safety, and they all came together
and there will be a realignment of how our weigh stations
in the state of Connecticut are operated and also how
they're run and -- and the great news is -- is this is going
to also save us some money.

So on the DOT side of the -- budget, the Department
of Transportation, there}s actually some monumental
changes taking place. The first thing is, we have changed
the way we -- we -- fund Town Aid Road. Town Aid Road,
if you remember, is the money that the State distributes

to our local municipalities and helps the municipalities
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maintain their roads. 1In the past two years, we funded
this money through the issuance of bonds, but this year
our budget fully funds Town Aid Road to municipalities
without borrowing.

Another change -- important change is the transfer
of funds from a previous account labeled the Highway Bridge
and Renewal Account, to a pay-as-you-go transportation
project account. That's a lot of words to say that we have
gétten more efficient with State money this year, Mr.
Speaker. By moving the -- money into this new account,
we are able to actually access incredible -- an incredible
amount of federal funds and will draw down nearly 80
percent additional dollars to help invest in the
infrastructure of the State of Connecticut.

Lastly, Mr. Speaker, we worked very hard on our
subcommittee to find ways to achieve greater savings for
the State of Connecticut. And one of the areas that we
recommended and -- and our -- our committee was able to
get moved into the budget is -- is that you will see over
the next two years the rollout of a closing of the state's
rest areas. The closing is intended to be temporary and
the rest areas in the state, there are seven of them -- this
is not the service plazas where people go for gasoline,

it is actually just the rest areas. They cost us several
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million dollars a year to maintain and we deemed them not
essential at this time so we will be closing them down
temporarily.

And with that, Mr. Speaker, I thank you and have a
great afternoon.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Thank you, Representative.

Representative Cathy Abercrombie from Meriden,
Connecticut.

REP. ABERCROMBIE (83rd):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Mr: Speaker, I am speaking on behalf of my -- the two
cochairs who were not able to speak on this today,
Representative Gail Hamm and Representative Peter
Villano. They would like to thank Senator Edith Prague
for her participation as a cochair of this Subcommittee
of Human Services. And a special thank you to Terrie Wood
who was a participant on this committee for her due
diligence on this issue.

Mr. Speaker, I'm happy to report on the Human
Services. The thing that we are most excited about on
Human Services is that we are maximizing federal funds.
In this budget, we expand the Money Follows the Person to

2,250 clients with a savings of 13 million in FY '1l2 and
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25 million in FY '13.

The Connecticut Home Care co-pay is increased from
seven —-- six percent to seven percent, but in the original
budget it was 15 percent. The HUSKY fee for service and
the aged, blind and disabled Medicaid and the low-income
population will be combined under an ASO which is now
currently a MCO model with savings of 44 million in FY '12
and 87 million in FY '13.

Medicaid pharmacy reimbursement rates are lowered
with a total savings of 65 million in FY '12 and 71 million
in FY '13. And provides one million to -- maintain -- I
know an issue that's near and dear to your heart, Mr.
Speaker, for 24-hour staffing for our domestic violence
shelter.

I thank you and I thank all the committee -- all the
members on the Subcommittee of Human Services.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Thank you, Representative.

Representative Roberta Willis.
REP. WILLIS (64th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I rise to report on Higher
Education Subcommittee Budget: I first would like to
thank my cochair, Senator Maynard, for his assistance this

year. I'dalso like to thank Alan Shepard ang Sarah Bourne
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of the Office of Fiscal Analysis who were extremely helpful
and always there when needed to put this together. And
certainly to the many members of our subcommittee who
worked diligently to put this together.

Higher Education looked at trying to report out a
budget, subcommittee budget, which was within the
framework of -- of the Governor's budget. We did have 10
percent cut to the block grants across the board. There
were some inequities in the way the original configuration
was done on current services. I'm pleased that the
subcommittee was able to work that out so the cuts were
equitable across all our colleges and universities.

I am pleased to say and report to all of us that
financial aid for our public colleges and universities for
students who are attending the publics in the state of
Connecticut was kept as it was in the past, very important
to ensure access and affordability for our students.
Financial aid to our students -- low-income students who
are attending privates unfortunately had to be cut, but
we did -- we did fix that a 1little to make it more equitable
and to ensure that our low-income students who go to school
in Connecticut could continue to get financial aid.

Regarding the consolidation of all of our constituent

units of -- CSU, the State University Systems, the
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Community College and Charter Oak, the hope here is that
there is going to be savings on administration and that
more monies will be able to go to provide services and
faculty for our students. A very important that -- for
all of us, from the Governor to the members of the
Legislature, that our students benefit from -- from
funding.

I also want to say that it was very important to, I
think all of us here in this building and to the
administration that we do something in Connecticut to
create jobs and I think that we have, in a small way, been
able to fund two very important job creation programs.
One is a community college program at Asnuntuck which will
provide funding for unemployed, out of work or -- or
workers looking to increase their skills in high-precision
manufacturing and that will create -- 120 people ready to
enter immediately into the workforce every 45 weeks. So
that -- that is something that we should be most proud of.

In addition, we have added funding for eminent
faculty at the University of Connecticut. Thanks should
go to Senator Williams upstairs that is in the Senate, very
important initiative that we also applaud. This will
create not only jobs, will attract excellent faculty. It

will attract entrepreneurs looking for intubators face and
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certainly will be a way to attract more businesses and
create more jobs, high-paying jobs, in the state of
Connecticut.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I conclude the report of the
Higher Education Committee. Thank you.

SPEAKER DONGCVAN:

Thank you, Representative.

Representative Andy Fleischmann.
REP. FLEISCHMANN (18th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I rise to report for the
Education Subcommittee. 1I'd like to thank my cochair,
Senator Maynard, who was always a pleasure to work with.
Sarah Bourne and Alan Shepard from the Office of Fiscal
Analysis are a pretty impressive duo who kept us on track,
and then all members of the subcommittee, both sides of
the aisle, really kept focused on how we deliver quality
education while saving dollars, and that happened
throughout the subcommittee.

With the Teachers Retirement Board we maintained the
Governor's 10 percent reduction while ensuring that
teachers' retirement benefits will go out as they ought
to.

With the State Library, we retained cuts of 1.3

million in the first year and 1.66 million in the second
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year while protecting two critical programs that we heard
from so many people about, the Interlibrary Loan Program
that allows you to get a book that may be in the stacks
of a library a few towns away, and Connecticard, which

allows you to use your library card from Meriden in any
municipality in the state of Connecticut. Those are both
great programs. They're preserved in this budget while
we kept all of the savings that the Governor had proposed.

Finally, and most significantly, under the State
Department of Education, we did protect and preserve
education cost sharing while finding economies. We moved
School Readiness from the Department of Social Services
over to the State Department of Ed which is going to create
short- and long-term savings. And we moved the Bureau of
School Facilities over to a new Department of Construction
Services which will again create short- and long-term
savings.

So, Mr. Speaker, in sum, we have before us an
education budget that protects vital educational services
while achieving savings. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Thank you, Representative.

Representative Doug McCrory.

REP. MCCRORY (7th):
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Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to present to you the
Judicial and Corrections Subcommittee budget. Before I
begin, I'd like to thank all the individuals who helped
put this budget together. 1It's too many to name so I won't
without disappointing anyone. I don't want to mention
names individually, except that I would say that I'd like
to thank my cochair, Senator -- Senator Harp, and also
Representative Klarides from the other side of the aisle.
I can honestly say this was a bipartisan effort to put this
budget together.

In the area of Judicial, we're talking -- when we put
this budget together we had to consider these are the most
vulnerable people in our state of Connecticut. Those
people who come through our -- our court system looking
for -- seeking justice and/or are punished through our
system and all those individuals who are coming through
our correctional facility hopefully to be rehabilitated.

Quickly, in the area of -- the Department of
Corrections we anticipate a closing of one of our
facilities for a savings of $6.8 million in both fiscal
years. Also in the Department of Corrections we
established the -- Offender Management

Program -- Incentive Program. This is for those
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individuals who have displayed their commitment to turn
their lives around and have shown their commitment to be
rehabilitated. We expect a savings of $6 million in the
first year and $24 million in the following year. )

We have eliminated positions in our
Judicial -- Judicial Branch for a savings of about $3.2
million and also we have found savings in the Department
of Corrections and their operating expense because of the
fact that we anticipate a closing of one of our facilities
for anticipating a savings also.

Real quickly, as I conclude, in the area of public
defenders we have consolidate -- we consolidated the Child
Protection -- Agency into the public defender status.
That alone will save us $1.2 million in both fiscal years.
And finally, we also transferred the -- the responsibility
of the juvenile parole to Court Support -- Services for
them to also do that type of work.

Mr. Speaker, that concludes my report, and again, I'd
like to thank everyone who did all this work on this
committee and hopefully we have an opportunity to pass this
budget and move on. Thank you.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:
Thank you, Representative.

Representative Toni Walker.
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REP. WALKER (93rd):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, that concludes our reports from the
subcommittee. And before I conclude, I want to give a
special thanks to my ranking member, Representative Miner,
who really spent a lot of time working with all of us and
talking to us about all of the issues so that we understood
exactly how we can work forward -- go forward and work
togethe;.

So with that, thank you, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Thank you, Representative.

Chairwoman of the Finance Committee, Representative -
Pat Widlitz.

REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Good afternoon, Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Good afternoon, madam.

REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Mr. Speaker, the Clerk is -- in possession of LCO
Number 5751, designated Senate "A". Would he please call
and I be allowed to summarize.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Will the Clerk please call LCO 5751, which is
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previously designated Senate "A".
THE CLERK:

LCO Number 5751, Senate "A", offered by Senator Daily

and Representative Widlitz.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative seeks leave of the Chamber to
summarize the amendment. Any objection? Hearing none,
Representative Widlitz, you may proceed with
summarization.

REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, we are required
by statute 235-b to adopt revenue -- projections for the
budget that we are about to debate. I move adoption of
the amendment in concurrence with the Senate.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Question before the Chamber is on adoption of Senate
Amendment Schedule "A". Will you remark on the amendment?
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. The revenue projections for
fiscal year 'l2 are one point -- roughly 1.8 billion and
for fiscal year '13, are roughly $1.9 billion. Everyone
has the -- the sheet of all of the revenue projections.
I'd be happy to take questions. I encourage people to

accept the revenue projections as the Finance Committee

ey
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did yesterday and the Senate did last night. Thank you,
Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Thank you, Representative.

Remark further on the amendment? Representative
Williams.

REP. WILLIAMS (68th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and good afternoon to you.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Good aftérnoon, sir.

REP. WILLIAMS (68th):

If I may, just a question or two through you to the
proponent of the amendment.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Please proceed.

REP. WILLIAMS (68th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Through you to
Representative Widlitz, yesterday in the Finance
Committee meeting to discuss the revenue estimates there
was some consternation about the fact that we had our
consensus revenue numbers released on Friday and those
consensus numbers of course coming by the law that we
passed, I believe in 2008. And the numbers showed, I

believe in fiscal year '12, that the surplus would be $282
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million as projected and then in fiscal year '13 would be
$255 million. Am I correct, through you, Mr. Speaker?
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

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

Representative Williams.
REP. WILLIAMS (68th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And contemplated within
that, my question would be, what are we talking about doing
with said surplus? Through you, 'Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Through you, Mr. Speaker, the surplus from the
current fiscal year will be used to retire debt. As you
know, there is a bill that has moved through the Finance
Committee that would first reduce the obligations that we
encumbered on the electricity rates for the Conservation
Load Management Fund and then through the CTA assessments.
Through you, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Williams.
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REP. WILLIAMS (68th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And with respect to the
surpluses 1n fiscal years '12 and '13, what is contemplated
for the use of that surplus, through you?

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th}):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

If we do in effect achieve those surpluses and our
revenue projections are -- are right on, then those would
also be used to reduce the debt, restore part of the Rainy
Day Fund to -- we have borrowed. We have borrowed money
in the past to meet our operating obligations and certainly
our first priority would be to retire debt. Through you,
Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Williams.
REP. WILLIAMS (68th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and through you, obviously
the numbers that we're talking about here today in terms
of the tax increases and in terms of the revenue exceed
the amount that the Appropriations Committee just spoke
about in terms of what we will be spending this year. And

'so, I guess my question is, why is that money not being
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used to mitigate the increase of taxes? Through you, Mr.
Speaker.

In other words, we have -- we have more -- we're
collecting more money than we need to get through the
deficit. Why is that money not being used to mitigate the
increase or decrease the amount of tax increases that we
have? Through you.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. That's a -- certainly a
valid concern. The revenue in -- now understanding that
these are estimates and certainly given the state of the
economy currently with the price of gas tax as -- not gas
tax -- I shouldn't have gone there. The price of gasoline
as an example, we don't know what the impacts are going
to be going through the next fiscal year of those -- of
those prices and people's ability to have discretionary
spending.

So I think we are -- we are comfortable with a modest
surplus in the first year of the budget. Certainly in the
second year of the budget, we will have a better idea of
what those revenues certainly will be, and we will be able

to make adjustments if necessary, perhaps being able to
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reduce a tax or otherwise reducing our debt obligations.
Through you, Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:
Representative Williams.
REP. WILLIAMS (68th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and just one other additional
question. What came up yesterday in the Finance Committee
was the fact that there was a letter written from
Commissioner Sullivan, the Commissioner of the Department
of Revenue Services, to the Malloy Administration
outlining the fact that there are two taxes within our
revenue estimates here that are largely, quote unquote,
uncollectible and in which case he said we may even have
a net revenue loss. And those two taxes were the remote
seller's tax as well as the cosmetic tax.

And so I guess the question I have is, why would we
include revenue for those two taxes when the chief
collector of those taxes has indicated th;t we may not be
able to collect those taxes for two different reasons.
Throﬁgh you.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Through you, Mr. Speaker. That certainly was -- you
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Commissioner of Revenue Services. However, when we
passed the policy statement, I had been assured that he
would do his best to collect those revenues. And pointing
out to you the last -- the last line of that letter stated
that these are not large sums of revenue that are projected
so if in the event we did not collect all of them, it would
be absorbable in the budget. Through you, Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER . DONOVAN:

Representative Williams.
REP. WILLIAMS (68th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

I thank the Chairlady for her answers. I may touch
on that issue again as this debate goes on regarding the
remote seller's tax, commonly known as the Amazon tax, as
well as the cosmetic tax. But I thank Representative
Widlitz for her answers. Frankly, thank you,
Representative Widlitz, for all the deference and the
respect that you have shown to me throughout the time that
we have worked together this year. 1It's been a pleasure
to work with you and an honor to work with you.

Mr. Speaker, I regretfully have to oppose these
revenue -- estimates today, the adoption of these revenue

estimates. You know, we again have a surplus that we are
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running in a year that we are increasing taxes more than
we've ever done before in the state of Connecticut. And
additionally, we're balancing this budget, albeit
minimally in the grand scheme of things, with two taxes
that we are going to be unlikely to collect. As much as
we may want to, we're not going to be able to collect them
and it's fairly obvious that that is the case, at least
to me, from my perspective.

So Mr. Speaker, I would urge rejection. Thank you.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Thank you.

Representative Davis of the 57th District.
REP. DAVIS (57th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Through you, Mr. Speaker, some questions to the
proponent of the -- of the amendment.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Please proceed, sir.
REP. DAVIS (57th):

' Mister -- through you, Mr. Speaker. I was just
wondering -- oh, sorry. I was just wondering where in
these revenue estimates is the earned income tax credit
included? Through you, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:
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Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Through you, Mr. Speaker. That would be an
expendituré --

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Davis.
REP. WIDLITZ (Qéth):

-- not a revenue.
REP. DAVIS (57th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, through you. So it is not
in -- calculated under the personal income side of the
revenue estimates? Through you, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

It is actually a reduction in the -- it's .an offset
on the income tax revenues. Through you, Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Davis.

REP. DAVIS (57th):

Through you, Mr. Speaker. So it's not included in
the refund section of the revenue projections?
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Widlitz.
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REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Through you, Mr. Speaker. It is reflected under the
personal income tax category, you can see creation of an
earned income tax. It is a revenue loss in '12 of $110
million and in '13, $116 million. That's where
it's -- that's where you can find it. Through you, Mr.
Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Davis.
REP. DAVIS (57th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and I thank the gentlewoman,
the Chairman of the Finance Revenue and Bonding Committee
for her answers. I raise these questions because I'm a
little bit concerned, because the earned income tax credit
is being created as a refundable tax credit, yet it's
being, under these revenue projections, on the income tax
part. And it's a situation where credit against the state
income tax liabili%y of up to 30 percent of the federal
credit, yet if a person exceeds the -- the taxpayer state
income tax liability, the DRS Commissioner must refund the
difference to the taxpayer.

So essentially,-if a taxpayer is not payingup to -- 1
believe they do not start paying until $13,460, the State

of Connecticut is still going to write them a check for
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their earned income tax credit that is not paid currently
because they do not pay income taxes. It's a situation
where if you work minimum wage, and you work for 40 hours
a week, 52 weeks a year, you're in about $17,000 a year.
Under this current proposal, you would be receiving no
earned income tax credit money back if you have no
children. Zero.

You do not start receiving -- or you receive earned
income tax credit right away, even though you've paid
nothing, and then once you hit the threshold of $14,500
you no longer receive an earned income tax credit, despite
the fact that that's right about where you start paying
your income taxes and that goes all the way through to
$45,000 a year. If you were married and you're joint
filing and you have one child and you earn between $40, 500
and $45,500, you'll receive one dollar in earned income
tax credit back to you.

It's a situation where low-income families surviving
only on Social Security income do not qualify even if they
meet the income limits. Unemployment benefits are also
not considered in the earned income tax credit
calculations. Despite paying income taxes on these
benefits, these individuals will not qualify.

Mr. Speaker, this earned income tax credit as
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proposed will be twice as high as that of Massachusetts.
It will be more than what our neighbor in Rhode Island has.
It will be more than what our near neighbor in New Jersey
has. If you have no children, your maximum state credit
will be $137. 1If you have one child, your maximum credit
will be $915. If you have two children, $1,511]. And if
you have three or more children, you'll be making $1,700
from the State of Connecticut, and that's when you don't
pay state income taxes. It will be a check written to you
directly from Department of Revenue Services back from the
State of Connecticut to you.

Mr. Speaker, I have concerns about this program. I
think it's unfortunate that the hard working people of
Connecticut will be funding a program that gives money to
people who are not paying into the system, especially when
it's a situation where paying income taxes and benefits
is a situation where they need to pay into the system in
order to receive some, and Mr. Speaker, I just cannot
support this amendment as -- as presented. Thank you.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Thank you, Representative.

Would yop care to remark further? Would you care to
remark further? If not, let me try your minds. All of

those in favor of the amendment, please signify by saying
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aye.
REPRESENTATIVES:

Aye.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

All those opposed, nay.
REPRESENTATIVES:

Nay.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

The ayes have it; the amendment is adopted.

Remark further on the bill as amended?
Representative Widlitz.

REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Just clearing off papers
from that one. Whoops, okay.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

We're trying to go paperless, Representative.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Mr. Speaker, I would just like to comment on -- in
support of the bill currently before us as -- now amended.
This has been a very cooperative process. As you know,
Governor Malloy put a budget on the table on February 15th.
That budget provided a framework for taking Connecticut's
fiscal problems and dealing with them head on, no gimmicks,

just tough choices and they were tough choices.
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The Finance Committee held public hearings, we had
hours of meetings with representatives of businesses and
constituents who would -- would be impacted by the proposed
budget. We had lots of constituent feedback. The
Governor himself did a tour of the state, 17 town meetings.
Finally, after several hours of hearing from the public,
Hearing from businesses, we -- Senator Daily and I met with
OPM Secretary Ben Barnes who really worked hard with us
to address our concerns and compromised on many issues.

And I certainly would like to say that I appreciate
the cooperation we had with OPM really listening to our
concerns. Part -- part of one of the things that we did
in reaction to the -- proposed -- budget, was to restore
part of the property tax credit. That was very important,
we felt, for our constituents. We couldn't restore the
entire property tax credit, but we compromised at $300 of
the property tax credit. We maintained funding to
municipalities for education, we held -- held -- harms
town -- I'1ll be all right -- towns harmless from the Machine
and Manufacturing Equipment Pilot which was removed.

And I have to say, Governor Malloy, having been a
mayor of a city, realized that our towns only have the
property tax to fall back on and they needed additional

revenues to avoid raising those property taxes which many
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of our constituents are telling us is the most onerous tax.
We addressed funneling more money, more revenues into the
towns to help out with that.

We examined some of the impacts on businesses. 1I'll
use as an example the Marine Trades. A property tax on
the Marine Trades would have been devastating to the
industry. Now I'll just share with you briefly, Senator
Daily and I attended a conference in Rhode Island of all
of the finance chairs of the New England states. When
Rhode Island saw that proposal, they just couldn't wait
for us to pass it, and we realized that would be devastating
to the industry, so we worked with OPM and we pulled that
back.

There are several other changes that were made. We
worked with the businesses. Now there will be criticism
of the business tax in this tax package. Nobody likes to
pay taxes, and nobody likes to levy taxes, but the business
community came to the table and worked with us and they
gave us actually assistance in forming this tax package.

We did have to raise revenues. We raised the sales
tax. We restructured the income tax to rely a little bit
more on the higher income end, but in the end everyone
shares in that burden. And we eliminated some exemptions

from the sales tax, but at the same time, to help the
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working poor, we instituted the earned income tax credit
for working people.

You know, iF's not a pretty budget. 1It's a tough one,
and there's something in here for everyone not to like,
but it's honest, it's aggressive, it turns Connecticut
around on a path to go forward to grow our economy, to pay
our debt obligations, and Mr. Speaker, I urge everyone to
support the budget before us. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Thank you, Representative.

Would you care to remark further on the bill as
amended? Representative Williams.

REP. WILLIAMS (68th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and good afternoon again.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Good afternoon, sir.

REP. WILLIAMS (68th):

Through you -- well actually, before I do that.
Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and again, thank you to
Representative Widlitz for that explanation.

Ladies and gentlemen, today we have before us a bill
that increases taxes more so than we have ever seen here
in the state of Connecticut. We all know these are dire

economic times, and we know that we have a massive budget
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deficit, but ladies and gentlemen, with respect to the
shared sacrifice that we have heard about over and over
and over again this session, really the only people who
are sacr%ficing are the taxpayers.

And so, with that Mr. Speaker, I have a few questions
just to drill down a little bit on these tax increases for
the Chairman of the Finance --

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Please proceed, sir.
REP. WILLIAMS (68th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, through you to
Representative Widlitz. I think it's been well
documented throughout the last few months, throughout the
many public hearings that we had in the Finance Committee,
that income and sales taxes are increasing dramatically.
Some of the other taxes that we may not have heard of before
are also included in this document. For example, through
you, Mr. Speaker, my understanding is that there now will
be a tax on clothing and footwear under $50 total. 1Is that
correct, through you?

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

That is correct.
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SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Williams.
REP. WILLIAMS (68th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and through you to
Representative Widlitz. So let me, just to make sure I
understand this, if I am a parent and I'm going to buy
items, clothing items or footwear for my child in the week
before school starts, under current law, I pay not tax for
items under $50. Under this proposal, I will pay 6.35
percent sales tax on those items. I'm now paying a new
tax, is that correct? Through you.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Through you, Mr. Speaker, actually we did save the
sales tax-free week so if you do that pre-school shopping
you will not pay any tax on those items. However, during
the rest of the year, that is correct, youwill be -- paying
these sales tax.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:
Representative Williams.
REP. WILLIAMS (68th):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and through you to

Representative Widlitz. Another one that I was reading
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in the budget bill is the nonprescription drugs. If an
elderly person, let's say, gets sick in the middle of the
night and has to go to. get Robitussin or -- or Tylenol,
whereas they are not subject to the sales tax currently,
my understanding is that they now will be subject to the
sales tax in trying to cure themselves. 1Is that correct,
through you?
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

That is correct. Through you, Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Williams.

REP. WILLIAMS (68th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And we talked about, or you
talked about the property tax credit. For the benefit of
the Chamber, the property tax credit is currently $500 and
I think most people would agree that that is the only hedge
that” property owners have against ever-rising property
taxes.

You know, we hear this on the campaign trail over and
over and over again, and we hear this from people when we
go to grocery stores and restaurants that property taxes

are out of control in Connecticut, and in the eight years
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I've been here I've been listening to property tax reform
proposals. So the current property tax credit is $500,
and under this proposal, if I'm understanding it properly,
it will now be $300, a decrease of $200. 1Is that correct,
through you, Mr. Speaker?
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

That is correct. Through you, Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Williams.

REP. WILLIAMS (68th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And if I own a restaurant
that has entertainment in the evenings, my understanding
is that the new cabaret tax that we will have, as long as
I have more than one entertainer in my restaurant at a time,
that my customers will now be subject to an additional
three percent tax, an additional three percent tax on the
food items and beverages that they purchase at my
restaurant. 1Is that correct? Through you, Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Widlitz.

REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Through you, Mr. Speaker, that is correct, and the
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revenue from that goes back to the host town in some cases
to deal with what they are required to do to manage some
of the situations that arise around some of those venues.
Through you, Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Williams.
REP. WILLIAMS (68th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

And I guess from a -- logistical standpoint, if I own
that restaurant, and I have equipment that calculates the
tax for me when I get the bill ready to give to a customer,
I would only calculate that tax during the time that the
customer is there. Throughout -- I'm sorry -- only at the
time that the entertainment is there. 1Is that correct?
Through you, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:
Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):
That is correct, Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:
Representative Williams.
REP. WILLIAMS (68th):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And through you, if I'm a

smoker and I'm looking to access certain smoking cessation
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products that are currently not taxed, through you to
Representative Widlitz, will those now be taxed under this
proposal?
SPEAKER DONOVAN:
Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):
Through you, Mr. Speaker, yes they will.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:
Representative Williams.
REP. WILLIAMS (68th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Through you to
Representative Widlitz, we know that there are significant
increases in the income tax being contemplated in this
bill. Would it be fair to say that those income
taxes -- increases, are now going to be retroactive? 1In
other words, that they will go back to the beginning of
the year. Through you.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

That is correct. Through you, Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Williams.

REP. WILLIAMS (68th):
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Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and through you to
Representative Widlitz. So if -- if I'm a taxpayer and
next year I go to file my income tax return, I will have
to calculate what my total liability is long before this
bill -- this budget was passed. I will have to calculate
my liability from January 1 through December 31 of 2011
rather than from the day that this bill becomes law. Is
that correct, through you?

SPEAKER DONOVAN:
Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

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

I'm out of synch here. Representative Williams,
sorry.

REP. WILLIAMS (68th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Through you to
Representative Widlitz, my understanding is that through
this bill the real estate conveyance tax, which in 2003
was proposed to be a temporary tax just to get us through
that one little recession we had in 2003, that the real
estate conveyance tax, which was temporary, will now
become a permanent tax. Is that correct, through you?

SPEAKER DONOVAN:
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Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

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

Representative Williams.

REP. WILLIAMS (68th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and through you to
Representative Widlitz. I understand that the
corporation tax surcharge, also which was supposed to
become a temporary tax, is being expended for two years
and doubled to 20 percent. Is that correct, through you?
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Widlitz.

REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Through you, Mr. Speaker, that -- yes, that is
correct. That affects corporations that generate over
$100 million in revenue.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Williams.
REP. WILLIAMS (68th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. So through you to
Representative Widlitz, this also though will be a
temporary tax as was the conveyance tax at one time. This

particular tax, the corporation tax surcharge, will have
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an end date. 1Is that correct, through you?
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Through you, Mr. Speaker, yes, there is a sunset at
the end of the biennium.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Williams.
REP. WILLIAMS (68th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And I thank Representative
Widlitz for her answers.

Mr. Speaker, ladies and gentlemen, what we have just
heard is one view of shared sacrifice. We have
middle-class taxpayers who have been sacrificing for many
years under the economic conditions that we have in this
state. We've lost over 100,000 jobs in the last few years,
Mr. Speaker. We have seen thousands of businesses close
their doors and flee Connecticut and go somewhere else
where there's greener pastures.

Ladies and gentlemen, the reason that that has
happened, make no mistake about it, is because of what we
have done here in the Legislature and what we have not done
over the years. We have not gotten a hold of our State

spending. We have taxpayers that come up to us all the
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time. I know each and every one of you get the same phone
calls and the same comments from people that I get. They
say, I can't afford any more. They can't afford it. They
have had it.

What we've done over the last few years is like death
by a million cuts. We increase taxes a little bit, we
increase fees a little bit and we say, well, it's not that
big of adeal. 1It's not that big of adeal this year. 1It's
just a little bit, just a little bit, just a little bit
more, and what we've refused to do is get our fiscal house
in order.

As we'll hear throughout the course of the day today,
there's no real reductions in spending. There's no real
reform in the way that we finance State government and the
way that State government functions. We are not
dramatically changing everything, and yet with the push
of a button, sometime later tonight, or maybe
early -- tomorrow morning, we're going to make a very big
decision on behalf of the taxpayers here in the state of
Connecticut, a very big decision. And that decision is,
are we going to take the easy road and increase taxes, and
not dramatically and responsibly cut spending, or are we
going to say, no, enough is enough, the taxpayers are

right, they've had it, they've had it up to here?
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With the push of one button tonight, we could
dramatically change the way the course of the state of
Connecticut's -- or what the course of the state of
Connecticut's future holds for each and every one of us.
You know, just -- you look at the Department of Labor's
report that they put out on job creation and job retention.
Just a few weeks ago Hamilton Sunstrand lost 200 jobs.
Precision Camera in Enfield, which was once rated the
fastest-growing company in Connecticut, in 2006 they went
from 49 jobs to 490 jobs, fastest-growing company in
Connecticut, lost hundreds of jobs this year.

A company in Waterbury, right upstairs from where I
work at my full-time job, Amkai Solutions, picked up and
moved to Armonk, New York. And in fact, New York rubbed
it in our face pretty good a few weeks ago. Governor Cuomo
issued a press release and talked about Amkai Solutions,
how happy they were to move a whole host of jobs down to
New York from Connecticut.

We're losing jobs left and right. We all know it.
It has touched and affected each and -- every one of us,
sometimes in personal ways, sometimes in indirect ways,

but we all know people who are suffering and the common

~denominator is that they cannot afford to be here anymore.

They can't afford to be here anymore.
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Think about the small business owner, you know, a
landscaper who puts gasoline -- who buys hundreds of
dollars of gasoline every week. You know what we're not
doing here today? We're not putting a cap on the gross
receipts tax. Yeah, maybe we took the three-cent increase
that was proposed by Governor Malloy out of the gas tax,
but we're not capping the gross receipts tax. And we, the
State, who can't stop spending are going to witness a
windfall, an economic windfall, on the backs of every man
and woman who gets in their car every day and goes to work.

We're increasing cigarette taxes on smokers and we're
eliminating the exemption for smoking cessation products.
Middle class people are affected by that. People like you
and I are affected by that, and so for us to say to
ourselves, well, you know, we're in a bad year this year
and -- we don't have much choice. We do have a choice.
We do have a choice. We could roll up our sleeves, we can
get to work, we can responsibly reform State government
without throwing people out of nursing homes and without
devastating the social services that we have become so
accustomed to here in Connecticut.

We can do it, the question is, do we want to. Do we
want to do it? Do we have the stomach to do it? We got

here for a reason, folks. We got here after years and
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years and years of neglect. We've heard it before. We've
heard it recently. Governor Malloy came into office and
instituted generally accepted accounting principles,
something that on this side of the aisle we all support,
and I know many of you do as well. And he did that because
he knew that State government was broken. State
government is broken.

We can change the course of the state folks. We have
a big decision to make here today. That decision is, like
I said before, is with a push of a button, and we all have
to live with that decision, as do the people who elect us.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Deputy Speaker Orange in the Chair.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Thank you, sir.

Will you care to remark further? Representative
Klarides, you have the floor, ma'am.
REP. KLARIDES (114th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. Madam Speaker, my
colleague -- who spoke before me and many of my colleagues,
and quite frankly, many of the people in the state of

Connecticut have been talking recently about the average
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guy. The regular Joe, the middle class person, the people
we are trying to protect in this state. That's why we do
what we do, because we're trying to protect the people of
the state of Connecticut and help them live a better life.
A safe life, a healthy life, a better life.

Parts of the budget that we're seeing in front of us
today don't do that, quite frankly. And through you,
Madam Speaker, I would have some questions of the
Chairwoman of the Finance Committee.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Please proceed, ma'am.
REP. KLARIDES (114th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. Madam Speaker, through
you, in Sections 136 to 142 approximately, I believe is
DMV fee increases. Through you, if the Chairwoman could
explain, just generally speaking, what the purpose of all
those fee increases would be, through you.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Through you, Madam Speaker, there are -- there are
many fee increases under the Department of Motor Vehicles.
They are revenue increases, plain and simple. Through

you, Madam Speaker.
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DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Klarides.
REP. KLARIDES (114th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. Madam Speaker, through
you, just to maybe hit on a few of the -- for -- for
clarification. 1In Line 3757 I believe, what type of fee
increase would that be? I believe it's a school bus, 1s
that correct, through you?

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Thirty seven fifty seven. Through you, Madam
Speaker, yes, that is correct. That is in relation to
school bus registration. Through you, Madam Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Klarides.

REP. KLARIDES (114th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. And through you, Line
3779, would that be a fee increase on a registration of
an electric motor vehicle?

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

That is correct. Through you, Madam Speaker.
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DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Klarides.
REP. KLARIDES (114th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. And through you, in Line
3797, would that be a fee increase on the registration of
a hearse?

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

That is correct, through you, Madam Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Klarides.

REP. KLARIDES (114th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. Madam Speaker, I'd like
to thank the chairwoman for her answers. Obviously we
could sit here and go through this line-by-line which I
will not do. I will not -- take the Chamber's time, but
the -- the point of this is one.

We talked about increasing the fees of the
registration of a school bus, a school bus. We take pride
in this building on educating our young people, and it is
our charge. We are charging school bus companies more
that they are already charged to deliver our children

safely to school?
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We go on and on and on, and we just heard Commissioner
Esty talk about alternate -- alternate fuel sources. And
we have gone on in this building about incenting people
to try alternate fuel sources. Electric cars, windmills,
we talk about all different kinds of sources, but in this
budget we increase the registration for an electric
vehicle? What kind of message does that send?

We increase the fees for a nonprofit service vehicle,
charitable, religious, all types of nonprofits. People
that are hurting, day in and day out, people that come up
and beg us just for a cost of living increase, let alone
a cut. Your everyday man, your everyday man is the man
who is a carpenter, who is a plumber, who works on a farm.
All the advocates in this building for farmers and we're
increasing the registration on farmers? And you can't
even get by with dying in this state without having an
increase of a registration on a hearse. So God forbid you
go into that business.

Madam Speaker, my point is one. We talk about the
everyday man every day. We talk about our -- our job being
the regular Joe, helping him or her make money, make a
living, make ends meet. They struggle every day, each and
every one of us. We're increasing their fees just to

register their vehicles for farmers and Artesian well
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drilling equipment.

And we certainly know people can't afford to go on
vacation anymore so they may have a camper in the backyard
and they have to increase the fees on their camper, too.
That is hypocritical of us every day in this building to
tell people we're helping them, we're incenting them to
do things, and then on the same hand, increasing their
fees. This can't be.

This is one section of this budget. There is section
after section of this budget that it speaks in the same
hypocritical tone. We cannot have this anymore, Madam
Sﬁeaker. Thank you.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Thank you, Madam.

Would you care to remark further? Representative
Chapin, you have the floor, sir.

REP. CHAPIN (67th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. Madam Speaker, on my way
into Hartford today, I had the privilege of casting a vote
on our Town's budget. Not only the Town side, but the
Board of Ed side in our annual referendum. For a couple
of years I've proposed legislation to expedite the process
as to when this body adopts its budget, specifically the

municipal share, so each municipality would have a better
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idea when their budgets are adopted as to what they can
expect coming from the State.

When the Governor gave his speech roughly 11 weeks
ago in this Chamber, not only to us, but also to all
Connecticut residents, he took pride in some of the things
that I believe I heard the Chair of Finance talking about,
holding towns harmless on education funding, meaning they
would be funded at the same level in the upcoming two years
that they were in the prior year.

But I'm not alone as a legislator, and I think
probably all of us can relate to this, that we come in here
and we pass a budget and one of the first things we'd like
to know is, how does that impact our municipality and what
level of municipal aid is contained in that budget for each
one of our municipalities. Because one of the things we
do know, and the Governor knows, he spoke about it when
he presented his budget, is that when we short the towns
on municipal aid, they have very few revenue options
available to them. I think most people agree that the
present property tax system we have may not be the fairest
system iﬁ the world. It doesn't really take into
consideration a person's wealth or ability to pay that
prgperty tax.

I was interested in hearing some of the comments that
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the Chair of the Finance Committee made about the revenue
portion of the budget, and I have some questions, through
you to her, Madam Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:
Please proceed, sir.
REP. CHAPIN (67th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker.

It appears in Section 95 of the bill that we're
creating a Regional Performance Incentive Account. Could
the gentlelady tell me exactly what that account is
intended to do?‘ Through you, Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Thank you. Thank you, Madam Speaker. That is a new
account that is going to give incentives to municipalities
to work together on a regional basis, and there will be
revenues from the hotel tax and the rental car surcharge
that will be deposited in that account. And those grants
will be competitive, but rather than -- we would like to
encourage regions to work together, municipalities to form
alliances, rather than using a stick, this is a carrot,
basically. It is a grant that will be available on a

competitive basis for -- municipalities to work together
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to achieve economies of scaie. Through you, Madam
Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:
Representative Chapin.
REP. CHAPIN (67th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker, and again through you. So
regarding the room occupancy tax, let's say after this
budget passes and goes into effect, I may want to have a
graduation party after July 1st. 1 assume that's the
effective date. And I have in-laws who may come in or
family members who may come into town and I decide to put
them up at the Homestead Inn in the town of New Milford.
Under existing law, I believe the rate for the room
occupancy tax is 12 percent, and this bill proposed
increasing it to 15 percent. Is that correct? Through
you, Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Through you, Madam Speaker, that is correct.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Chapin.

REP. CHAPIN (67th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker, and again through you. So
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if I'm footing the bill for my relatives to stay'and -- and

join in a family celebration, they'll be expected to pay
an additional three percent over what they would be paying
now, but only one percent of that goes into the Regional
Performance Incentive Grant Fund? Through you, Madam
Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. Well, if you were really
a nice guy, you would have picked up the bill so they didn't
have to pay it. But having said that, one percent
would -- one percent of that tax would go into the fund.
Through you, Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Chapin.
REP. CHAPIN (67th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker, and I think the previous
speaker talked about regqular guys. I'm -- I'm both a
regular guy as well as a nice guy so I will be picking that
up.

Again, through you, Madam Speaker, presently, can the
gentlelady tell me where that 12 percent is going? Does

that just go right into the General Fund? Through you,
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Madam Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Through you, Madam Speaker, that is correct. The
rest of it goes to the General Fund.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Chapin.

REP. CHAPIN (67th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. In looking at the room
occupancy tax sections of both the OLR summary as well as
the fiscal note, perhaps the gentlelady could reconcile
something for me. In -- in the OLR summary it says that
the bill imposes an additional three percent sales and use
ta>£ --— I'msorry, I'm-- that's on the rental car surcharge.

It does say in the fiscal note under room occupancy
tax that the increase is to be distributed to the
municipalities, but that's only the one percent. 1Is that
correct, through you?

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:
Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):
Through you, Madam Speaker, that is correct.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:
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Representative Chapin.
REP. CHAPIN (67th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. And I believe the rental
car surcharge in Section 93, that is another tax, as I
understand it, is presently at 6.35 percent, and proposed
in this budget to increase to 9.35 percent? Through you,
Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Through you, Madam Speaker, that is correct.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Chapin.

REP. CHAPIN (67th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker, and again, through you. So
does any pprtion of that three percent increase go into
the Regional Performance Incentive Grant Fund? Through
you, Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. Through you, one percent
of that increase goes into the fund.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

001354



rgd/md/gbr 81
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES May 3, 2011

Representative Chapin.
REP. CHAPIN (67th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. As I look at the fiscal
note for that particular section, it does state that the
increase, rental car surcharge -- to 9.35 percent with one
percent of the increase going into the -- says one percent
to be remitted to the municipalities in which the
transaction occurs. But as I understood the gentlelady's
answer previously, that's not actually occurring. It's
going into the -- the Regional Performance Incentive Grant
Fund and then will be distributed on a competitive grant
basis. Is that correct? Throuéh you, Madam Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Widlitz.

REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

You are correct, sir. Through you, Madam Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Chapin.

REP. CHAPIN (67th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. So being the nice guy that
I am, not only will I pick them up at the airport, but I'll
also rent a car for them, so I can expect if I go down to
Enterprise Rent-A-Car, again, in my own municipality, and

I have to pay an additional one-percent sales and use tax,
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that money will not be returned back to my own
municipality. Is that correct? Through you, Madam
Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Through you, Madam Speaker, I don’t see anything in
the fiscal note that would send it back to your
municipality. However, that was an earlier discussion.
Through you, Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Chapin.
REP. CHAPIN (67th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker.

I also heard the Chairman of Finance talk about the
Municipal Revenue Sharing Account. That's a different
account that's created, I believe in Section 96 of the
bill. Are there certain increases in taxes proposed in
this budget that will go into that particular fund?
Through you, Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Through you, Madam Speaker, yes. The revenue going
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into that particular fund will be one tenth of a percentage
point of the 6.35 percent sales tax. Another portion of
that will be one tenth of a percent on the seven percent
luxury tax and a quarter of a percentage point of the State
conveyance tax. Through you, Madam Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Chapin.
REP. CHAPIN (67th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker, and again, through you.
There was mention earlier of the Manufacturing Machinery
and Equipment Fund that had been proposed to be eliminated.
It's my understanding that those towns -- I believe the
Chairlady said would be held -- held harmless under this
proposal. Are they being held harmless from the monies
that are going into the Municipal Revenue Sharing Account?
Through you, Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. Yes, the plan is to, out
of that pool of -- of revenue, to first hold the -- towns
harmless that would have received a pilot under current
law for the Machine and Manufacturing Equipment. The

remaining part of that money will be distributed to all
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municipalities on'a formula based on per capita and the
wealth of the community. Through you, Madam Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Chapin.
REP. CHAPIN (67th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker, and again, through you.
When the gentlelady says those MM&E pilot funds will be
distributed to hold the towng harmless, is that held
harmless at the rate that the towns were paid in fiscal
year 2011? Through you, Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Through you, Madam Speaker, my understanding is that
it would be what they would have of -- have expected to
receive under the pilot payment. Through you, Madam
Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Chapin.
REP. CHAPIN (67th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. And -- and I believe that
that last response goes to my point about the unreliability
in the bill before us.

In fiscal year 2010, we underfunded the amount of
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money that should have gone to the towns for MM&E pilot
payments. To fully fund it, it should have been -- we
should have fully funded it. Admittedly, that was

our —-- was our fault. Sixty eight point five million to
fully fund it, but we only appropriated 57.3 million,
meaning that is was prorated at 83 percent.

In fiscal year 'll, $75 million would have fully
funded the account, but we only appropriated 48 million,
meaning we only fully funded -- we only funded the towns
at a 64 percent proration.

So my question again is if the Town of New Milford
received a 64 percent prorated amount in fiscal year '11,
should the Town of New Milford expect generally the same
prorated amount in fiscal year '1l2 under this proposal?
Through you, Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Through you, Madam Speaker, that is my understanding.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Chapin.

REP. CHAPIN (67th):
Thank you, Madam Speaker. As the Chairman of the

Finance Committee has indicated, point one percent of the
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sales tax, the increase being point two five percent going
to the State and point one percent going to the -- into
the Municipal Revenue Sharing Account, that coupled with
the point one percent of the luxury tax and a quarter of
a percent of the State conveyance tax would also go into
that fund. Again, through you, Madam Speaker, if I could
just have that confirmed by the Chairlady of the Finance
Committee. Through you, Madam Chair -- Madam Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:
Representative Widlitz.

REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. Yes, it would be a tenth
of a percentage point of the 6.35 percent sales tax, plus
a tenth of a percentage point of the seven percent luxury
tax, and a quarter of a percentage point of the State
conveyance tax. Through you, Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Chapin.
REP. CHAPIN (67th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker, and again, through you. As
I recall the Governor proposed as part of his offset for
municipal revenue expanding the local conveyance tax. 1Is
that correct? Through you, Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:
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Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Through you, Madam Speaker, yes, that was the
Governor's proposal. We did not include that in our
budget. Rather we increased the State portion of the
conveyance tax by a quarter of a percent, and that will
be distributed to municipalities for revenue. Through
you, Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Thank you, Madam Speaker, and again, through you. So
under that proposal, had that_occurred, the municipality
would have realized all of the revenue from that increase
in the municipal portion. Under the proposal that's
before us, that money is being -- and I believe this was
the Chairlady's word, funneled, into this account and then
back out through some formula after the MM&E pilot payment
is made. 1Is that correct? Through you, Madam Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Widlitz.

REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Through you, Madam Speaker, the Governor's original
proposal was to allow the municipalities to add on another
quarter of a percent on the conveyance tax. That was an

option. We felt that might be very difficult to do on a
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local level so 1n order to assure the municipalities of
the additional revenue, we instead put it on to the State
"portion so we could directly funnel that back to the towns
as you said. Through you, Madam Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Chapin.
REP. CHAPIN (67th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. So if I were to sell my
house, if this budget were to pass, the conveyance tax that
I would be paying as a -- the increase in conveyance tax
I would be paying as a result of this budget would go into
the Municipal Revenue Sharing Account and then be sent back
to perhaps my own town, but other municipalities as well?
Through you, Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

That is correct, through you, Madam Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Chapin.

REP. CHAPIN (67th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. And is this a -- a formula

that implicates all 169 municipalities? Or is it somehow

done on a county or regional basis? Through you, Madam
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Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Through you, Madam Speaker, it will be divided so
that -- yes, the answer is yes, that it would be directed
to all municipalities, 50 percent on a per capita basis
and 50 percent on a -- a wealth factor of the municipality.
Through you, Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Chapin.
REP. CHAPIN (67th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker, and again, through you.
Is -- is that 50-percent formula, is that modeled after
the -- how we distribute Pequot funds? Through you, Madam
Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

It is my understanding, through you, Madam Speaker,
I think it would be done similar to the way the ECS money
is distributed. That is my understanding. I will -- I
will absolutely verify that at a later point. Through

you, Madam Speaker.
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DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Chapin.
REP. CHAPIN (67th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. Madam Speaker, I thank the
Chairlady for her answers. I -- what I've tried to do here
today, Madam Speaker, is -- is to show, or to demonstrate
that the budget proposal before us, while I certainly
appreciate its attempt to hold the towns harmless, because
as I stated earlier, when we drop the ball on municipal
aid, it falls on the backs of the little guy to have to,
in most cases, in most instances, have to endure some sort
of a property tax increase because of the loss of the
revenue that the town was counting on from the State.

Under this provision here, we have no real way of
knowing just how much money each one of our municipalities
will receive if this budget is to pass. I recall when the
OPM Secretary came and spoke before the Finance Committee,
there was discussions about the Manufacturing Machinery
and Equipment Fund. It was my understanding in his
response to several members' questions about
that -- the -- proposed elimination of that fund, that it
was a feeling of the Governor's Office that diversifying
a municipality's tax base would be a good thing.

Now under this proposal, if we look at the -- the
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increase in the sales tax with a portion going to the
municipalities, presently if I go out and buy a
forty-dollar pair of Levis, there's no tax on it. Under
this proposél, there would be tax. It wouldn't be a lot,
$2.54, a very small portion of that going into this fund
that doesn't even really translate dollar-for-dollar back
to the municipality.

I live 25 minutes from the Danbury Fair Mall. I would
choose to shop locally as many of us do. We do that knowing
we may be paying a little more, but recognizing
there -- that there's an -- an importance for that mom and
pop store down on Main Street to stay in business to create
jobs.

Had this proposal been written in such a way that that
sales tax from that purchase of those Levis on Main Street
in downtown New Milford, if that money had gone back into
the town itself, I'm sure that that would have been a -- a
great incentive for members, or residents of the community
to shop locally. I think theway it is set up now it --it's
both unreliable, it's confusing, we really don't know
exactly what the outcome's going to be except if any one
of our municipalities ends up with less than they did in
a prior year, we know that the average guy next door to

us is -- and -- and all of us are going to be paying as
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property tax payers a little more because of the shortfall.

That's one concern I have with the budget that's
before us, Madam Speaker, and certainly a reason why I:ll
be voting no today. Thank you, Madam Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Thank you, sir.

Will you care to remark further? Representative
Rowe of the 123rd, you have the floor, sir.
REP. ROWE (123rd):

Thank you, good afternoon, Madam Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Good afternoon, sir.
REP. ROWE (123rd):

Well, I guess -- I guess we've got some good news with
this budget, and the good news would be that it is a
reasonably honest budget. I think that's the end of the
good news. Just because a budget is reasonably honest,
doesn't mean it's a good budget, doesn't mean it's a budget
that ought to pass. But I do think we need to, with a nod,
at least acknowledge that —-- of course we have this -- this
multi-billion-dollar gap with the concession still out
there, but putting that aside, we've got a reasonably
honest budget. So we appreciate that.

But again, that's not the end of the story. The story
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here really is that we've got the largest tax increase in
the history of the state. That's nothing to ignore.

That's nothing to treat lightly. That's historic. This
is -- we're all going to be part of history, hopefully

tonight, maybe tomorrow morning, and we ought not take that

lightly.
Nearly $4 billion in -- in new taxes and tax increases
over a 40-billion-dollar budget, over the -- the two-year

biennium. Of course you juxtapose that with no meaningful
reductioris in spending, in fact an increase in spending,
and at best that's very t;oubling, and at worst, frankly,
it's outrageous.

Now, we all know the Governor had a listening tour,
he went to 17 municipalities and presumably he listened.
And many of us had our town meetings, town hall meetings.
We talked to people at Fhe ball fields, and the soccer
fields, and Representative Hwang and I, along with Senator
Musto, had a very engaging town hall meeting about a month
ago. And to a person -- those that came up to the
microphone to speak, they didn't ask, well, gee, I think
the way out of this is to raise taxes about $4 billion,
give or take. No one said that. No one said raise taxes
a penny. Just the opposite, they either begged, they

pleaded, they yelled, they implored us, they cajoled. I
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should have written down a bunch of synonyms so I could
come up with more, but any way they could get the message
across, that tax increases were something they couldn't
handle.

Their family budgets weren't being increased. Their
family budgets were being tightened. But not the case
here. When we grow -- when we grow our budget in Hartford,
we grow our tax base, and we grow our tax base by raising
taxes, not by bringing in businesses, but simply by raising
taxes on the businesses we have, by raising taxes on the
individual taxpayers. Our -- our motto in Connecticut
perhaps ought to be, you know, tax first, ask questions
later.

So everyone that I spoke with, everyone, talked
about, please, get your house in order and don't soak us
with taxes. And even -- even if they weren't talking about
soaking with taxes. Even -- even if -- if they were
amenable to -- to discussing it, and they weren't, but even
if they did, they -- they would have no -- no taste
whatsoever for this kind of tax hike.

So we listened at our town hall meeting and we came
away with it knowing that we needed not to raise taxes,
but to do the opposite, to get our house in order. This

budget that we're voting on does not do that. It does just
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the opposite. It answers practically all the deficit
questions by raising taxes. And, you know, the parallels
to 1991 when then Governor Weicker hoisted upon taxpayers
the magic elixir of a state income tax. This one-time tax
reform that was going to solve our problems that we had
in that recession that was going to enable us to keep the
sales tax low, and the property taxes in check, and really
help keep our budget on track.

That was the solution back in '91 and that was a
historic solution and has -- had historic and unfortunate,
profound consequences and I fear that by passing this
budget today we will have similar historic and very
unfortunate consequences. And we know what happened with
that one-time reform. Did we have a sales tax that was
kept low? No, now we've got a higher sales tax and
it -- higher and going higher. Did we have property tax,
meaningful long-term property tax return? No, we didn't.
In fact, you know, many of our constituents always talk
about, how can we afford the burden of the oppressive
property taxes?

How about the income tax itself? The highest bracket
was four-and-a-half percent when originally passed 20
years ago. We suspected it wasn't going to go down, but

it's gone up 50 percent over that 20 years to 6.7 percent
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under this budget for the highest earners.

So here we are, 20 years later, making the same,
frankly, short-sighted mistakes, letting spending go
unfettered, while feeding the appetite of what has become
a government beast, frankly. Again, nearly $4 billion in
spending on a 40-billion-dollar biannual budget. We're
raising the sales tax. We're raising income tax rates.
We're creating new taxes on a whole host of things,
nonprescription drugs, clothing, and shoes under $50, pet
grooming -- there's -- there's just a laundry list of new
taxes in this. New taxes that are going to affect the
middle class more than anyone.

So we do have a bit of a legacy vote today
unfortunately. And at the same time many of us are trying
to say, with a straight face that, you know what? 1It's
a new day in Connecticut. Connecticut's open for
business. And in parentheses, or with an asterisk in the
fine print, but we're doubling the corporate tax
surcharge. We can't say it with a straight face. We
cannot expect businesses to stay here, grow and be happy
and employ our people -- we've got 9.1 percent
unemployment. Frankly, it's probably double that if you
use the -- the figures that were used a generation ago,

20 years ago when it was a more honest figure.
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So you're looking at anywhere between 15- and
20-percent unemployment in this state and we are
penalizing, we're punishing businesses with higher taxes.
It's -- it's very disappointing. I fear that this is going
to be a sad day for Connecticut. 1It's going to be an
unfortunate legacy for the Governor and for this
Legislature. Andwith that, I register my firm opposition
to these -- this historic tax increase which we're about
to have.

The last thing I'd say is yesterday we had tax freedom
day in this state. And tax freedom we all know is when
the average resident has paid their federal tax share,
their State tax share and their local tax share. May 2nd,
which means you've got more than four months that the
average taxpayer in this state gives away. They work four
months and two days for the government and then they get
the rest of it for themselves to feed their family, pay
their bills, maybe go to a movie every now and then.

And what's this budget going to do? Well, it hasn't
been calculated yet but it isn't moving tax freedom day
back into April. It's moving it deeper into May. So
I'll -- we'll revisit that issue maybe next May 10th or
12th. We'll make the point on the House floor that here

we are, tax freedom day, May 10th, and we're headed into
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June at -- at this rate. It's very troubling. It's
something we really ought not take likely -- lightly.

I know this is a huge problem that the State has, but
we're simple solving it by raising taxes, and long-term
we are creating far more problems than we're solving.
Thank you, Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Thank you, sir.

Will you care to remark further?

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

Thank you, Madam Speaker.

Madam Speaker if I may, I have a couple of questions
to the good Chairman of the Finance Revenue and Bonding
Committee.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Please proceed, sir.
REP. CANDELORA (86th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker.

In dealing with the Personal income tax, we are
retroactively taxing individuals back to January 1lst.
And my question is, for those individuals that are
currently paying estimated taxes based on our current tax

law, will they be held harmless for basically underpaying
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their tax liability? TIf this budget goes into law,
would -- would they be able to pay at a later date and not
be subject to the penalties and interest? " Through you,
Madam Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Through you, Madam Speaker, they would certainly owe
the tax. I would think in their July withholdings they
would have to accommodate the increase in the sales tax,
rather income tax withholding. Through you, Madam
Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Candelora.
REP. CANDELORA (86th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. And in the past, I know
when we've -- I guess two years ago when we increased the
Personal income tax, I believe that we had specific
language that held these individuals harmless. And I just
wanted to confirm that that type of language is contained
within this budget. Through you, Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: '

Representative Widlitz.

REP. WIDLITZ (98th):
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Thank you, Madam Speaker. Are you looking at a
specific section of the bill that you want confirmation
of that? 1I'd like to have a little help in finding that
if that's the case.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Candelora.
REP. CANDELORA (86th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. I -- I didn't see that
particular provision within the bill and that's why I have
just posed a general question. So I apologize, I do not
have a particular section. Through you, Madam Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Widlitz.

REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Through you, Madam Speaker, I do not have the answer
for the gentleman.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Candelora.
REP. CANDELORA (86th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. .If I could, could I just
get a general description of the tax that we -- we call
the remote seller's tax, what that is attempting to do?
Through you, Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:
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Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. The remote seller's tax
is a proposed requirement that remote sellers, which would
be on -- you know, for people purchasing online, would
collect the Connecticut sales tax if they have a nexus in
the state of Connecticut. And we are saying that the nexus
to the State of Connecticut would include connecting a -- a
consumer connecting through a Website link of a business
in Connecticut.. Through you, Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Candelora.
REP. CANDELORA (86th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. So it doesn't involve the
general law that we -- we have heard about, which is the
streamline sales tax. This isn't necessarily capturing
any sales over the Internet. 1It's just specifically
through Internet sales that have that nexus, that
connection, through advertising? Through you, Madam
Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

That is correct, Madam Speaker. That would be
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through a -- an active link on a website. Through you,

Madam Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Candelora.
REP. CANDELORA (86th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. And the provision that's
dealing with the exemption on -- illuminating the
exemption on nonprescription drugs, I was wondering if the
gentlewoman knew, does that include -- taxes on vitamins
and supplements as well? Through you, Madam Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Widlitz.

REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Through you, Madam Speaker, I am trying to check on
that. I would not think vitamins would be considered
prescription drugs, but I'm looking for clarification.
That would be nonprescription drugs. Vitamins, it would
be my understanding, we certainly could clarify that, but
that would certainly not be a nonprescription drug.
Through you, Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Candelora.
REP. CANDELORA (86th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. So, you know, in today's
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day and age a lot of individuals are going through
alternative methods of their own personal health, besides
taking -- besides taking the -- the preventative medicine
such as, you know, Tylenol, and they're taking things such
as herbal remedies, or you know, we hear about the Omega-3s
and those type of -- of vitamin supplements, or those type
of food products. Items such as chia seeds, would those
items fall in as a -- as a drug or I guess those would be
considered more of a food item and therefore would still
continue to be exempt? Through you, Madam Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:
Representative Widlitz.

REP. WIDLITZ (98th}):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. Supplements such as
vitamins and those types of items to which you refer would
not be -- could not be subject to the tax. Through you,
Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Candelora.
REP. CANDELORA (86th):

Thank you. I appreciate that answer. And then I
just wanted to move to Section 106, which is the proposed
cabaret tax. As I read this, is -- is there a requirement

that a facility that would fall under this provision, would
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they have to charge an admission fee in order for this
section to apply? Through you, Madam Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:
Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Through you, Madam Speaker, my reading of this
wouldn't be that they would not have to require an
admissions fee. The fiscal note indicates the bill
imposes a three-percent tax on admissions, food, drink,
service and merchandise at any place offering live music,
dancing, so forth. So it would be my understanding that
it would not require an admissions tax. The cabaret
status actually begins when music, daneing, or
entertainment starts, or the establishment starts
charging an admission or cover charge, so it's either/or
in the explanation. Through you, Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Thank you, ma'am. Representative Candelora.
REP. CANDELORA (86th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. And I -- I read that that
way as well. 1In the situation then of a -- a banquet hall,
which seems to be included under the defiﬁition where we
state that it's any room in a hotel, restaurant, hall, or

other public place. 1If there's an establishment that
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provides wedding services, and as a result of that wedding
facility there are certainly bands that go into that
facility and play there, would they then be subject to this
cabaret tax? Through you, Madam Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

I -- I'm sorry, Madam Speaker. Could the proponent
of the question please repeat it?
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Candelora.
REP. CANDELORA (86th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker.

As I read this, it seems that the triggering mechanism
for an institution to be subject to a cabaret tax is if
there is live music, dancing, or other entertainment. And
I was wondering then if facilities that -- that offer out
weddings or celebrations where certainly live music would
be brought in to them, they certainly also have liquor
permits typically because they serve alcohol at these
events, would they then therefore be subject to this
cabaret tax? Through you, Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Widlitz.
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REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Through you, Madam Speaker, let's see. On Line 2165,
it would appear that that would apply. It says cabaret
or -- similar place means any room in a hotel, restaurant,
hall, or other public place where music, dancing
privileges, or any other entertainment, so on. Through
you, Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Candelora.
REP. CANDELORA (86th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. And also in that
definition it's -- there is a reference here of -- of a
public facility. If an individual, typically in -- in
towns we have different musical events, and if -- they
may -- there may be a charity event in particular. If
a -—- if a community gets together and decides to hold an
event at a public facility where there's music and they're
maybe selling food for the purposes of raising money for
a nonprofit charity or for an individual in someone's
community that might have taken ill and they want to raise
funds for that individual. Because they have live music
and because it's at a public place, would they be subject
to this cabaret tax? Through you, Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:
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’

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Through you, Madam Speaker, I don't see an exception
in the language for that. Through you, Madam Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Candelora.

REP. CANDELORA (86th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. So individuals who are
subject to this cabaret tax, does not necessarily have to
be -- I guess they don't necessarily have to be a
brick-and-mortar institution. The determination of
whether this tax would apply to a person would depend upon
what type of event they're holding and -- and whether
alcoholic beverages are served there.

So in the situation, I quess, where a group might come
in and rent a public hall where alcohol is allowed to be
served, and they are subject to that tax, after a month
if they don't pay that tax, does the liability flow to that
individual? Or would the State be able to go after the
owner of the facility potentially? Through you, Madam
Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Widlitz.

REP. WIDLITZ (98th):
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Through you, Madam Speaker, the event has to be open
to the public in order for that tax to apply.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Candelora.

REP. CANDELORA (86th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. Can the -- the good lady
point to the language in the bill that requires that?
As -- as I read it, it seems as if the -- the event need
only afford -- be afforded to patrons of that event, and
I don't see language requiring that the event necessarily
be open to the public -- general public. Through you,
Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Through you, Madam Speaker, in line 2166, refers to
a room in a hotel, restaurant, hall, or other public place.
Through you, Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:
Representative Candelora.
REP. CANDELORA (86th):
Thank you, Madam Speaker.
So the term "other public place" I guess

then -- implicitly refers back to those other institutions
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of hotel -- room in a hotel, restaurant, or hall, so that

the event would be required to be open to the public. So
therefore, in the situation of a private wedding, the tax
would not apply if -- if there is a limited guest list?
Through you, Madam Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Through you, Madam Speaker, that is correct. And
through you, Madam Speaker, to the good Representative,
I do need to correct myself. Evidently the herbal
supplements would be considered nonprescription
medications. Through you, Madam Speaker, I just wanted
to make that correction. And the vitamins as well.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative -- Representative Candelora.

REP. CANDELORA (86th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. And I appreciate that. I
know this is a —- quite a large document and there's a lot
to digest here. And so I do appreciate the -- those
corrections and I -- and the attempt to answer these
questions. I think it -- it's been a helpful discussion
for me.

Madam Speaker, one of the underlying concerns that
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I -- I have about what we've done here with this particular

budget is how we've looked at revenue. Today what we seem
to be doing, and what I've seen over the last couple of
months, is we didn't necessarily look at the policies
behind our decisions, but we looked at how much money a
category would generate. And my concern here is by not
looking behind the numbers, by listening to the
institutions that are represented within this building,
we have forgotten about the most important individuals
that are protected, our constituents and the little quy.

Just recently, we had our consensus revenues put out
on Friday and we're seeing an uptick in revenue, and I
think -- for me I scratch my head. I'm -- I am elated that
we're seeing some relief without having to increase taxes,
but I'm wondering, where is this coming from because the
individuals that I speak with in my communities aren't
telling me that they're feeling comfortable about their
future? They're still struggling, there's still anxiety,
and I know in my own personal life, I share those same
anxieties.

And what's interesting when we look at those
consensus revenue numbers, we see a big -- uptick in
personal income, and I think one of the dangers in the state

of Connecticut, and I think it's been our curse since the
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income tax, is that so much of our revenue is derived out
of Fairfield County and the stock market. So when we see
the stock market perform, we begin to see income rising
and we think things are great.

And I have a hunch that that's what's happening right
now. We're seeing the stock market perform well, and I
know we probably talk about it over the dinner table. How
is this happening because every state is in deficit,
government seems to be going bankrupt, houses are on the
markets still and aren't being sold, businesses are
struggling. How could this be? We don't know, but I
think it's important for us to try to figure that out
because we are relying on that very revenue when we've
crafted this budget, and what I do see when I look at those
consensus revenue numbers is I do see the continual decline
in other areas. That decline in our conveyance tax, the
decline in our alcohol sales, the underperformance of our
sales tax. And you know what? Those are the areas that
affect the everyday citizen in the state of Connecticut.

So no wonder they're still saying to me, I'm not
feeling really good about what's going on here. And it
makes sense because when you look at those revenue
categories that represent the little guy, it's still

underperforming. So what are we doing here today? We're
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crafting a tax policy. To me that seems to be a bunch of
jumbled numbers as opposed to real tax policy. And the
reason I say that is, you know, we talk about the remote
seller's tax, well, we need to go after Amazon because we
need to bring that revenue into the state of Connecticut
and help our brick-and-mortar institutions because
everybody is buying their products over the Internet and
the small business guy is getting killed because they have
to charge the 6-percent sales tax and the out-of-state
doesn't have to charge it.

And I agree with that 100 percent. But the remote
seller's tax doesn't fix that. What we're doing is we're
going after companies like Amazon who have already
threatened that they're going to pull their revenue out
of the state, their advertising revenue, which is going
to hurt our advertisers to the millions and millions of
dollars. We've heard that testimony over and over, that's
~why we've never done it before.

And what are we going to do with that brick-and-mortar
retailer? We're going to increase their sales tax, we're
going to take away the exemption on clothing, we're going
to increase the tax on alcohol sales. Guess what that's
going to do to our border communities? I don't know how

]
anybody who represents a town on the border of Connecticut
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would be supporting this tax package.

I personally have a -- an alcohol permit. Through
my business I saw sales decline over 20 percent in alcohol
sales, and they haven't returned. 1It's been a two-year,
flat line decline and what we're going to do to these stores
is we're going to pile it on, let's tax them some more.

I was at an event last night and we were sitting around
and talking, and a friend of mine said, you know, I go to
Massachusetts once a week, it's no trouble for me to just
buy my alcohol over the border, I'm not going to pay -- pay
more taxes.

It's the pile on. It's not just 30 cents to that
little guy. 1It's the personal income tax, it's the
property tax credit, it's the increase in the sales tax.
People are tired, and I'm concerned when we have an
Administration that has said in public testimony, I don't
believe in the Laffer Curve, it doesn't exist. Well, what
the Laffer Curve is, it's basically saying we could tax
as much as we want and we are not going to change behavior.
That concerns me if that is the policy of our Secretary
of the Office on Policy and Management, because you know
what? Taxing does change behavior. We heard it last year
when Starwood brought their high-end, high-paying jobs

into Stanford. And why did they bring them here? They
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said, for the quality of life, because we pay less taxes,
or we -- Connecticut charges less taxes than the State of
New York.

Well this tax package today is going to undo that,
and as we heard our ranking member of the Finance Committee
speak before, jobs are already leaving. We are losing
jobs to Westchester County, to Massachusetts, to Rhode
Island. And will it be a mass exodus, Madam Chair -- Madam
Speaker? I -- I don't think so. You know, there will be
institutions that will stay here. Certainly the
insurance companies love this budget. They sent a letter
saying they do, so probably that institution will be
protected. Not having the unitary tax in here, we're
protecting our big businesses, but what concerns me is the
individuals that we're not protecting are the little guys,
the 70 percent of our economy, the small business
individuals.

And why are we rushing this budget along? Because
I suspect that 70 percent of our economy in Connecticut
translate to 70 percent of our electorate, and if we rush
this budget along, we don't need to hear from them. We
don't need to listen to their cries and their struggles.
I don' think the right thing to do today is to pass this

budget, but I think the right thing to do, if you vote for
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this budget, is to go home to your district, look your
constituents in the eye and tell them why you voted for
it. Tell them why you increased their sales tax, tell them
why you increased their personal income tax, tell them why
you -- took away part of their personal property tax credit
and explain that to them. Explain to the businesses why
you've increased their alcohol tax and the sales tax on
commodities such as clothing. And on top of all that,
explain to the businesses how they're going to pay for the
two point five billion-dollar unemployment liability that
may be looming down the road.

I can't possibly understand how anybody in this
Chamber could think that this is a good budget for the
little guy. And after you've looked them all in the eye
and tell them, I'm sorry I had to raise your taxes, don't
forget to tell them that, by the way, we're creating a one
billion-dollar surplus with this tax package, be we need
to increase our savings account, never mind yours. So you
could dig deep into your pockets, pull your money out of
savings to fork up that extra 200, $300,000 that we're
going to milk out of you so we could stick it into our bank
account. I don't think that's good fiscal policy. Thank
you, Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

001389



rgd/md/gbr 116
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES May 3, 2011

Thank you, sir.

Will you care to remark further on the bill as
amended? Will you care to remark further on the bill as
amended? Representative Shaban of the 135th, you have the
floor, sir.

REP. SHABAN (135th):

Thank you, Madam Chair. Briefly, and to kind of
distill some of the comments that you've heard, I rise in
opposition to the tax package that we're discussing and
the budget overall for several simple, good reasons.

Now, like has been mentioned before, most of us in
this Chamber have gone back, done some town hall meetings,
and spoke with our constituents about their concerns. Add
to that your real-life experiences about how things really
work in the state of Connecticut and the real world, and
you come away with the knowledge, or I ?t least did, both
by listening and by confirming my own knowledge that for
small businesses, you have essentially three to four main
cost drivers that are the difference between that business
surviving, hiring, or going out of business, and that's
what we're playing with today.

Those drivers are taxes, transportation costs,
energy costs and your labor costs. Now this tax package

and this budget, especially with the -- hits the first
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three. It clicks up the first three. We're going to
raise taxes, sales, property, income taxes, especially on
LLCs and small businesses. We're going to increase
transportation costs. We've got a diesel tax in there,
an inventory tax in there, I know there's been some
pushback on the gas tax, thankfully. And it's -- it could
and it will rise -- click up energy costs. We have a
generation -- local generation tax that will likely get
passed through and we've eliminated some natural gas
producers' conservation measures.

So we're clicking up taxes, we're clicking up
transportation costs, we're clicking up energy costs, and
then later in this session we're going to be talking about
some other things that are going to drive up labor costs.
That's not the budget I want to vote for, and that's not
the budget our constituents want to see come out of this
Chamber.

Simply put, you cannot vote in favor of this budget,
in favor of this tax package, and in good faith go back
to your constituents and look them in the eye and say, you
know what, I know we're raising taxes, energy costs,
transportation costs, and labor costs, but hey, guess
what, we're open for business. You cannot do that in good

faith, especially when on the other side of the balance
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sheet on this budget we're increasing government spending.

So with that, Madam Chair, I thank you for your time.
This budget, and especially this tax package, is the wrong
measure at the wrong time and is going to push us all in
the wrong direction. Thank you for your time. Thank you
for giving me the time, through you.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Thank you, sir,

Will you care to remark -- Representative Noujaim,
you have the floor, sir.

REP. NOUJAIM (74th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. Good afternoon, Madam
Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Good afternoon, sir.
REP. NOUJAIM (74th):

Madam Speaker, I was listening intently when the
ranking member of the Finance Committee was asking some
questions about taxes that were not there this year, that
will be included in this package that we are considering.
I lost count after 14 questions the ranking member asked,
is this tax going to be a new tax, and the Chairwoman of
the Finance Committee says, yes that is correct. After

14 questions, 14 new taxes that we do not have now we will
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have in the future. 1 lost count after 14 questions.

The one question, Madam Speaker, that the ranking
member did not ask about, that I was hoping he would is
the hair -- the haircut tax. The haircut tax is also on
the -- I'm very interested to know about and I understand
that we will have the haircut tax as well.

But Madam Speaker, as we are talking about those
taxes, I would like to convey to you and to my colleagues
on both sides of the aisle, and to those who are watching
us on CT-N and in the media, some of the issues that I face
as a business person.

Several weeks ago, we were at the Commerce Committee
and as you know, Madam Speaker, I have been a member of
the Commerce Committee since I joined this body back in
2002. We were talking about the Governor's proposal to
bring in five companies employing 200 or more people each
to the state of Connecticut. And we are all excited. We
want to bring businesses to Connecticut.

.So I left thé meeting of the Commerce Committee and
I drove back to work. I am sure most of my colleagues know
that I work for a small manufacturing company. I arrived
to work and at my desk was the day's mail. The first
envelope that I opened was a letter from the State of

Connecticut indicating an assessment on our unemployment
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tax. The letter was dated March 11 and it says, you are
being assessed an additional $2,793 for unemployment tax,
retroactive to the beginning of the quarter, meaning
retroactive to January 1, 2011.

Now we are a small company. For a small company to
sustain an increase of $2,793 all in one lump sum is a lot
of money. What do you think larger companies in the state
of Connecticut are sustaining, and how much more they were
being assessed at the same time that our little company
was being assessed $2,793 retroactive to the beginning of
the year? Not from now on, retroactive to the beginning
of the year.

In addition to that, I looked at the cost of doing
business in the state of Connecticut. Health care -- do
you know, Madam Speaker, that in our little small company,
the company that I work for, we pay for a family to cover
them for insurance close to $1,800 a month? Close to
$1,800 a month. You translate that to about 12 to $14 an
hour. And now we are continuing to increase taxes even
though we know how expensive health care is and then you
add the unemployment compensation.

Ninety nine weeks right now, 99 weeks we are covering
people who are out of work. Do you know, Madam Speaker,

that I have people walking in, knocking at the door and
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they want a job. And I ask them how long they've been
unemployed. And they say, well, about two years and my
unemployment ran out so now I am looking for a job. After
two years, technology has passed them by. Technology
changes every day and it's changing our lives, and
technology has passed them by.

And I ask them, and I say to them, did you work
throughout these 99 weeks? And they say, I did some work
here, I did some work there, and that's about it, which
means they were working under the table at the same time
that they are collecting unemployment from the State of
Connecticut.

The cost of doing business in the state of
Connecticut, insofar as worker's comp, unemployment
compensation, energy, health care, regulation,
transportation, skilled work so forth has been unbearable
for businesses. Unbearable. I see that everyday, I live
it every day. I go to work in the morning before I come
here and many times I go back to work to check things out.

Madam Speaker, the ranking member of the Finance
Committee was talking about a company that left Waterbury
two weeks ago. The same day, the same day, a gentleman
whom I helped come to Waterbury and open his business in

Waterbury back in 2006, a company came in to make
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gluten-free products. They hired eight people to work in
Waterpury. He walked in my office to thank me and say we
are closing our doors and we are moving out. Eight
employees lost their jobs. Not only that, the gentleman,
and his wife who was working with him, bought their home
in Waterbury, actually in Representative Berger's
district. Now they have to sell their house and move out
of Waterbury. These are the issues that we are facing and
we continue to face.

Madam Speaker, I am hearing more taxes being levied
by this budget that increase the taxations by an amount
that was unheard of before, the highest ever in the history
of the state of Connecticut, and then we say we are open
for business. We cannot keep the businesses that we have.
We cannot bring businesses to Connecticut. We cannot tell
them to come to Connecticut because once they come to
Connecticut and they see the cost of doing business, A,
they will not come, and B, they will not survive.

And this is a fact that I think all of us, on both
sides of the aisle should consider before we push in the
button on voting yes on this budget. We have problems in
the state of Connecticut, and right now it is time for us
to cut spending, adopt -- a budget that is -- that is

responsible, that gives middle-class people the ability
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to survive and to live in the state of Connecticut rather
than chasing them away.

Madam Speaker, this budget is not a responsible
budget: It will be very difficult for us to explain to
our constituents that we voted in support of it. And
therefore, Madam Speaker, so far everything that I have
heard, everything that I have read, everything that I heard
from my constituents tells me that this budget is not a
budget that we can support. It is a budget that I cannot,
in good conscience, and in support of our constituents,
push my green button and vote in support of it. It is not
a responsible budget, Madam Speaker, and I urge rejection.
Thank you.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Thank you, sir.

Will you care to remark -- Representative Miner, of
the 66th, you have the floor, sir.

REP. MINER (66th):

Thank -- thank you, Madam Speaker.

Madam Speaker, if I might, a few questions to the
proponent on the bill from the expenditure side, I guess
the Chairman of the Appropriations Committee, please,
through you.

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

Thank you, Madam Speaker. First of all, let me just
say that I, too, enjoyed the process this year, working
with Representative Walker and Senator Harp. It has
certainly enlightened me and the Appropriations
Committee. The subcommittee process has been very
helpful to our members. We had a number of freshmen on
the Appropriations Committee this year, and so to the
extent that they were always welcome to participate,
always requeéting information and receiving it, I want to
personally thank Representative Walker for her efforts,
and the staff as well for helping us through the process.

The first question that I have, through you, Madam
Speaker, is that it would appear that the spending level
that we are currently in totals about $19.3 billion and
I would ask the gentlelady if I'm correct there.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Walker.
REP. WALKER (93rd):

Yes, through you, Madam Speaker. First, I want to
thank the good gentleman from Litchfield for the question.
That it -- through you, Madam Speaker, that is correct.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:
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Representative Miner.
REP. MINER (66th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. And as I understand it,
under the proposed budget, with all funds in, backing out
the lapses, it would appear to me that the -- the
expenditure level is something on the order of $19.825
billion. Is that correct also, through you, Madam
Speaker?

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Walker.
REP. WALKER (93rd):

Thank the gentleman for the question. Through you,
Madam Speaker, i§ he asking for a -- FY '12? 1If
that's -- if that is the case, then that is correct.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Miner.

REP. MINER (66th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. And yes, I -- I am asking
about FY '12. So I -- I thank you for that answer. Madam
Speaker, we heard back in January from the Governor that
this spending package proposed by him and now by the
Legislature, I'm assuming, actually cuts spending. But
the simple math of subtracting 19.39 billion, which is the

current budget that we're operating under, and the 19.825,
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I think most people at home would know we're not decreasing
spending, we actually are increasing spending. So
perhaps the gentlelady could help me, through you, explain
that as to why it is we're spending more money and talking
about having cut money, through you.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Walker.
REP. WALKER (93rd):

I thank the gentleman from Litchfield for these
questions. Through you, Madam Speaker, it is a reduction.
What we are having in the budget is a couple of addition;l
things that are -- that we have. One is the 27th péyroll
that is going to definitely -- it's going to be
approximately $127 million. Additionally, we have the
funding for GAAP accounting which we have in the
reserve -- in the budget. Beyond that, Madam Speaker, we
also have some fixed items that have also caused increages
in the budget and those are the Medicaid costs and the costs
for energy. We all know that those costs are going up --
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

I believe some people are having difficulty at this
time. Would people please take their conversations
outside. Thank you.

REP. WALKER (93rd):
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Thank you, Madam Speaker, because I could barely hear
the Representative from Litchfield.

But those are some of the items that are actually
causing some of the -- the increases in the budget. As
far as what we're looking at is the expenditures and the
things that we allocated and those things we did have
reductaions.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Miner.
REP. MINER (66th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. And so when we're
referring to the FY '12 budget, it really is an increase
in spending. I -- I do understand that there are reasons
why the Appropriations' budget and in fact the Governor's
budget spends more than we currently do, but to talk about
reductions in spending, it doesn't really work, Madam
Speaker. And so I think that's the point that I'm trying
to make. I'm not questioning whether the gentlelady and
the committee and the Governor believe that there are
expenditures which the State of Connecticut should budget
for and make. My point is that the general public hears
information like, we cut spending, and I think she has
confirmed that the numbers don't indicate that we actually

cut it. We spend more in the first year of the biennium
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and then more'again.

The next question that I have has to do with the
projected surplus, and I know back when the Governor put
his budget out in January, the revenue estimates were
entirely different than they are today. Andso if I could,
through you, was there any change, any reduction in
spending over the last couple of weeks from the
Appropriations' budget till now that would have helped to
generate the three hundred and seventy one billion-dollar
surplus that's projected in the first year, million-dollar
surplus in the first year? Through you, Madam Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Walker.

REP. WALKER (93rd):

Through you, Madam, if you just wait one second.

Through you, Madani Speaker, could you ask the
gentleman to repeat that question about the surplus
dollars? I -- I just --

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Miner.
REP. MINER (66th):

Certainly, Madam Speaker. From the time that the
Appropriations Committee voted and passed out its budget

and now, the budget seems to show a growing surplus in the
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first year of the biennium, in fact in the second year of
the biennium. I think one of the members on this side of
the aisle alluded to the fact that over the two years, the
tax and spending package, if you put them together,
presumes a billion dollars in surplus over the two years.
Some might suggest that it's a billion dollars more than
we need, and my question was that somewhere between the
Appropriations Committee meeting and now, was there a
reduction, a significant reduction in spending? Or is
this pretty much the budget the way it came out of the
Appropriations Committee?
REP. WALKER (93rd):

Through --
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Walker.
REP. WALKER (93rd):

Sorry. Sorry, Madam Speaker. Through you, one of
the things that we did do was we did increase on the -- the
hospital tax, if that is what the gentleman is referring
to. Through you, Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Miner.
REP. MINER (66th):

Thank -- thank you, Madam Speaker. My -- my question
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wasn’t whether we increased the reimbursement to
hospitals. It was whether this surplus, which continues
to grow, is partly facilitated through decreases in
spending since the Appropriations' budget came out last
week. Through you.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Walker.
REP. WALKER (93rd):

There I go, okay, sorry.

Through you, Madam Speaker, yes, there were some
changes in the budget. I apologize, I did not quite
understand. There were several different things that we
did adjust, but with the budget that we have, we are $43
million below the committee budget and -- original budget,
and $40 million in FY '13 below.

Some of the changes that we had in the budget were
the -- some things that were taken out of the budget, one
would be the hospital tax and the other would be the MM&E.
Through you, Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:
Representative Miner.
REP. MINER (66th):
Thank you, Madam Speaker. And so the gentlelady has

helped us all understand that from the time the budget came
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out till now, there was -- reduction in spending. And

perhaps to the extent that the budget -- and I'm not sure
which one wants to answer this question because I see the
Chairman of the Finance Committee here as well.

To the extent that we now have a surplus that
approached 400 million and there was an acknowledged
reduction in spending, perhaps one of them could explain
to us why there wasn't a commensurate reduction in taxation
knowing that we generally tax our residents for the
services that we anticipate providing to them. Through
you.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Well you have to pick one, Representative Miner, and
who shall it be?
REP. MINER (66th):

How about the Chairman of the Finance Committee? Why
don't we start there?
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Widlitz.
REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. If the proponent of the
question wouldn't mind restating it, I was assuming it was
going to be directed elsewhere, I'm sorry.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:
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Representative Miner.
REP. MINER (66th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker, I'd be glad to. Previously
the Chairman of the Appropriations Committee indicated to
the Chamber that there was about $43 million less in
spending in this bill that's before us, from the -- that
which passed out of the Appropriations Committee, meaning
that at the time the Appropriations Committee voted its
budget out, there was more spending in it, less in this.
And my question is, between then and now, there appears
to be a surplus in the first year of 371 million. Knowing
that we generally, just like municipalities do, or I think
most people believe we should, we assign a tax package to
a spending level. Why weren't the taxes proposed in this
budget reduced to match the spending level? Through you.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Widlitz.

REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. Through you, Madam
Speaker, first of all, there will be an amount of about
$70 million that will come off of that surplus number
to -- to provide for entering into GAAP -- GAAP accounting,
a generally accepted accounting principle. There is

money in each year of the budget that will be put toward
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that target, so that will bring it down somewhat.

Understanding Fhat this budget -- these are
estimates. These are projected estimates, revenue
estimates, so rather than commit those at this point in
time to spending them, we would prefer to leave that there.
I —- I think I mentioned earlier, you know, we're a little
concerned about going forward with the price of gasoline
right now and the impact that that might have on the
economy. It's -- it's likely that we may see a shift in
some of these other numbers that go into the revenue
projections.

So I would be more concerned about the second year
of the budget and dealing with that number, the surplus
number which is much higher, and possibly looking, as we
enter into the second year of the budget, of making
adjustments there rather than tinkering with that first
year, because it's -- we're in such an uncertain economy
right now. Through you, Madam -- I hope that's helpful,
Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:
Thank you, madam.
Representative Miner.

REP. MINER (66th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. Ahd I -- I thank
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the -- gentlelady for her answer. What I -- what I'm

trying to get across here is that there's been a period
of time, both between the time the Governor put his budget
out and the Appropriations and Finance Committees have
met, and to some degree I think people at home would have
expected that these -- these numbers would have gotten
closer, not farther apart. And because some of us
actually watch things like revenue estimates, most of us
have seen over the last four or five months, that there
has been some growth in certain sectors of our economy.
I think Representative Candelora talked about possibly
that which has gone on with the stock market.

But clearly the inheritance tax has generated revenue
that we didn't anticipate. Sales tax has generated some
revenue that we didn't anticipate. There are some losers
to be sure. But the bottom line is, the way the budget
is structured, it apﬁears to me that we are, in essence,
overtaxing people. And I -- and I understand the
gentlelady's point that we need to be careful not to set
our numbers too low because then we end up in a deficit,
and I think we've all lived through the last three or four
years in that mode.

But the bottom line is, I don't see how any of us could

argue that this tax code is going to provide us what we
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need rather than far more than what we expect. I think
most of us have seen somewhere around $400 million in
growth and revenue just since January. Now I don't know
where the -- where it stops. I'm hoping, like I think all
of you are, that the economy continues to improve, that
people go back to work instead of having an unemployment
obligation, they instead become taxpayers. But right now
the way this bill is structured, it seem to me that we have
a tax package that does not match its expenditure package.
And if I could go back to the Chairman of the Appropriations
Committee for a few questions, if I might, through you,
Madam Speaker. The gentlelady --
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

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

-- talked about the number of jobs that were removed
from the budget, and if she could take us through the budget
and tell us which agencies actually in this budget actually
lose positions, meaning full-time equivalent jobs, and
whether they might be supervisors or regular personnel.
Through you.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Walker.

REP. WALKER (93rd):
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Through you, Madam Speaker, I -- thank the gentleman
for the question. We have reduced a lot of vacant
positions and we did a lot of reductions in positions in
agencies through consolidation. As to where they are
positioned, that was not part of the discussion.

What we did was we did a reduction in the number and
the dollar amount. And for the idea of trying to determine
which one was a -- a middle-management job, or a senior
job, I could not begin to tell you exactly where they are.
So with all -- all respect, the most we could get through
our agencies was the idea that they would be eliminating
those jobs and we would be having savings. Through, you,
Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Miner.
REP. MINER (66th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. And so while the term
"lapse" is familiar to some of us in the Finance and
Appropriations Committee, it may not be to folks at home.
Is this number taken through a lapse at the end of the
budget, meaning we're not actually saying that in the
Department of Motor Vehicle we're going to recommend that
five jobs are eliminated? Or in the Department of

Children and Family, 20 jobs are eliminated? 1Is it a
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single-line lapse through the back of the budget? Through
yod, Madam Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:
Representative Walker.
REP. WALKER (93rd):

Thank you, and I thank the gentleman for the question.
There are -- very -- there are a variety of actual
vacancies, but there are actual jobs that we are
eliminating in -- in some areas.

For example, for the Commission on -- Child
Protection Lawyers, we are eliminating the top three jobs
in that agency. Excuse me, I have a cold. In some of the
other jobs -- some of the other locations, the
consolidations of some of the agencies that we talked about
in the budget, we are eliminating some specific jobs also.
But there are also additional vacant jobs that we are
eliminating. Through you, Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Miner.
REP. MINER (66th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. And so throughout the
budget, those individual jobs that may have been vacant
for some period of time -- I know under the former

administration there were a number of representations in
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the budget, through the word that I call "lapse", where
we knew -- everyone in the Legislature knew that personal
services growth was not going to be something that
government was looking to do. So in fact this budget
removes some of those vacant positions, but these are not
currently filled positions other than the one or two that
you've spoken about. Through you.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Walker.
REP. WALKER (93rd):

Again, I thank the gentleman for his question. 1
want to point out that there are -- I was also reminded
we took 24 administrative jobs from the Department of
Higher Ed also. But there are some additional jobs, for
example, we did take some vacancies in the judge positions,
in judicial, because of the fact that we were told by the
Judicial Department and by -- by OFA that these positions
were vacant and we were going to be removing some of those
also. So there -- it's a combination of all of these.
Through you, Madam Speaker. *

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Miner.
REP. MINER (66th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. BAnd, again, not so much
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as a question, but I know through sources here in the State
of Connecticut that we -- we probably have something on
the order of 80 to 100 people retire every month, out of
the 50-some-odd State employees that we have. That seems
to be a pretty consistent number, so if we could just

imagine that since this budget came out in January and now,
more people have left State employment of their own free
will than this new budget proposes to remove, I believe.

And I know that during the summer, the Commission on
Enhancing Agency Outcomes, which I think you -- you might
have -- I know you are —- were a member and participated,
looked at specific agencies and assigned numbers of where
if we took a percentage, meaning one supervisor per 10 or
12 or 14 employees, we as a commission arrived at some
conclusions. One of which was, we may have 1,950 more
supervisors in the State of Connecticut than would exist
by any matrix in the private sector, whether it be in the
health matrix, public safety, you name it.

And so, through you, why wasn't that information
folded a little more heavily into this document in terms
of trying to rebase the State of Connecticut in terms of
its employee network, consistent with that Commission on
Enhancing Agency Outcomes? Through you.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:
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Representative Walker.

REP. WALKER (93rd):

I thank the gentleman for -- for his question. I
think there -- there are two things that -- that we're
talking about. One, are the -- the retirements and the

actual vacancies. But there are some positions, and there
are some agencies that we did actually reduce in -- in
taking some of the vacant positions that would be
considered an agency that had a large percentage of -- of
middle-management employees. And one of them would be
Department of Children and Families. We -- as we looked
at some of the information that was provided to us, we
reduced positions in that agency also.

We tried very hard to get a lot of that and -- and
as the good gentleman knows, we are starting to get that
information from Core-CT. As the agencies all start to
sign on, we actually are starting to see .where the exact
middle-management position are. It is something that is
not exactly moving quickly, but it's moving a lot faster
than it did for the last three years. So I -- I hope that
within this, maybe by the next six months to nine months,
we'll have a better idea of where they are an excess of
middle-managements and we can start to -- to pull some of

those positions away as we start to see, and we look at
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more efficiencies for our agencies.

So I -- I understand the good gentleman's concern and
I understand what he is looking for, but part of it is the
fact that we are just now getting actual data from the
agencies right away that actually help us understand where
there are gaps that we can look for positions. So, through
you, Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Miner.
REP. MINER (66th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. And so is it anticipated
that those reductions would come during the second year
of the biennium? I'm -- I'm not sure I understand how that
action would occur knowing that this is a biennial budget.
Is it anticipated that the Appropriations Committee would
reconvene at some point through the fall? Or would we be
talking about that as part of next year's budget cycle?

Because I think the number, the magnitude of 1,900
people -- and, you know, I've met different labor
organizations in the state of Connecticut and that was one
of the things that they talked about, quite frankly, Madam
Speaker, is that when they try to do something for a client
or a patient, they need to run it up five levels of

supervision before they can get a sign-off to go ahead and
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do something.

So if we were going to wait another six months or nine
months, could -- could the gentlelady tell me about when
she thinks those further reductions will happen, and are
those reflected in the second year of the biennium?
Through you.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Toni Walker.
REP. WALKER (93rd):

Thank you, Madam Speaker, and thank the gentleman for
the question. I believe that we will see some reductions
in those positions, possibly through some of the
negotiations that are going to happen through the -- the
union contracts in looking at refilling some of the
positions that are going to be retiring. I think we also
are going to see more reduction as we go through the next
couple of years. But I don't -- I cannot definitively say
that we will be back here in six months to do that. I think
because we do have the opportunity on the second half of
the biennium, we will have a better understanding of those
positions. Through you, Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Craig Miner.

REP. MINER (66th):
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Thank you, Madam Speaker. If I could move just
briefly to the Department of Motor Vehicle and -- and
again, for those of us that are familiar with the budget,
we know that that's -- comes under the Transportation Fund,
and the majority of those operations are paid for through
plate sales, licenses, gas tax and so on, so that the -- the
General Operation budget isn't necessarily affected by big
moves within DMV.

But I think there are two issues that I remember,
again, from the Appropriations Committee. One was the
issue of who's going to manage the weigh stations on the
State highways. And if I could, through you, would the
gentlelady know if there's any resolution to that issue,
and is it included here in the budget? Through you.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Walker.

REP. WALKER (93rd):

Again, I thank the gentleman for the question. We
did talk about the weigh stations in the subcommittee. 1In
fact, I learned more about weigh stations than I ever
wanted to know. I didn't even know we had a portable weigh
station. I mean, port-a-potty, port-a-weigh-station. I
thought it was very interesting.

But it -- the -- the idea of eliminating the actual
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weigh stations is something that has to be discussed
because it is also part of -- one of -- a couple of the
facilities that we man with some of the State employees.
That is something that I've -- understand that they are
talking about in the last committee meeting that we had
with the Transportation. Through you, Madam Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Miner.
REP. MINER (66th):

Thank 9ou, Madam Speaker. And my limited
understanding of that one issue includes I think some
information about the fact that if the Department of Public
Safety actually is operating these, they're at a higher
wage scale and, more often than not, many of the people
that are there are put in at an overtime rate. So the
implications of this decision are pretty significant.

And is it anticipated that this -- that that issue
is included in the conversation about the billion dollars?
Or is that another number in this budget? Through you.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Walker.

REP. WALKER (93rd):
Again, I thank the gentleman for the question. I'm

not privy to what is going on in the discussions with the
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union -- the unions with the Governor. That is something

that is sealed and I do not know that, ma'am.

But I do know that the idea of reducing and changing
the management of the weigh stations was something that
was recommended by the subcommittee and it is -- being
further looked into by the Governor's Office. 1If it's in
the budget now? No, it is not, but it is something that
was done as a recommendation. Through you, Madam Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Miner.

REP. MINER (66th):

Thank you. And -- and in terms of, again staying with
DMV, I had an occasion when we were talking as a Legislature
about how the trade-in was going to be handled in terms
of the budget, and happily, I think that issue's been
resolved. But I spent a number of hours speaking with
dealers and with the dealers association, and inquired as
to whether or not they had the capacity of helping us with
registrations. And it wasn't surprising to me that they
showed an interest, that the notion of privatizing the way
we renew our registrations, whether it's for your car, your
truck, your boat, your trailer, your motorcycle, they felt
to a person could be handled at our local dealerships.

And so, through you, Madam Speaker, is there any
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contemplation, other than the limited relationship we have
with triple-A which I think is a good one, of actually
moving in that direction of privatization as the states,
I think, of Arizona and New Jersey have done? Through you.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Walker.
REP. WALKER (93rd):

Through you, Madam Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
the -- the question, and I saw the -- the good gentlelady
who was Chair of tﬁe Transportation Committee who was one
of the people who brought that as one of the suggestions
from her subcommittee. They are requesting the
Department of Motor Vehicles to look into establishing
kiosks actually in some of the city hall locations to try
and divert the -- the traffic from the DMV agencies. And
that is something that is a -- they're looking into. It
was not established as one of the reductions, but that is
one of the things that the Department of Motor Vehicle is
planning to look forward into.

I also want to say that I enjoyed going to triple-A
to get my license renewed. It was the most delightful
thing. It took me all of 10 minutes, so I -- I definitely
want to encourage the Department of Motor Vehicles to come

up with alternative placements for that. I think the
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people of -- the good people of Connecticut would

appreciate that. Through you, Madam Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Representative Miner.
REP. MINER (66th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. And I want to say, for the
record, and I've said this in committee, that my
relationship with DMV has been nothing but stellar. I
know we hear complaints about that agency and -- and to
some degree it may just be the hours of operation, it may
be the locations. I do think the agency itself has tried
to do as much as it can.

So I don't -- I wouldn't want anybody working for DMV
to think that -- that I for one believe that -- that they
don't provide good quality service because I have found
them to be very helpful to many of my constituents ‘that
have needed help every now and again.

But what I'm getting at here, ladies and gentlemen,
is that we have these opportunities in the state of
Connecticut. The average individual, if they're
fortunate enough to be working, are working on the very
same days that Motor Vehicle is open. This is just one
issue. Now the Department of Motor Vehicle knows that

there are dealers in the state of Connecticut that are open
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seven days a week. That computer 1s on seven days a week.
Wouldn't it be neat if our constituents could walk into
a dealership, the dealership actually gets people on their
property? I mean it's -- 1t's a win-win.

But we have nothing 1n the budget here to drive people
in that direction. And while I don't fault the Chairman
or anyone else in the Appropriations Committee for wanting
to follow the numbers and reach out to people in these
agencies, there is nothing in this Appropriations budget
that is new. As a constituent of mine said to me this
morning, at about 6:30 in the morning when I was at my first
job today, this is the path of least resistance; this is
not the road lessltaken.

Madam Speaker, what we have not done in this budget
is we have not looked outside the box. We have left that
to another day. We have, as a result of this expenditure
level, forced tax increases on the people of Connecticut.
It's not bad versus good, it's not people who don't care
versus those who do care. In private industry, people
have to look outside the box every day.

Now I could go through this budget in question, just
as I'm sure you folks could of ours, every single line item
in this budget. Why do we do this? What's the SID number?

Why did we start doing this? I got quite an education
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putting together our budget because we have line after line
after line that say the same thing in different agencies,
and it makes me ask why. Not that it's wrong, but it
deserves an answer.

HUSKY Outreach, Food Stamp education, I don't know
why we have them anymore. I don't know anybody who doesn't
know that HUSKY is available. I guess maybe the one
exception would be if: you got here yesterday, and that's
another point. We've done nothing to restrict what we
offer to anyone going out into the future. You can show
up here yesterday and sign up here tomorrow and that's
pretty expensive.

And by the way, if we're the only state in the union
doing that, guess what we're going to be? The only state
in the union to have that. And we may be talking about
a 3.71 million-dollar estimated surplus in the first year
now, and 6.30 in the second year, but growth, growth within
Human Services, ladies and gentlemen, is going to eat up
that surplus and it's because of our policies.

Citizens' Election Fund, I'm sure if I asked there's
still plenty of money in here for Citizens' Election Fund.
Three point five, 3.6, pick a number. The deficit is huge
and still we fund that. So the budget, while it does

include money for what we expect to provide the
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constituents of this state is in this budget, it really
doesn't send us outside the box. It doesn't make us look
at a different way of doing things such as -- and the
Chairman of the Finance Committee referenced a meeting
that she was at, I think it was at -- in Providence, and
I was there as well.

The state of Rhode Island, the state Vermont -- three
years ago I asked why we didn't get the federal government
to participate in reimbursing us for health care services
to people that were incarcerated. Many of the people we
have incarcerated suffer from alcohol and drug addiction
and mental health problems. State of Vermont, 15-bed
facilities have an application into the federal
government. They've been looking at it for a couple of
years. Where are we? Behind the curve.

The UConn arrangement with the Department of
Corrections, almost $100 million. We get back less than
one percent, ladies and gentlemen. Now do I believe we
shouldn't be providing health care to people who are
incarcerated, I absolutely do. But I know from my one
question three years ago and the work done by the
Commission on Enhancing Agency Outcomes, that there's an
opportunity there. The State of Connecticut can file an

application with the federal government and they will
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participate.

We need to be creative, but there's no reason to be
creative if we keep following these line items and staying
within the lines. Our constituents have survived, those
that are still in business, and many of them are not,
because they have looked outside the lines. Homeowners
have found different ways to keep kids in school, pay their
mortgage, we all know the stories. There is a lot of
opportunity, Madam Speaker, and I wish we would look
outside of the -- the normal realm of how we operate, both
on the Finance and Appropriations side, to look at those
opportunities. I thank both Chairmen of both the Finance
and the Appropriations Committee. Thank you, Madam
Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:

Thank you, sir.

Will you care to remark further? Representative
Cafero, you have the floor, sir.

REP. CAFERO (142nd):

Thank you, Madam Speaker. Madam Speaker, just for
the information of the caucus, I am not- speaking in
wrap-up, I'm just speaking as to the budget that's before
us. Sorrxl folks.

Budget day, 2011. I guess I've seen a lot of them.
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This is my 19th. And I can't help but reflect upon
something that used to happen every year when I servéd\uith
that incredible man, Richard Tulisano. Richard Tulisano,
at the beginning of each session used to leave a single
piece of paper on every member's desk, and it was a quote
from Edmund Burke, and the quote said, in part, your
Representative owes you, not his industry, but his
judgment. Your Representative owes you not his industry,
but his judgment.

God rest that man's soul because he did so much to
educate many of us who had the honor and privilege to serve
with him. And those words ring so true here today, because
what it says is, industry, hard work if you will, and
judgment, are two different things. One thing I will say
is I do not question the industry, the hard work of every
single member of this Chamber. And to my good friends on
the other side of the aisle, I had an opportunity to speak
privately to Representative Walker and did not get the
opportunity -- she was speaking -- to say the same to
Representative Widlitz. We might not agree on the product
that is before us, but I thank them from the bottom of my
heart for their hard work because I know how hard they
worked. I know how hard the members of my side of the aisle

worked to craft this budget.
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I've served with these people for years, many of you.
You're good, decent people. You work hard and you do
what -- we all do what we think is best for this state.
On November 2nd, all of us got elected from our respective
districts, and on January 5th we took that oath of office
on behalf of about 24,000 men, women and children in each
of our districts, to do our best to exercise our judgment
on their behalf.

On January 5th, frankly regardless of party, we
welcomed a new Governor, a very good and decent man, a very
bright man. A man who took office with an exuberance, with
an enthusiasm, and with a determination to do what he
believed was right for the state of Connecticut. And all
of us, myself included, wished him God speed, good health,
good judgment, because as I said publically, and as I said
privately, you are our Governor. We want you to succeed
because if you succeed the state of Connecticut succeeds.
And we live and love this state. We live in this state
and we love this state, some of us our entire lives.

So let's go back to that quote, that quote that said,
your Representative owes you, not just his industry, but
his judgment. How do we formulate our judgment? Well,
we formulate it from various ways. Our life experiences,

our education, our upbringing, our work experience, the
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friends we have, the people we meet, the things we hear,
the things we see, that's how we formulate our judgment.
And we hope and pray to God everyday that we exercise that
judgment for the best.

So on a day like today, when we have before us the
most important bill, the most important bill of this
session, of any session, the budget. Why is it the most
important? The obvious reasons, everything flows from
the budget. The budget tells a story about who we are as
a state, where our priorities are.

Unfortunately, a budget picks winners and losers.
It tells a story. As we contemplate how to vote on that
budget, or how to even craft the budget, if I may, my
ljudgment tells me to do so from the perspective of the
people that I represent. You see, we're -- some of us
who've certainly been here a while, we tend to know
institutions. Government is an institution. Education
is an institution. Municipalities are an institution.
Big businesses are institutions. But all of those things
are made up of people, people of all races and creeds and
colors and ages and abilities, and that's who we represent
so when we fashion our budget, it must be from their
perspective. It must be from their perspective.

We started out this session, especially those who are
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brand new to this Chamber, with a set of expectations.
Yes, we knew that our fiscal condition in this state was
in horrific shape, the worst in history. A recession that
had left people homeless and jobless and savingsless, had
people scared. And we had this great expecta?ion on
January 5th that we were going to work together to f£fix that.
Together we were going to work, because it didn't matter
about Republican or Democrat, our Governor said it,
there's no Republican ideas or Democratic ideas, there's
only good ideas, he said. And there was no one clapping
louder than this guy right here in this chair.

Our Governor said we were going to take a road less
traveled. We were going to make different kind of choices
because he appropriately and correctly said the choices
and the path that we had taken up to this point had led
us to this point and it was the wrong path. That's what
we heard. Those were the expectations. We had our
Governor talk to us about shared sacrifice, that these
are tough times, and whether it's a family or a business,
or in our case a state, together we were going to have to
make those tough choices and those sacrifices. He called
upon our collective bargaining units throughout this state
and he said, I'm going to have to ask you for sacrifice.

He said all those things that raised the expectations
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for all of us in this state. And then on February 16th,
he came out with his vision of the state in the form of
his budget, and with all due respect, that's when my

expectations were shattered because I listened to what our
Governor said, and then I saw what he did, and today as
has been described by those who have brought out this

budget, there isn't much change to what the Governor did.

There was tinkering, I heard, and small revisions and
changes. But the vision that the Governor laid out in his
budget is the vision that 1s before us right now. And we
are led to believe that there's no other choice, this is
it. If we are going to get this State on the right footing,
this is the only way we could do it.

I want to go back to how we formulate our judgment
when we are asked to vote on this budget. We do so by our
experiences, by the people we've met, by what we've seen,
by our education and our own life experience. And just
for a moment, I know each of you are always involved,
obviously involved, by virtue of you being here in the
community. Many of you grew up in that very community you
now have the privilege to represent, and I'm éure if you
close your eyes right now, in your mind's eye you could
see faces of people, men, women, children, young old, rich,

poor, middle class, handicapped, healthy, people you meet
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every day at the shopping center, the coffee shop, a church
or synagogue, the soccer field.

You know them. You know their names. You probably
saw them Sunday, maybe yesterday, maybe this morning.
Those are the people that have faith in us, and they tell
us, not just by their words -- but the way they've been
forced right now to live. They're hurting right now.
They're really hurting. They're good decent people that
don't ask for much from us. They pay their taxes, they
do what they're told. For the most part they abide by the
law. They don't ask for much, and they send us up here
to advocate for them, to fight for them, and what they've
been telling us and showing us is they just can't afford
government anymore, that we're just too big.

All these programs we hear, all these programs that
are in the thousands of pages of this document, they're
good programs. They meant well. Their history traces
back maybe 30, 40, 50, 60 years, but we've added program
after program, layer upon layer, and unfortunately we
never checked to see in many cases if it's working.

Recently we have what we call results-based
budgeting. Very simple concept, it says these things
we're paying for, are they working? 1It's a new concept,

believe it or not, relatively new, at least to this General
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Assembly. You've got to scratch your head about that.
Those people back home saying, why is that so new, it makes
such clear sense to me. You've instituted a program to
help people and you've asked me to pay for it, did it ever
occur to you to see if it's working or not?

And they hear us, year after year, take these mikes
and bring out these bills and talk about how this program
is going to help this, and this is the change, and this
is going to put our -- our state in the forefront. Ask
them if it works. Ask them if they feel that much better
about it. But they keep paying and paying and paying.

See, all those budget days that I've been here, I've
heard various people stand up and say, we got it right this
time, this is it, we adopt this tax scheme and this spending
plan, we will be on an even keel, we will no longer have
to worry anymore. This will change everything. Through
no fault of anyone, but it hasn't worked. It hasn't
worked.

Just a few years ago in 2007, we had just finished
banking our third consecutive year of a billion-dollar
. surplus. Think about that folks, three consecutive years
of a one-billion-dollar surplus. By definition, a
surplus means we took more in in taxes than we spent, $3

billion. In eight months we went from a surplus to a
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deficit and eight months later we came in, in February of
2009, with billions upon billions of dollars in deficit,
and the people we represent who -- how did it get that way?
How did it get that way? You said that we were doing it
right, that we were being fair, that things were going to
work out.

And we said, we're going to have to ask you to
sacrifice a little more. We're going to have to raise a
fee here, and a tax there. What you used to be able to
do is going to cost you a little more, but hang in there
with us, because we're going to get it right. And we go
back again and again.

On top of all that &ou had the global recession,
people losing their jobs. Those faces you could picture
in your mind's eye, how many of them said to you, I was
working 40 hours and my boss called me, has to cut back
my time. Or I had to get that second job at night because
I can't afford to pay the mortgage anymore. How many
people do you know, like I know, had to pull their kids
out of college mid-semester because they couldn't afford
the tuition anymore?

A few months back, myself and my colleague, Senator
McKinney, did a tour of small manufacturing companies.

See I -- with due respect, I have to laugh. When this
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budget was brought out we were told business is behind it.
They signed a letter, five guys, five guys signed a letter,
but what business are we talking about, because as all of
you know, 73 percent of the businesses in the state of
Connecticut have nine or less employees, 53 percent have
four or less employees. Anyone talk to them? Anyone see
how they're doing? I did.

I went to 11 manufacturing companies throughout this
state and each meeting was joined by five other
manufacturing companies. These were men and women who
were fourth and fifth generation in their business. There
was no such thing as labor and management, they were
family. They had people working for them for 30 and 40
years. They treated them like members of the family.
They would go without to make sure that the people who work
for them got their paychecks first. You know what I'm
talking about. Every one of you can identify with
somebody like that in your districts.

And I said to them, what was the hardest thing you
had to do? I said the hardest thing we had to do is to
look over a table and tell somebody who's been working for
me for 30 and 40 years, I'm sorry, Joe, you're out of work,
I can't afford to keep you anymore.

I spoke to one manufacturer in Waterbury,
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Connecticut, a fourth-generation manufacturer, he had 120
employees and 120 times he sat across a table and said,
I can't afford to keep you anymore, I've got to let you
go. When the last one left, he closed the steel gate and
had to go back to his family and tell them, I'm out of work,
I don't have a job. That's real-life stuff. That's the
kind of stuff that forms our judgment here, folks. That
forms our judgment.

I saw a fellow I went to elementary school the other
day. He's a landscaper. He had a forlorn look on his
face. I asked him what was going on. He shook his head
and he pointed to his equipment, his truck. On the back
he had a trailer filled with lawnmowers. He said, Larry,
it costs me $400 a week to fill those gas tanks so I can
bring money home for my family, 400 bucks a week. It went
up by 40 percent in two months, how am I supposed to budget
for that, Lar? How am I supposed to budget for that?

I'm not telling you anything you don't know. Go to
the dry cleaner, go to the convenience store, talk to these
men and women who have families and employees, they'll tell
you how tough it is. That's how our judgment is formed,
from knowing and representing these people.

So what does this budget say we do for them? My God,

folks, $1.8 billion in taxes, and you know, sometimes
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we -- we throw these numbers around and we get numb to them.

One point eight billion dollars in taxes. We have a
20-billion-dollar budget (inaudible) years, blah, blah.
But what does that mean to that man or woman? In this
budget what it means is when they go to buy clothes for
their kids or themselves, pajamas, underwear, sneakers,
they now have to pay a tax on that. There was zero, now
it's 6.35 percent, to put clothes on their kid's back.

Whatever money they earned from January to now with
the passage of this bill is going to be taxed 10-percent
higher. That's what we're doing.

The one weapon, one weapon that we have given to our
citizenry to fight the property taxes, and how many times
have we heard that, folks? How many speeches and
campaigns have been run on, we have too high property
taxes. We're the highest dependent on property taxes in
the nation, property taxes, property taxes, property tax.
What do we do about it? 1I'll tell you what we did. One
thing, we gave them a credit against what they own the State
on their income tax. This budget says we're going to take
40 percent of that away from you, forty percent.

So we're going to tax everything you buy at a higher
rate. We're going to put a tax on things you never paid

tax on. We're going to tax your income retroactively by
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10 percent more, and we're going to take the one tool you
had to fight property tax and we're going to reduce it by
40 percent. That's the quid, where's the pro quo? What
are they getting for it? Nothing. Nothing they didn't
have before, in fact if you listen, a little less, and we're
telling them you've got to like it. You've got to
sacrifice.

And a lot of those people said to me, wait a minute,
I have sacrificed, I had to pull my kid out of college,
I've bot to work two jobs to pay the bills. I have
sacrificed. You guys in government, what have you done
to sacrifice? And with the passage of this bill, you know
how I have to answer them? In fact, do you know how all
of us have to answer them? We didn't reduce spending, we
increased it. We increased it.

Now we can talk about, well that's actually a function
of th; -- we actually decreased 1t based on current
services projected out for a two-year period, and
basically with the hospital tax, if you add that in, it's
a -- what the hell does that mean? Last year wé spent $19.3
billion all in to run government, this year it's 19.8 and
next year it's 20.2. Hello. We increased spending.

And in this budget we have, over two years, $1 billion

of surplus, of surplus. So what do we say to that guy?
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What do I tell that landscaper buddy of mine? Suck it up,
baby. Suck it up. I realize you've got two kids in
college. I realize you're paying 400 bucks a week to keep
your equipment going. I realize that we're taking away
40 percent of your property tax. I realize that we're
increasing your income tax by a half a percent. I realize
that we're going to increase everything you buy, but suck
it up because we're spending more money. That's what
we're going to tell them, folks. 1Is that what we're going
to tell them? 1Is that our judgment today? There's a
better way.

As this afternoon goes by, this side of the aisle is
going to present our yiew. I'm not saying it's a better
view than what could possibly come up with, but I believe
with all my heart it's a better view than what we have
before us. Now you might not think so. I get that and
I respect that. But here we are on May 3rd, we don't
adjourn until June 8th. 1In our budget we don't raise a
single nickel of taxes because you see we believe that that
guy or gal out there, the little guy, they've suffered
enough. They've sacrificed enough. It's government's
turn now.

But there's a big delta, a big difference between zero

and $1.8 billion, and if we pass this budget, there's a
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lot of people out there -- remember, close your eyes and
picture their faces in your héad -- that are going to say,
I don't get it. 1Isn't there some compromise between zero
and $1.8 billion? Why was this bill you passed today
called an emergency when you have five weeks more in
session? Why did you do this before you even got the
lowdown on the union concessions? What are you doing to
us? What are we going to say to them? Your state
representative owes you not only your industry, but his
judgment, his judgment.

Ladies and gentlemen, today we have an opportunity
to exercise good judgment on behalf of the men, women, and
children we represent. I implore you to listen. I
implore you to think about what we are doing today, to close
your eyes and think of those faces of the people that you
represent, the people who share stories like the ones I
represented today. And you know them, you know them, you
see them every day. Anybody ran for office and rang a
doorbell, you've heard them all, you've heard the
heartbreaking stories.( That's who we represent and they
expect better judgment from us than to pass this bill

today. Thank you, Madam Speaker.

(Speaker Donovan in the Chair.)
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SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Thank you, Representative.

Do you care to remark further?

Representative Bill Aman.

REP. AMAN (14th):

Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker.

Following the Minority Leader is also a very
difficult especially on the subjects I will be talking
about. We have spoken all morning -- morning, now
afternoon, about the impact this budget has on people's
lives, the impact the state budget has on the individuals
of the state of Connecticut, but for most of our -- most
of our residents, or for many of our residents, the taxes
they pay to the state really are dwarfed by what they pay
on the municipal level. That for many of resideﬁts,
especially those who are on fixed income, what they pay
in property tax exceeds what they're paying on income tax,
sales tax and all the other taxes that we're talking about.
The cost of running local government is a major impact on
almost all of our residents.

And obviously, aid to the municipalities is a major
part of our budget. I personallydon't like the word "aid"

to municipalities, because I think it puts the
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municipalities as a second class citizen._ We are going
to give them aid. I don't think we're giving them aid.
I think we're sharing in revenue from the state that the
statg has maybe a more efficient way of collecting money
and putting it over to the towns. Even myself starts to
say, give it to the towns. We're not giving it to the

towns. We're sharing some of the persons of the state of
Copnecticut their money with -- with the towns that I think
can spend it on a much more efficient basis.

Through you, Mr. Speaker, I do have a couple of
questions. I think the first ones will probably be to the
chairman of the Finance Committee.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

To Representative Widlitz. Please proceed, sir.
REP. AMAN (14th):

Yes, under the budget, as it is being presented and
going to be voted on, it's my understanding that the total
funding to the municipalities is going to stay either
exactly thé same or very similar to last year, whether it
be a total of education funding, town road aid, STEEP, or
the other various forms of payments to the town. Are they
pretty similar to what they have received in prior years?
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Widlitz.
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REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Through you -- oh, you okay -- Mr. Speaker --
REP. AMAN (14th):

I think, Mr. Speaker, that may have been better
directed to the Appropriation chair, but either one, I
would ke fine with the answer.

REP. WIDLITZ (98th):

Well, I would be happy to yield the microﬁhone to the
chair of the Appropriations Committee.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

All right. All right. I guess you threw me off.
You said you were going to throw it to the Finance, so
I'1l --

REP. AMAN (14th):

I'll definitely go it to the Appropriations.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Why don't you -- Representative Walker.

Maybe you could repeat your question.

REP. AMAN (14th):

Yes, looking at -- and this would be the spending part
of the budget -- is the compared to the fiscal year we're
in now, the amount of money that's being shared with the
municipalities if you take the education, town road aid,

STEEP, PILOT and the rest of them, in the aggregate, they
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are the same as the current fiscal year that we're in.
Through you, Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:
Representative Walker.
REP. WALKER (93rd):

Through you, Mr. Speaker, to the gentleman from South
Windsor, in the FY'12, we are $42 million more and in FY'13,
we are $6.8 million more. And I thank the gentleman for
his question. Through you, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Aman.
REP. AMAN (14th):

Yes, through you, Mr. Speaker, would you say which
accounts those additional funds are located in. Through
you, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Walker.
REP. WALKER (93rd):

Here they are. Sorry, Mr. Speaker. 1I've got too
much paper up here. This is a lot of paper.

Through you, Mr. Speaker, to the gentleman from South
Windsor, the revenues -- the grants and revenues to the
towns include the PILOT, the -- let me get the rest of them.

Excuse me just one second -- the PILOT MM&E -- I don't have
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the rest of them -- they -- they -- through you, Mr.

Speaker, they include the PILOT, College and Hospitals,
the Pequot Fund, and the Town Aid Road. Through you, Mr.
Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Aman.
REP. AMAN (1l4th):

I, thank you. I think that probably leads to what
I will be talking about in a little while is that we are
talking a total of $42 million. It's that difficult to
figure out where it is coming from and against and 18 to
19 billion dollar budget, it's a very, very small part of
it. We élso have the real estate conveyance tax that is
being raised at a fair amount and also the sales tax, and
again; it's been discussed at some points that that's going
to the municipalities, but it is, but it's very indirect.
It's going through some other regional organizations and
how it is going to actually filter down to the property
tax level, I'm not really sure.

But I think it is a fair summation that the
municipalities this year are going to have a lot more than
$42 million of cost increases, just as we are looking at
the increased in medical costs, the increase in fuel cost,

the increases in other things that they cannot have very
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much control. They're looking at an increase to the
electrical costs as we are driving up the cost of
electricity within the state of Connecticut. All of
those, I think, are going to total up much more than that.

At the same time, I do understand that the state of
state of Connecticut is in a position of financially very,
very difficult for us to have increased funding to
municipalities. We have a very large deficit and a very
major problem, but what I, unfortunately, don't see is
turning the municipalities and saying, we can't help you
out financially this year. It is just -- the money is not
there. I think all of the municipalities would understand
that, but we're not responding either to their needs by
saying, okay, we understand that we can't give you any more
money, but we can give you some sort of mandate relief.
And for the last many years I've been on the Planning and
Development Committee, and each year we talk about the
mandates and what we can do and what we can not do,
unfortunately, at the end, we have passed very, very few
mandates that have saved money. The amount of mandates
that we have released has been just a token amount to the
cost.

Obviously, the big ones that the municipalities

always come to us, binding arbitration, prevailing wage,
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even raising the age, have not come in front of this
Legislature this year, and I don't think that they will.
Those are big money items that the towns have asked for
and for a variety of reasons, this General Assembly has
not been willing to take them up. We've also, as far the
school systems go, we have had requests from the
superintendents to redo things such as the in-school
suspension and the service days, the service days that each
of the teachers are required to take. We've been asked,
can you waive those in-service days, the requirements,
postpone some of the continuing education until we get
through this couple of years. We're not talking about it.
We won't even take up something like newspaper
advertising, because we don't want to offend the
newspapers. We don't want to cost them any money so we
continue to have our municipalities spend thousands and
thousands of dollars on ads that most people are saying
wedon't know if téchnology has passed it by, if these still
are servicing our people very much. Those are some of the
hard ones that are big money, but at the same time, we won't
even take on the mandates that the municipalities are
talking about that are really minor and aggravating. We
won't take out and say that they don't have to use standard

ink anymore for their public records. We won't tell them
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anymore that they don't need to use loose-leaf binders for
public records. We do tell them, however, that the flags
in their rooms have to be made out of silk. God help us
if have allowed to have a cotton or polyester flag put up.

We must require a whole variety of weekly reports
without going back and saying to them, are you actually
reading them? Does anyone care? We haven't taken up the
subject of fines that the municipalities are allowed when
someone violates a local ordinance. We're saying $99 on
most things is the most you can collect. Well, for most
municipalities, $99, it's not worth the time and effort
to have a police officer fill out a citation or a town
official f£ill out a citation, go through the hassles and
collect the paperwork to try to collect it. So for many
of us, the ordinances that our towns pass, because the
State has limited the amount of fines that they may
collect, are not there. I wouldn't mandated it on our
municipalities, but I definitely think the word "may"
should be in there so they can decide what fits their needs
best.

Anybody looking at what the results have been this
past year has definitely seen it. The pressure is
definitely on the municipalities. The voters are

speaking and they're speaking hard. All you have to do
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look at the number of referendums that are being defeated,
the number of town budgets that are being rejected,

the -- anytime the taxpayer has had a choice in the past
year, they've pretty much said, we don't want to spend the
money. It may be a good idea, but we don't have the money
to do it.

So we have got to somehow turn to them and say, yes,
we are listening, we can do it. Right now, we're saying
to the municipalities raise your taxes. We can't help you
financially. We also can't help you through mandate
relief. You're on your own. And I think this budget does
not address the problems of the municipalities and this
Legislature has not responded to what the budget is going
to have to do by responding in the mandates. I think it
is a very unfair thing that we are doing to our town and
cities.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:
Thank you, Representative.
Representative Lavielle.
REP. LAVIELLE (143rd):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Good evening.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Good evening, Madam.
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REP. LAVIELLE (143rd):

I rise to oppose this budget, and I rise to do so on
behalf of the many, many countless constituents in my
district who have written and spoken to me to tell me how
concerned they are, how frightened they are for their
future, and that they are ready to leave Connecticut if
they could just sell their house. And they're using words
like scared, desperate, hopeless. They go pretty far,
because they're really worried. And these people who have
had a tough time in the last three or four years.

I represent part of a city and I represent a white
collar town. It is a white collar town that if the trains
worked a little better, you might even say it was sort of
a suburb of New York, and in that white collar town in the
last three or four years, the food pantry has been doing
a bang-up business, becéuse people aren't doing very well.
Some of them have been 1living paycheck to paycheck, if they
had a paycheck. Others haven't had a job in 18 months,
two years, maybe they won't ever work again they think.
They don't know how they'll pay their college tuition for
their kids; how they'll pay their mortgage; how they'll
put gas in their car; how those of them who are small
business owners, and there are quite a few, will keep their

businesses open and pay the employees they've actually
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managed to keep.

We've talked about that situation a lot at length in
the Appropriations Committee. I don't think anyone in
here would deny that the situation has been tough for folks
in Connecticut, and during that time, by the way, since
2009, they've been having to deal with, what was at the
time, the largest tax increase in Connecticut's history,
$1.5 billion voted in on Augqust 31, 2009. And so these
people have told me that they've sacrificed enough. They
don't want to hear about sacrifice anymore no matter what
kind of sacrifice it is. And yet, this budget is telling
them they have to sacrifice more. They don't care if the
sacrifice is shared, they just want it to stop. They want
government to help them catch their breathe and get their
feet back on the ground so they can get to work and plan
for the future. And you know, isn't that the government's
job té begin with. To help people, to serve them, to
protect them, to get things out of their way so that they
have opportunities to work hard to proper and incentives
to excel.

So what does this budget do for them? This is their
government making a budget so they can have something done
for them. Well, it asks them to pay $1.8 billion in taxes

next year and for what? Well a billion dollars of that
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we understand is surplus. Okay. Well, what else? It
taxes them on almost anything that they buy, and we've
heard about that already, clothes and shoes under $50,
nonprescription drugs, electricity, cars, entertainment,
the sales tax, new income taxes, escalating gasoline taxes
through gross receipt tax, the reduction in the property
tax exemption, internet sales, luxury goods -- and by the
way, that<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>