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Thank you, Mr. Speake~, I move this bill be 

referred to the Finance Committee. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

The question is on referring this bill to the 

Finance Committee. Is there objection? Is there 

objection? So ordered. 

The Chamber will stand at ease. 

(CHAMBER AT EASE.) 

The House will please come back to order. Will 

the Clerk please call Calendar Number 248. 

THE CLERK: 

On Page 43 of the Calendar, House Calendar 248, 

Favorable Report of the Joint Standing Committee on 

Finance, Revenue and Bonding, Substitute House Bill 

6495 AN ACT CONCERNING REVISIONS TO THE MOTOR VEHICLE 

STATUTES. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, I move for 

acceptance of the Joint Committee's Favorable Report 

and passage of the bill. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

005701 



•• 

• 

pat/gbr 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

352 
May 22, 2013 

The question is on acceptance of the Joint 

Committee's Favorable Report and passage of the bill. 

Will you remark, sir? 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, the Clerk 

is in possession of amendment Number LCO 7655. I would 

ask the Clerk to please call the amendment and I be 

granted leave of the Chamber to summarize. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Will the Clerk please LCO 7655, which will be 

designated House Amendment "A". 

THE CLERK: 

Mr. Speaker, House Amendment "A", LCO 7655 

introduced by Representative Candelaria and Senator 

Looney et al. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

The gentleman seeks leave of the Chamber to 

summarize. Is there objection? Is there objection? 

Seeing none, you may proceed with summarization, sir. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, we have 

approximately 120,000 undocumented immigrants residing 

in the State of Connecticut, of which approximately 
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54,000 may be driving our city and state roads 

without a driver's license, insurance or registration. 

The main concern is that they're driving without 

the proper qualifications and skill standards that 

make us all safer when we travel our state roads. 

According to California DMV study, drivers 

without a valid driver's license are nearly three 

times more likely to cause an accident. 

Mr. Speaker, what this Amendment is trying to 

accomplish is to grant under certain conditions 

driver's license to undocumented immigrants that 

reside in the State of Connecticut. This will 

guarantee safer roads, reduction to an already 

overburdened law enforcement and judicial system. 

Mr. Speaker, on a cold, wet night in March, the 

Transportation Committee held a public hearing in the 

City of New Haven. That drew crowds throughout the 

State of Connecticut in approximation of 2,000 or 

more. That filled Wilbur Cross High School to 

capacity. 

We had to open the cafeteria. That wasn't 
( 

enough. We had to open the gymnasium, filled to 

capacity. The auditorium, you can't fit any more, and 

in that auditorium you could actually fit 600 people. 
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People that took the time off from work to 

testify for three minutes, three minutes, on how 

receiving a driver's license would improve their 

lives. There were testimonies about how they take 

their children to school and they're so afraid, so 

afraid to cause an accident just because a police 

officer happened to pass them by. 

These children are being taught in our school 

system, these children, U.S. citizens. There was a 

testimony from one of the children that spoke about 

how he was so afraid for his mother, how he was so 

afraid that his mom was driving without a driver's 

license and if she were caught, that may start 

probably a proceeding where she might be deported and 

he would stay homeless with no one to look after him. 

I know when we founded this country, I think we 

founded this country on great principles, and I know 

fear was not one of them. And you heard thousands of 

stories about different situations of how they're here 

to do a better living, how they need to drive to get 

to work. 

They understand that they're currently breaking 

the law by driving without a driver's license. They 

understand that. But they have to take the risk. 
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These are not the individuals that are priority 

when we talk about immigration. They're our low 

priority. These are just citizens that come to the 

United States for the American dream, to succeed, to 

ensure that their child has a better education. 

For no other reason, they come to this country 

and this country is so welcoming. 

Mr. Speaker, by passing or adopting this 

Amendment, we are guaranteeing those families and that 

child that was trembling, testifying for the first 

time in front of hundreds of people that he doesn't 

need to be afraid anymore because you know what? 

We're going to do the right thing. We're going to 

ensure that we provide your mother a driver's license, 

a driver's license that's for driving purposes only. 

That's what we're doing. 

We might call them undocumented, but they have 

documents. We might say that they're here illegally, 

they should leave, and that could be a true statement. 

But the irony of the fact is, our federal government 

issues (inaudible) numbers to ensure that every 

resident in the United States complies with our taxing 

laws, so we are receiving, they are contributing to 
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our economy, our economy that's facing a large 

deficit, but they are true contributors. 

Nut people don't talk about that. No, we don't 

say that. And yet, we are having some concerns with 

ensuring that we adopt something that's going to 

benefit me, it's going to benefit you, Mr. Speaker, 

it's going to benefit everybody in this room and every 

resident of the state because you know what? The next 

time you see a car passing you by, you know that that 

individual has a driver's license, that that vehicle 

is registered and insured. If they cause an accident 

you're going to ensure that you're going to be taken 

care of. There's the guarantee. 

I'm not saying that everybody's going to get a 

driver's license right away and that's going to 

happen, but at least we're ensuring by being 

responsible Legislators that we're going to ensure 

that every driver on our roads is going to have a 

driver's license. 

Mr. Speaker, I move its adoption. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Thank you, sir. The question before the Chamber 

is adoption of House Amendment "A". Would you care to 
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remark? Would you care to remark further? 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Ladies and gentlemen of 

the Chamber, a week ago today I started my morning as 

I often do and have for the past 20 years. I've 

shared with this Chamber that like all of us, we wear 

many hats in our lives and one of the hats that I have 

worn for the past 20 years lS that of Expulsion 

Officer of the City of Norwalk. Over 20 years, I've 

done literally thousands of expulsion hearings. 

I call it my graduate education in life. I've 

seen all kinds of kids and heard all kinds of cases. 

And last Wednesday, I had a young man in front of me, 

14 years of age. He was there for, in the scheme of 

what I do, a relatively minor offense, and like I 

typically do, I obviously go through the fact pattern 

as presented to me but then I try to understand the 

student that's before me, because as I always explain 

in these expulsion hearings, yes, part of it is to 

dole out a consequence for an action. 

But the other part is to do what's in the best 

interest of the student that's before you. These are 

kids, and this particular kid was 14 years of age. 
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So I had to learn a little about this young man 

and he sat there with his mother and he told me his 

story. He came to this country illegally at the age 

of five years old. He crossed the border, he said, 

and as he said those words, he was a good-looking kid, 

and I was looking at this kid's face and picturing him 

nine years earlier at the age of five, holding his 

mother's hand as they took that huge risk, that life-

changing move and crossed the border into the United 

States of America. 

And I thought to myself, here's a five-year-old 

kid. What was he thinking at that time? Five-year-

old kids want to play and are curious. They're close 

to their mom and dad and siblings if they have them. 

They're full of wonder and wide-eyed innocence. 

And this five-year-old boy had no more control of 

where he was going, or why he was going than an 

infant. And he spent the last nine years in the 

United States of America, and his family found 

themselves all the way to Norwalk, Connecticut. 

He told me his mother was a dish washer in a 

restaurant, not one, but three. They lived in a small 

apartment in Norwalk and when I tried to find out 

about the background of this young man, he had a 
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perfect attendance record. He had absolutely no prior 

disciplinary record, not a detention, not a cuss word, 

not a fight, nothing but for the incident, the minor 

incident for which he was before me. 

He had a 4.0 average. On his standardized tests 

he was off the charts. He had a bright future. And 

as I'm interviewing him and talking with him, I 

realize the difficulties he's going to have in life 

because through no choice of his own, through no fault 

of his own, he came into this country illegally. 

He was 14 years old and in two years, like most 

of his peers, I'm sure he'd want to drive and hopes of 

going to school, of getting a job, of going on to 

college, living a normal and productive life. And if 

you saw this kid and if you heard this kid, and you 

saw his background, man, he's going to be a star. 

And I'm thinking to myself, will it hold him back 

because of circumstances that were beyond his control 

and I thought to myself, if this kid who probably 

wants nothing more than to be a United States citizen, 

where's the process for him? Does he have that clear 

pathway? What does he think if he ever was to get 

behind the wheel of a car? Will he have the security 

that he's not breaking the law, this kid who was never 
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absent, never tardy, who was obvious to me followed 

the rules? 

What would it be like if he got hurt and had to 

have medical care? What would he be thinking? Who's 

going to pay for it? Would he be scared every time he 

passed a cop or broke a traffic law that maybe he'd be 

sent somewhere, and I realize that obviously this poor 

young man, beautiful young man was not a~one. 

As the good Representative that brought out the 

bill said, we have tens of thousands of people that 

are in a similar situation, many of whom came to this 

country in that manner with absolutely no say in the 

matter. They came holding their parent or relative's 

hand, crossing a border they didn't even know existed. 

And I tell you that story because I agree with 

the good Representative, that regardless of what your 

position is on this issue, people of that background 

and status exist in this country. They exist in this 

state. They grow up. They get jobs. They get 

identification in many different ways. They go to 

school. They drive automobiles, and they do so at 

great risk, legal and otherwise to themselves and 

their family and at great risk to others who they 

share those roads with as well. 
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So at the beginning of this Session, when there 

was talk of a bill that would address that issue, I 

wanted to be a part of that discussion. 
' 

Now, just to prove that thls is not a Republican 

or Democratic issue, I will concede that I am speaking 

first on this bill as opposed to wrap up of this bill, 

because there are differences of opinion on this side 

of the aisle as there are on that side of the aisle. 

Good, well documented, healthy, sincere differences of 

opinion. 

But I would also say to you as you know on this 

side of the aisle and on that side of the aisle, there 

are people that realize or believe this to be an issue 

that needs to be addressed, and we here in this room 

are in the unique circumstance to be Legislato~s who 

study and deliberate on issues and debate those issues 

and decide on those issues. 

And ultimately, for the purpose of putting a new 

chapter in that story of Connecticut, those blue 

books, those statutes. And usually that bill starts 

out as a bill and it has a public hearing and usually 

gets out of committee, goes through the committees of 

cognizance and comes before us. 

005711 



• 

• 

• 

pat/gbr 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

362 
May 22, 2013 

Whether for good or for bad, the journey of the 

bill that's before us, and let me be specific as to 

what I mean by the bill that's before us. The 

language that is before us, not the title of the bill 

that's before us, that journey was very different than 

most other bills. 

As those of you who have taken the time to read 

the substance of the bill, you realize that it has 

many different aspects to it, financial aspects, 

obviously transportation issues, maybe some Judiciary 

issues, et cetera, financial issues, appropriations 

issues . 

The language of the bill that's before us did not 

get the qenefit of being vetted through all those 

committees. It only came before one of those 

committees, Transportation. It had that public 

hearing referred to by the good Representative. For 

good or for bad, it never went further. 

And yet -today we find ourselves at 10:30 p.m. 

with this bill before us to make a decision, and I've 

got to tell you, and I say this with respect, I'm 

angry at that. I'm angry at that. I wanted to be a 

part of this process. I wanted to learn more about 

this. I wanted to do justice to the people that I 
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hoped it would benefit, and I realize I might be 

certainly not joined unanimously in that sentiment. 

So I'm talking about Larry Cafero. That's why I 

want. And yet, I'm being asked at this moment to make 

a decision that to the greatest extent of what we do 

here in this Chamber is irrevocable. 

Because if this bill passes, it is my 

understanding that on January of 2015, people who are 

undocumented residents will have the legal right to 

get a driver's license for the purposes of driving. 

Now, maybe that's a good thing. Maybe it's not 

such a good thing. Maybe it could be done sooner, 

maybe later, maybe better. And in order to make those 

decisions I presume, you like me, want to learn as 

much as we can about this, and I feel like we were 

deprived of that opportunity. 

Now let me be quite candid with regard to the 

conversations that went on. The good Representative 

who has championed this cause came to visit me in my 

office. We had a very great conversation, and I 

shared with him my interest and my intrigue with the 

concept. I shared with him my issues. I shared with 

him certain things that I felt should be a part of 
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this bill. And to his credit, he took copious notes 

and many of those things are included. 

I had conversations with the Speaker with regard 

to my feelings on this bill and as he usually does, he 

listened carefully and was respectful of those 

opinions. 

Our Ranking Member on this side of the aisle in 

the Transportation Committee was engaged in 

conversations both through the committee process and 

most recently with regard to this bill. 

Unfortunately, when the bill was put together and 

the words were decided upon, when the bill was drafted 

and negotiated if you will, or debated, it was done 

without us. And yet, today, we were told that we're 

going to vote on this. 

During the course of the last month I happened to 

bump into one of the advocates from the group of 

CONNECT, a wonderful gentleman who hails from my home 

town, a Roman Catholic priest, and he was very happy 

and excited about the fact that the process of this 

bill was moving along. 

And he said, you know, I hope I can count on your 

support and I said, you know what, Father, and I 

realize this certainly isn't your business, meaning 
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his profession, and you might be new to it and you're 

doing it from the heart, and I appreciate that. 

But I said, imagine if I said to you, that I've 

been behind closed doors negotiating something. I've 

kept you in mind. You don't know what's in it. You 

don't know the words, the clauses. I kept what you 

said to me in mind and when I emerge it will be a 

document for which you have no say in, no reasonable 

expectation of an amendment, and I'm going to say, 

make this a bipartisan bill, vote for it. 

I said, can you kind of understand how that, 

especially on an issue like this. This isn't a budget 

issue. It's not those typical partisan issues. This 

is about our society. Can you understand how I and my 

party would feel cut out? 

And I said, you know what to me is the biggest 

injustice of that, is that these very people who in my 

opinion I want to help, who in many cases are living 

in the shadows of our society, who feel stigmatized 

and scared and drive at 40 miles an hour for God 

forbid the possibility of being pulled over and God 

knows in their mind what might happen to.them. 

To miss out on the opportunity to bring all of 

the Legislature, potentially a majority of the 
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citizens of Connecticut to understand their plight, to 

not polarize the issue, to not make these people feel 

more isolated than they might already feel. We've 

lost that opportunity and we didn't have to. We 

didn't have to. 

We could have done this together. We could have 

done it and made a decision, an informed decision. 

So with your permission, Mr. Speaker, I have a 

few questions to the proponent of the bill. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Please proceed, sir. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. To the Representative, 

through you, Mr. Speaker, I would ask that, was I 

correct? Is one of the results of the passage of this 

bill that on January 1, 2015 a person who heretofore 

was not able to be able to get a driver's license, a 

person that has no social security number, a person 

who we referred to as an undocumented resident, would 

they now be able, if this bill were to pass, under 

certain conditions, which I'm sure we'll go over, be 

able to get that license? 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. Madam Speaker . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 
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Through you, Madam Speaker, I thank the gentleman 

for his question, and the answer to that is yes. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. And through you, Madam 

Speaker, I'm interested to know what it will take for 

that gentleman or gentlewoman of 16 years of age to be 

able to qualify for that? 

So, I'm looking over the bill and I start at Line 

5 and it says, one of the things they're going to have 

these individuals will have to do is produce primary 

proof of identity. Is that correct? Through you, 

Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, that is correct. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Cafero . 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 
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Thank you, Madam Speaker. And in the bill it 

defines what that could be, and one of the things is a 

valid foreign passport issued by an applicant's 

country of citizenship that is unexpired or expired 

for less than three years before the application. 

The second thing is a valid unexpired consular 

identification document and thirdly, or a consular 

report of an applicant's birth in a foreign country. 

Are those three things primary proof of identity? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria . 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, the gentleman is 

correct. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker, and I know in all sorts 

of aspects of our society we're always fearful of 

fraud or other shenanigans, if you will, with 

identification. 

Is there any requirement that any of these forms 

of identification need to be notarized or what form 
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they might be? Would a photocopy do? Is, what 

,, 
determines the validity of this foreign passport? Do 

you have any information you could share with us with 

regard to those items requested in that paragraph? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, within Lines 5 

through 12, those documents have to be official 

documents issued by the applicant's country of 

citizenship . 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

And thank you. Through you, Madam Speaker, and 

with all due respect, where is the reference to what 

would be considered "official"? Through you, Madam 

Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 
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Through you, Madam Speaker, if we go to Line 7, 

valid would classify as an official document. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, and I'm certainly not 

trying to be facetious or a pain in the neck, but 

validity, how do we judge validity and is that set out 

either in statute elsewhere or certainly within this 

document? A valid, unexpired consular's 

identification document issued by the applicant's 

country of citizenship. 

Could it be a photocopy thereof? Does it have to 

be a notarized copy, a certified copy? The words that 

we usually attribute to validation of a document do 

not seem to be present here. Is there a reason or am 

I reading that wrong? Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker. If we interpret 

validity of the foreign document, it will have to be a 

document that is an official document, a valid, valid 
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document that's issued by that individual's country of 

citizenship and that will be a way of us establishing 

that is a valid document. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Thank you. Through you, Madam Speaker, and I 

won't pursue that line of questioning any more, and 

with due respect to the good gentleman, however, there 

is an issue. 

We talk about validity of a document but w~ don't 

define what validity is. We don't say it needs a 

seal. We don't say it needs to be certified. We 

don't say it needs to be notarized. We use the word 

valid, whatever that might mean. 

The bill goes on to say they need secondary, a 

second proof of identity. And once again, we talk 

about a valid, unexpired motor vehicle operator's 

license with security features issued by another state 

or country, a valid foreign voter registration card, a 

certified copy of a marriage certificate, a school 

transcript, or a baptismal certificate or any similar 

document. 
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We then talk about residency. I guess it's a 

two-pronged test. Through you, Madam Speaker, is it 

true that with this document we require you to prove 

who you say you are, identity, and then we need you to 

prove residency. Is that correct? Through you, Madam 

Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, the gentleman is 

correct. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Thank you. Through you, Madam Speaker, for how 

long do you need to be a resident of the State of 

Connecticut for you to get, if this bill were to pass, 

a driver's license for driving purposes only? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, residency will be the 

current statutes that we have for everyone that 
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applies for a driver's license who happens to be a 

citizen or a legal permanent resident in the state. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

And what is that time period? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

It is my understanding, through you, Madam 

Speaker, that is 90 days. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. So in other words, a 

person needs to prove that they were a resident of 

Connecticut no more than 90 days, regardless of where 

they lived 91 days ago, whether that was in another 

country, whether that was in another state. Ninety 

days is enough time to prove their residency and 

qualify them for the privileges afforded them in this 

bill? Is that correct? 
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Through you, Madam Speaker, they will have to 

prove residency and provide a piece of mail or 

electronic mail that is not earlier than 90 days 

before they apply for a motor vehicle operator's 

license. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Cafero . 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, so long as this bill 

or proof of identity is more than 90 days old, and 

it's electronic or otherwise, and it's either like a 

bill from a bank, a mortgage company, your electric 

bill, credit card statement, you're in. You qualify. 

Is that correct? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 
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Through you, Madam Speaker, the gentleman is 

correct. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

And through you, Madam Speaker, how many forms of 

proof of residency does one need in order to satisfy 

that requirement? Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, one piece of mail or 

electronic mail. Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Okay. So far I understand that an individual 

needs to prove their identity by some sort of valid 

document, and we do not in the bill define what the 

validity of that document could be. 

They have to secondarily prove their identity by 

another kind of document, a valid document, the 

validity of which we do not define . 
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And then they have to prove they've lived in 

Connecticut for no less than 90 days and they could 

prove that by one piece of electronic mail that could 

be something as simple as a light bill. 

I want to step back a bit to understand, as I 

think we all should, the universe of people that we're 

talking about, at least knowing that universe changes 

at any given moment in time. 

Let's take this snapshot in time. I believe you 

indicated, the good gentleman indicated when he 

brought out the bill, that we're talking about 

approximately 120,000 people that may be affected by 

this bill. Is that correct? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, the gentleman is 

correct. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

And through you, Madam Speaker, if I may ask the 

good gentleman, the source of that data. 
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If the gentleman will give me one second, please, 

through you, Madam Speaker. 

Through you, Madam Speaker, Connecticut Pew 

Research Hispanic Center. Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

And through you, Madam Speaker, and I ask this 

question with the utmost respect. Given the fact 

obviously we're talking about undocumented residents, 

how do we count or take into account the number of 

undocumented residents if I presume, well, I don't 

know this. Do they appear on a census? How do we 

know for instance, if it's not 40,000 versus 120,000, 

versus 220,000? How do we know this number other than 

that what you're referring to. Is it a way that they 

calculate it? Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria . 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 
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Through you, Madam Speaker, I'm not sure what 

method the Connecticut Pew Research Hispanic secretary 

used to come up with that figure. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Thank you. Through you, Madam Speaker, would it 

be possible that the number of people who qualify for 

this bill could be 200,000? Through you, Madam 

Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, it's very hard to 

determine. Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Thank you. Through you, Madam Speaker. Is the 

number 120,000 as given by the document you had, is 

that the total amount of undocumented residents, or is 

that the total amount of undocumented residents that 

would be eligible for this bill, meaning that they 

005728 



• 

• 

• 

pat/gbr 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

379 
May 22, 2013 

would be 16 years or over upon passage? Through you, 

Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, that would be the 

total of the undocumented population residing in this 

state. 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Thank you. Through you, Madam Speaker, do we 

have any idea of how many of the 120,000 undocumented 

residents of the State of Connecticut would be 

eligible upon the passage of this bill to avail 

themselves of this driver's license? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, it's approximately 54,000. 

Through you, Madam Speaker . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 
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Thank you. Through you, Madam Speaker. Once 

again I ask this question with the utmost respect, 

120,000 is sort of a round number, 54,000 a little 

more specific. I'm wondering where we come up with 

that figure? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, that information, it 

is according to the Yale Law School, Jerome L. 

Franklin Legal Services Organization. They estimated 

the 54,000 undocumented immigrant drivers in the State 

of Connecticut. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Thank you. Through you, Madam Speaker, and I 

don't expect the good gentleman to recite any formula 

that they might have used, but just, how did they, is 

there indication of how they come about that number? 
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Through you, Madam Speaker, I haven't been privy 

to what formula they utilized to come up with this 

figure. 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Thank you. Through you, Madam Speaker, is there 

a possibility that number could be lower than what is 

in actuality or higher than what's in actuality by 

20,000, 30,000 people? Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

My assumption is that the gentleman can be 

correct. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 
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Thank you. Through you, Madam Speaker, it's my 

understanding that any individual who's once proven 

their identity in accordance with the bill and then 

their residency, also needs to undergo some sort of 

check of their background. Is that correct? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th) : 

Through you, Madam Speaker, the gentleman is 

correct. Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Thank you. Through you, Madam Speaker, it's my 

understanding that this check, unlike say the 

background checks we have when we buy guns as we 

recently discussed, is what they call a Judicial 

System check, meaning they just check the Connecticut 

courts to see if the particular applicant has criminal 

cases pending in any of those courts. Is that 

correct? 

Through you, Madam Speaker . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

005732 



• 

• 

• 

pat/gbr 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Representative Candelaria . 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

383 
May 22, 2013 

Through you, Madam Speake~, the gentleman is 

correct. It will be the electronic criminal record 

system maintained on the Internet website by the 

Judicial Department. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Thank you. Through you, Madam Speaker, 

hypothetically, does that mean that if an individual 

has committed a felony in the State of New York and 

finds themselves in Connecticut for 90 days and wants 

to avail themselves of this particular bill, that 

though they would proof of citizenship, excuse me, 

proof of identity, proof of residency for those 90 

days, they would subject themselves to a background 

check that by definition would not include the felony 

conviction in New York, would they be eligible for a 

driver's license under this bill? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria . 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 
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Through you, Madam Speaker, this will only verify 

felonies within the State of Connecticut. Through 

you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Thank you. So through you, Madam Speaker, it is 

certainly possible that an applicant recipient of a 

Connecticut driver's license, despite the verbiage in 

this bill, could have been convicted of a felony in 

the State of New York, Rhode Island, Massachusetts, 

and still come to Connecticut, be here for 90 days and 

be eligible for a license with regard to the 

background check he or she would have to subject 

themselves. Is that correct? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, the gentleman is 

correct. Currently, any individual that has a felony, 

even within the State of Connecticut can apply for a 

driver's license based on our current laws . 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 
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Thank you. Through you, Madam Speaker, it's my 

understanding, however, that if in fact we find that 

the applicant has been convicted of a felony in 

Connecticut, they would be denied the right to have a 

license. 

Is that correct? Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, the gentleman is 

correct. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Thank you. So my understanding is that if you've 

committed a felony in Connecticut, this bill 

determines that you shall not get a license. But if 

you committed a felony in New York, you could come to 

Connecticut and get a license. 

If you committed a felony in Massachusetts, you 

could come to Connecticut and get a license. 
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If you committed a felony in Rhode Island, you 

could come to Connecticut and get a license. 

If you committed a felony in Rhode Island and 

Massachusetts and New York, you could come to 

Connecticut and get a license. 

I didn't know that until just now. 

Through you, Madam Speaker, it's my understanding 

that we are requiring, and this is something that was 

very important to me, that we are requiring that when 

the i~dividual applies for this license applies, he or 

she will sign an affidavit that they've also applied 

for legal status in this country and will pursue all 

the necessary steps to obtain said legal status. Is 

that correct? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

I 
DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, the gentleman is 

correct. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 
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And through you, Madam Speaker, but for the 

initial signing of that affidavit at the time of 

applying for this license, is there any subsequent 

verification that the individual has in fact pursued 

legal status in the State of Connecticut? Through 

you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, there's no provision 

in the bill to verify that. Through you, Madam 

Speaker . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. Up until now, I didn't 

know that. 

Madam Speaker, many of us who have children, 

certainly of teenage years, have all gone through as 

parents, the driver's license thing, that glorious day 

for that 16-year-old when they get that learner's 

permit. 

The bill that's before, and the purpose for that, 

by the way is to give the young person an opportunity 
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to get experience under controlled conditions, how to 

drive a motor vehicle. 

Does the bill that's before us provide the 

undocumented resident the opportunity to get a 

learner's permit? Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, the gentleman is 

correct. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Cafero . 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Thank you. Through you, Madam Speaker, does it 

allow, maybe I misstated my question, forgive me. I'm 

wondering if the bill allows for an individual to, 

before getting their license, driver's license for 

driving purposes only, to get a learner's permit? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, the process for the 

individual to get the learner's permit will be that 
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they would provide the identification requirement . 

They will have to provide their residency requirement. 

They will take the knowledge test and the vision test. 

After that has happened, DMV will have 30 days to 

verify, to do the background on the felony conviction 

and after 30 days if that individual has not committed 

a felony, they will mail the individual the learner's 

permit. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Thank you. Through you, Madam Speaker, I just 

would ask if the good gentleman could refer me to the 

section of the bill that deals with learner's permits. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

If the gentleman would give me one second, Madam 

Speaker. 

Through you, Madam Speaker, if the good gentleman 

will refer to Lines 73 and 74. It states that the 

Commissioner shall mail the applicant an adult 
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instruction permit or youth instruction permit . 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. I notice ladies and 

gentlemen, the bill that unlike current driver's 

licenses which are renewed every six years, it seems 

that these licenses would be renewed every three 

years. Is that correct? Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria . 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, that's correct. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, would the applicant 

in order to renew their driver's license at the end of 

three years, would they have to present anything else 

to renew it? In other words, would they have to go 

through another one of the background checks as called 

for when they initially applied? Would they have to 

continue to prove proof of residency? Would they have 
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to continue to prove that they are proceedlng along 

with their status of, pursuing legal status, I should 

say, as they swore in an affidavit three years 

earlier? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker. The individual will 

have to provide, they will have to appear in person at 

DMV and provide proof of residency. 

Through you, Madam Speaker . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Thank you. Through you, Madam Speaker, will they 

undergo another background check? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, no. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Cafero. 
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Thank you. So, through you, Madam Speaker, if the 

individual we would have denied the license to 

initially based on a Connecticut felony conviction, 

has that license for three years and within that three 

years is convicted of a felony, when they go to renew 

the license after three years, that would not prevent 

them from getting their license renewed, even though 

they now have a Connecticut felony conviction. Is 

that my understanding? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, if I'm understanding 

the gentleman's question correctly, yeah, there would 

not be a background check, again. Through you, Madam 

Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. I didn't know that 

until just now. 
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Backing up a little bit more, the good gentleman 

when he brought out the bill indicated that one of the 

purposes of this is that these people who we, know are 

driving, would now be able to drive with a license, 

and not be breaking the law, which was something that 

certainly was very important to me. 

Would this bill require that an insurance company 

insure any individual who receives their license by 

virtue of this bill? Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, it is my 

understanding that in order to be insured you will 

have to have a driver's license and under this bill 

they will qualify. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Thank you. Through you, Madam Speaker, if they 

have the driver's license, does this bill require that 

they have insurance, and if so, is an adto insurance 
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company obligated to give the holders of these 

licenses insurance? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, not knowing so much 

about the insurance industry, but it is my assumption 

that they will go through their rigorous process to 

issue insurance, their underwriting process to issue 

insurance to any individual that has a regular 

driver's license. My assumption is that they will go 

through that same process as well. Through you, Madam 

Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Yeah, but, thank you, but through you, Madam 

Speaker, but see, here's the thing. Different 

insurance companies require different things. 

I know when I go get insurance for my automobiles 

I'm asked by this company to produce a lot of things. 

Name and address and social security number and if I 
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refuse to provide those kinds of things, they have the 

right to say, we're not going to give you insurance. 

Now, the dilemma we have here is, we're allowing 

people with regard to this bill to get a driver's 

license
1 

without having to show a social security 

number, and we're doing that as the good gentleman 

indicated, because we want trained, licensed people on 

our roadways. 

The other big part of it that the good gentleman 

brought out is we want people driving cars who are 

insured, and yet there's nothing in this bill that 

requires an insurance company to insure them . 

To deviate from what might be their standard 

practice of requesting a social security number and by 

definition, if this undocumented resident cannot 

produce a social security number, whether they have a 

driver's license or not, there's nothing in this bill 

that says the insurance company has to insure them. 

Through you, Madam Speaker, I would ask if we 

have any data as to how many motor vehicle type 

violations take place in Connecticut with people who 

are undocumented, unlicensed and uninsured? Through 

you, Madam Speaker . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 
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If the good gentleman will give me one second to 

just look in my notes. 

Through you, Madam Speaker, in Fiscal Year 12 

there were approximately, there were actually 742 

violations for driving without a license. That does 

not determine that those individuals were 

undocumented, but it does state they were driving 

without a driver's license. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. As the good gentleman 

indicated, we know there were 742 incidents of people 

driving without a license, but we have no idea how 

many of those were undocumented residents. 

I assume there were auto accidents in the State 

of Connecticut, as there are hundreds of them during 

any fiscal year, auto accidents that involve insurance 

companies and injuries and health insurance and car 

insurance and property damage. Do we have any 
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statistics as to how many of those occurred in the 

State of Connecticut involving undocumented residents? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, I do not have that 

information. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Thank you. Final question, I guess. We are 

dramatically changing, as is the purpose of this bill, 

the motor vehicle procedures and laws of the State of 

Connecticut. 

We are now allowing what potentially could be 

54,000 people, 74,000 people, 200,000 people, who 

heretofore were not eligible to get a license, nor 

required to have a background check or training or 

having tests administered them, but allow them to do 

and avail themselves of that now. 

What is the cost to the State of Connecticut of 

that change, which would take place based on the 

effective date of this bill in the second half of the 
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second year of the biennium of the budget we've yet to 

adopt? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, in Fiscal Year 15, 

we're looking at approximately $1.2 million, Fiscal 

Year 16, $1.1, or $1.2, let's put it that way to round 

it off, Fiscal Year 17, $1.2, Fiscal Year 18, $1.3. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Thank you. Through you, Madam Speaker, many 

times our motor vehicles costs, the cost of state 

administering services through Motor Vehicles is made 

up for by the fees we take in, and I guess my question 

is, through you, Madam Speaker, the cost of the 

background checks, the cost of the entire process, 

will that result in an, well, let me put it this way. 

Through you, Madam Speaker, does everyone who 

gets a driver's license have to subject themselves to 
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a background check as the likes of which are called 

for in this bill? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, if I understand the 

question correctly, under this blll that will be 

correct. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Thank you. Through you, Madam Speaker, again, 

forgive me, I probably misstated. 

I don't recall when I went to get my license or 

people who are not undocumented residents go to get 

their license that they have to subject themselves to 

a background check. 

Is that correct, through you, Madam Speaker? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, that would only 

apply, not to everyone, only to people that are 
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undocumented in the state that apply for a driver's 

license. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

So through you, Madam Speaker, the cost of this 

background check will be borne by the very applicant 

who has to have the background check. Is that 

correct? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, the gentleman is 

correct. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. I thank the good 

gentleman for his answers. 

I know, ladies and gentlemen, that this is going 

to be the first of many questions. But let me end 

with where I began. 
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As an individual who looked at that 14-year-old 

boy in that hearing room and saw his promise and his 

potential, I want very desperately as a State 

Representative, to be part of a solution for that 

young man's future and for the people like him, people 

who are hard-working, honest, law-abiding citizens but 

for the fact for one circumstance or another they 

happen to be here illegally, I wanted to be part of 

that solution. 

And I was deprived that opportunity. And I'm 

being asked to vote on a bill that requires all of us 

to have at least base information so we can make an 

informed decision. 

And what we've learned at least through the 

dialogue I've just had with the good Representative, 

is we don't know how many people this applies to, but 

for an estimate. We don't know how many people fall 

into the category of undocumented residents. 

We don't know how many have licenses, how many 

are driving, how many are responsible for motor 

vehicle violations or accidents. We don't know 

whether or not they'll be able to insure themselves . 
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We learned that, though we are concerned about 

someone who commits a felony in C9nnecticut, we don't 

give a damn if they committed a felony anywhere else. 

We learned that it only takes 90 days and you're 

in. And we learned that in this tough, fiscal year, a 

year where I heard every day in this Chamber how we'd 

love to adopt good ideas but we just can't afford it. 

The other day $400,000 was the no go mark. This 

program that we know so little about is going to cost 

us over a million dollars in this biennium and it 

doesn't start until January 2015. 

This is not the way to do this. We could do it 

another way. We could be serious and committed to 

helping these law-abiding hard-working.men and women 

and their children. We could be serious about 

bringing them out of the shadows. We could be serious 

about getting them on a path to legal status and 

citizenship. We could give them pride and hope and 

opportunity, nothing they have to be ashamed of, and 

we could do it together, and we could do it in an 

informed way, in an educated way, in a more 

comprehensive way. 

We could talk about their health and their 

education, not just a driver's license. We could talk 
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about job opportunities, and we could do all that 

before the effective date of this bill with regard to 

when we hand out a license. 

We could study this bill starting in July, finish 

reporting it out in January and this very Legislature 

would have an entire Session to act in a responsible, 

comprehensive, educated way. We could do that. We 

could educate the public and the people we represent. 

If there's a stigma out there, we could turn it 

around. We have that opportunity but we're not doing 

it because somebody believes we need a trophy, we need 

a result and we need it tonight . 

So if that 14-year-old boy I talked about would 

sit right here, I'd apologize to him, because myself 

and many more want to do so much more and not just for 

him, for people like him, his parents, the people who 

are going to come after him, so that all of us could 

change a whole perception. 

We could stop closing our eyes and pretending it 

doesn't exist. We have that opportunity. We had that 

opportunity and we're squandering it and we're making 

a decision with no knowledge, no education, no facts. 

Why? Why are we doing that? And let me tell you 

another thing, with all due respect. Regardless of 
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the results here because of what I said, there's a lot 

of people that are going to have to vote no, and don't 

let anyone dare say that those who vote no don't care. 

Don't you dare say that, because there are people on 

both sides of the aisle that care a lot about kids 

like that 14-year-old, but have been deprived the 

opportunity to weigh in on this bill, have been 

deprived of the opportunity to get the background and 

the information. 

And yet tonight we're being forced to vote. 

That's wrong. That's wrong. Thank you, Madam 

Speaker . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Thank you, Representative Cafero. Representative 

Scribner, you have the floor, sir. 

REP. SCRIBNER (107th): 

Good evening, Madam Speaker. I rise tonight to 

talk a little bit about the process that brought us 

here tonight in regard to this concept that would 

become an Amendment. 

I've been privileged to serve in this building 

for, this is my 15th year, and for 11 of those 15 

years I have been very proud to serve as a leader on 

the Transportation Committee, which should be the 
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committee of cognizance over the language in this 

Amendment that is before us tonight. 

One of the reasons that I'm proud to have served 

as the Ranking Member of the Transportation Committee 

for all of these years is because of the high level of 

cooperative effort that that Committee is known for, 

has earned a reputation for, and I give great credit 

for that and am proud to be a part of it, along with 

the House Chair and the Senate Chair and the Senate 

Ranking Member as well as all of the other Members of 

that Committee. 

We have always tried to be very thorough in our 

approach to ensure that whatever we do, whatever we 

bring forward for the consideration of the entire 

General Assembly has been properly and thoroughly 

vetted, that we know the answers to the questions that 

are reasonable, fair and deserving of being answered. 

I know that there was a bill that was introduced 

back in January by a Senator and I know that we had 

reference from the proponent of this Amendment that 

there was a public hearing that we held at the 

decision of the leaders of the Transportation 

Committee in fairness to allow this concept that was 

brought forward to have a public hearing, and to 
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id~ntify the magnitude of the fairness that the 

leaders of the Transportation Committee is known for, 

we held publi~ hearings during the early part of this 

Session during our scheduled timeframe on over 185 

proposed bills. 

I think it was also identified earlier that this 

particular concept, which was originally proposed Bill 

Number 68, was held in early March of this year and it 

was a public hearing that was determined to be held 

off site, a public hearing that was not held in the 

traditional manner within our Legislative Office 

Building, but at a public school within the City of 

New Haven, and it was also on an evening when other 

meetings of committees and public hearings continued 

here in the Legislative Office Building. 

I know that it was identified that that public 

hearing was heavily attended. Estimates of roughly 

2,000 people showed up for that public hearing in New 

Haven. 

Through you, Madam Speaker, I have a question to 

the proponent of this Amendment in regard to that 

public hearing. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Please proceed. 
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Thank you, Madam Speaker. Through you to the 

proponent of this Amendment, can you please identify 

what the language was of the bill that had a public 

hearing in New Haven in early March that you 

previously identified? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, I 'think the, what we 

had was a concept, and we were hearing testimony on 

that concept. Through you, Madam Speaker . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Scribner. 

REP. SCRIBNER (107th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker, and thank you to the 

proponent of the Amendment. Yes, I would agree that 

it was indeed a concept. As a matter of fact, I have 

a copy of it before me. It contained a paragraph with 

five lines. 

Could you please, through you, Madam Speaker, 

could the proponent of the Amendment please identify 

what kind of information was provided to the 

participants in that public hearing as to the detail 

005757 

'' I 



• 

• 

• 

pat/gbr 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

408 
May 22, 2013 

of what that concept would evolve into, which has 

become an Amendment that we are now presently 

discussing here in the Floor of the House from the 

Senate Bill that was the original proposal. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, to my understanding, 

since I didn't sit on the Committee, so I'm not sure 

what was provided to the Committee. I know that 

public testimony, copies of public testimony was 

provided within that testimony, that a lot of 

suggestions for probably what can be the body for the 

bill. Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Scribner. 

REP. SCRIBNER (107th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. Part of the point that 

I'm trying to make here is that although it is 

suggested that this bill had a public hearing, it is 

not the Amendment or the language of the Amendment 

before us that had a public hearing . 
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As a matter of fact, the Amendment that is before 

us is certainly a much more detailed version of the 

referred to concept and contains 43 lines of 

legislative intent and language as opposed to the 

original five lines that provided no detail. 

So for my evaluation, the nearly 2,000 people 

that showed up for the public hearing in New Haven in 

early March were talking about a concept. There was 

no detail for them to speak on or support, and there 

was no such detail for the committee of cognizance to 

discuss or debate or deliberate on other than the five 

lines that was the proposed bill that is now being 

referred to as a concept. 

Through you, Madam Speaker, would the proponent 

of this Amendment agree with that assessment? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, if I understand the 

gentleman correctly, I would agree with the gentleman. 

I think that there was testimony on the concept. I 

think there was testimony presented that talked about 

other models in other states, so I agree with the 

gentleman. 
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I think it's important 

for us, and I bring this out to the attention of the 

Members of the House because I think the process is 

important and I believe that it's important enough 

especially with- a piece of legislation that has the 

potential impact that this one does, that it is worthy 

of very thorough focused discussion, consideration and 

deliberation, and certainly that should begin with the 

committee of cognizance before it reaches the Floor of 

the House after 10:00 o'clock on a Wednesday night in 

the last two weeks of the Session. 

I want to point out that I completely concur with 

the sentiments that were expressed previously by the 

Minority Leader and a concern that I share that as we 

had this discussion and asked questions, it should not 

be perceived or presumed that those of us that are 

asking those questions ~ho are seeking to do something 

that is right and thorqugh, translates to us not 

supporting or having an interest to address the issue . 
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I've spoken with many people, many Members and 

others in this building in recent weeks and we have 

identified and learned about the complications that 

are involved and the reality, the harsh realities that 

many of these residents that this Amendment seeks to 

serve, are very real and of great concern to most of 

us, if not all of us. 

But I also think that because the issue is quite 

complex and there are a lot of aspects to the issue 

itself, it is worthy of us being thorough, being fair 

and getting it right as opposed to doing it in haste. 

If I might, through you, Madam Speaker, another 

question to the proponent of the Amendment? 
! 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Please proceed. 

REP. SCRIBNER (107th): 

It is my understanding that the bill that was 
• 

called before us, House Bill 6495 contains roughly 59 

sections, and it is also my understanding that this 

Amendment, which has 43 lines of legislative language, 

would strike all 59 sections of the underlying bill. 

Is that correct? 

Through you, Madam Speaker . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 
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Can the gentleman rephrase that question again? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Scribner, could you rephrase your 

question, sir? 

REP. SCRIBNER (107th): 

I'd be happy to. Through you, Madam Speaker, 

House Bill 6495 that was called and this Amendment was 

subsequently called, in my view and in my reading 

would be considered a strike all Amendment so that the 

underlying language of House Bill 6495 would 

disappear, all 59 sections of it and be replaced with 

the 43 lines of legislative language of this House 

Amendment "A". 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, I thank the gentleman 

for rephrasing it and to answer his question, the 

gentleman is correct . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 
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Thank you, Madam Speaker. So I'd like to 

identify to the Members of the Chamber who are 

considering the Amendment that's been called before 

us, that the underlying bill that has 59 sections of 

legislative language, each and every one of them had a 

public hearing that was conducted by the 

Transportation Committee. Many of them were things 

that were brought forward to us by the Department of 

Motor Vehicles in their effort to serve the public who 

we serve and many of them were individual proposals 

that were brought forward by Members of the 

Legislature that have been incorporated into that 

bill. 

And with this Amendment being called, all 59 

sections of that bill that have been worked through 

the process in a proper and thorough manner over the 

course of this Session.would go away. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 
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Through you, Madam Speaker, to answer the 

gentleman's question he is correct, but understanding 

and being in this building for now 10 and a half 

years, things certainly happen to appear in other 

bills. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Scribner. 

REP. SCRIBNER (107th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. One of the things 

that's a point of concern to me, and I've had fairly 

thorough discussions with the Commissioner herself, as 

well as other staff members and other Members of the 

Transportation Committee, including the Chairman, are 

the financial impacts that this Amendment would 

create. 

And through you, Madam Speaker, I'd like to pose 

a question to the proponent of the Amendment as to 

what would be his knowledge of what that financial 

impact would be to the Department of Motor Vehicles 

should this Amendment pass and be signed into law? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 
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Through you, Madam Speaker, to answer the 

gentleman's question, the impact on Fiscal Year 15, 

we're looking at approximately $1.2 million, Fiscal 

Year 16, $1.2 if we round it off, Fiscal Year 17, $1.2 

and Fiscal Year 18, $1.3. 

Now, if we look at the 'revenue gain, then we 

could determine that the impact will decrease 

drastically in the years. So in Fiscal Year 15 we 

have a revenue gain of $1.5 and this revenue gain lS 

only when we figure adult permits. We're not even 

talking about license renewals . 

In Fiscal Year 16, revenue gain, $2.8 million. 

Fiscal Year 17, Revenue gain, $769,000, Fiscal Year 

18, revenue gain, $583,000. Through you, Madam 

Speaker. 

1 DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Scribner. 

REP. SCRIBNER (107th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker and thank you to the 

proponent of the Amendment for providing that 

information . 
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Through you, Madam Speaker, can the proponent of 

the Amendment please identlfy to me the source of his 

projections? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, the Office of Fiscal 

Analysis. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Scribner. 

REP. SCRIBNER (107th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker, and through you, what 

number was used in the course of establishing those 

projections as far as the potential number of such 

driver's licenses being issued? Through you, Madam 

Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, if the gentle~an will 

give me one quick second. Based on issuance of 54,000 

licenses over the next three years. Through you, 

Madam Speaker . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 
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I'm sorry, Madam Speaker, I didn't hear the 

gentleman. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria, could you respond? 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, those figures are 

based on 54,000 licenses and permits that will be 

issued within the next three years. Through you, 

Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Scribner. 

REP. SCRIBNER (107th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. And so I know there 

was a figure that was used earlier in part of the 

earlier debate that the Minority Leader was 

questioning the potential number, and as I recall, 

that number was 120,000. Can you please identify for 

me what that discrepancy might be a result of, because 

clearly the difference between 55,000 and 120,000 is 

fairly substantial. 

Through you, Madam Speaker . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 
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Through you, Madam Speaker, not being privy to 

what figures the organizations that did the study 

used, or what data analysis, just stating that for the 

record, my assumption is that 120,000 would include 

individuals that may qualify for a driver's license. 

My assumption would b~ individuals, it may include 

children. I cannot answer the gentleman's question 

directly because I'm not privy to that data. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Scribner . 

REP. SCRIBNER (107th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. It seems to me that 

it's a fairly important matter of information for us 

to have, rather than to have a decision based on 

someone's assumption. 

Can you please identify for me based on your own 

statements in regard to the potential revenue gain as 

well as the potential cost to the Department of Motor 

Vehicles if this language has been before either the 

Finance, Revenue and Bonding Committee or the 

Appropriations Committee appropriately? Through you, 

Madam Speaker. 
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Through you, Madam Speaker, the underlying bill 

has been through the Finance Committee. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Scribner. 

REP. SCRIBNER (107th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker, and can you please 

identify for me which of the 59 sections of the 

underlying bill include the language that's before us 

in this Amendment? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, this is a strike all 

Amendment. Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Scribner. 

REP. SCRIBNER (107th): 

Thank you for identifying that. Yes, indeed, it 

is a strike all Amendment, so the content of the 

bill that was passed out of the Transportation 
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Committee and the Finance, Revenue and Bonding 

Committee did not contain any of the costs associated 

with this Amendment or the potential revenue gain from 

the issuance of such driver's licenses. Would that be 

a true assessment? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, that assessment is 

correct. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Scribner. 

REP. SCRIBNER (107th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. It is my understanding 

that there are a number of states that have already 

passed some form of undocumented resident.driver's 

licenses. 

Through you, Madam Speaker, can the proponent of 

the Amendment please identify how many states 

presently offer such a program or a similar program to 

the residents of their states? Through you, Madam 

Speaker . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

c 
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Through you, Madam Speaker, to my knowledge there 

are a couple, I'm not sure of the exact number. I 

know that Utah, Illinois, Washington State and let me 

check one more. One second, through you, Madam 

-
Speaker. New Mexico, through you, Madam Speaker, have 

adopted this legislation and there's others that are 

in the process of adopting. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Scribner . 

I 
REP. SCRIBNER (107th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. I would concur with 

the proponent of the Amendment that based on 

information that I have received that was obtained 

fairly recently, there are presently four states that 

offer a similar driver's license issuance, which 

include Illinois, New Mexico, Utah and Washington. 

And through you, Madam Speaker, could the 

proponent of the Amendment please identify the number 

of states that did have such a program in place and 

have since repealed it? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 
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Through you, Madam Speaker, to answer the 

gentleman's question, there are seven states that 

after they adopted or complied with the federal REAL 

ID Act, reversed their statutes to issue driver's 

license. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Scribner. 

REP. SCRIBNER (107th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. Yes, as I understand 

it, there are seven other states who have implemented 

driver's license programs for undocumented immigrants 

and have repealed them, which include California, 

Tennessee, Oregon, Michigan, Maine, Maryland and 

Hawaii. 

Through you, Madam Speaker, can the proponent of 

the Amendment please identify the reasons why those 

seven states repealed the measure that they 

implemented? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria . 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 
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Through you, Madam Speaker, it is my 

understanding that when the federal government, 

Homeland Security came with the federal mandate that 

that state need to comply with the REAL ID Act, these 

states opted out of what many other states have done, 

which is establish basically like a two-tier driver's 

license. They opted out not to do that and they 

decided to reverse·their decision. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Scribner. 

REP. SCRIBNER (107th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. I think it should be 

cause for concern to the Members of this Legislature 

that we have evidence before us based on research 

that's been done that indicates that there are more 

states that have implemented a driver's license 

program for undocumented immigrants and repealed that 

measure than have it remaining. 

It would seem to me that would be cause for 

concern and something that we should have some level 

of thorough evaluation and discussion about prior to 

us moving forward with something that's been 

identified, may have had a public hearing in concept 
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but certainly did not have a public hearing in detail 

as to what the detail of this Amendment would create 

in establishing a program for issuing driver's license 

to undocumented residents. 

There's plenty of information out there through 

various sources of research that do share some of that 

information, but it isn't being shared with the 

Members who are being expected to make a decision to 

vote on this Amendment, which would implement such a 

program. 

I, for one, have a very real and legitimate 

concern as to why out of 11 states who have 

implemented such a program, seven of them have 

repealed it, and it would seem to me that a 

responsible approach would be to more thoroughly study 

that and other aspects of what this program's 

implementation would do in our state and we should 

know that information before we make a decision and 

take action on implementing such a program. 

I know that there's a number of people that are 

interested in asking more questions and I will be 

listening intently as we have further discussion on 

this, but I think above all, my greatest concern is 

that there are a lot of very real and legitimate 
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concerns and we don't have answers to the questions to 

be able to respond to those concerns. 

And I believe that there is a better way, a more 

thorough way, and a more responsible way to address 

this issue that we all care about, that we all would 

like to do something to resolve. 

But whatever it is that we do to resolve it, we 

should know what the impact is going to be, not only 

for the beneficiaries of and applicants of this 

driver's license program, but all of the residents of 

this state. 

We've heard about a potential cost factor to the 

Department of Motor Vehicles. Let me remind you all, 

after the budget that we're living under was passed, 

there was a lot of scrambling that went on, including 

within the Department of Motor Vehicles that started 

to eliminate services that were provided at many of 

its branch offices. Some of the branch offices were 

even suggested to be closed because the Department 

didn't have the resources to provide the services to 

all residents of Connecticut that needed those 

services, to renew their driver's license or get their 

automobiles registered . 
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And we've identified that the financial impact 

that this potentially has, has not been discussed with 

either the Appropriations or the Finance, Revenue and 

Bonding Committees. 

We know that although there's been some recent 

discussion with the Commissioner of DMV about the 

potential impact of this, there's discrepancies 

acknowledged by the proponent of this Amendment about 

how many people would potentially take advantage of 

this opportunity. 

One figure said 55,000. The other said 120,000, 

and that still doesn't identify the great potential 

that the Minority Leader brought out for us being the 

only state on the east coast to offer such a program 

to inherit many other interested parties that would 

like to have the opportunity to obtain a driver's 

license. 

And from what I can tell what this Amendment 

would do is only require that they show some form of 

identification that they were in this state for 90 

days. It's not all that difficult to accomplish and 

there's a whole world of people out there that might 

be interested in taking advantage of that opportunity . 
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We haven't had the opportunity to assess that 

level of impact to this state, financially and 

otherwise, or the impact that it's going to have to 

every law-abiding citizen out there who is required to 

effectively renew or obtain their driver's license, 

register their car, whatever they rely on the Motor 

Vehicle Department to do. 

I think we should all be concerned about that and 

I think it's worthy of a thorough evaluation and 

assessment and discussion and we should have real 

answers to all those questions and concerns before we 

take such action . 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Thank you, Representative. Representative 

Sampson of the 80th District, you have the Floor, sir. 

SREP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Madam Speaker. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. Madam Speaker, I think 

of the moment at least we are absent a quorum . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 
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The House will please return to order. In the 

opinion of the Chair, the quorum has been met. 

Representative Sampson, you have the Floor, sir. 

REP. SAMPSON (80th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. I have a number of 

questions, through you for the proponent, but before I 

begin I just want to state for the record that as was 

pointed out already by the Minority Leader and also 

the esteemed Ranking Member of the Transportation 

Committee, we received this bill maybe an hour or so 

before the debate has begun, so I'm more or less 

prepared to debate about half of the bill, I think 196 

lines and I'm up to around Line 97, so hopefully as we 

go, maybe I could learn a little bit more about what's 

contained therein. 

So, with that, a question, through you, Mr. 

Speaker, to the proponent of the bill. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Please proceed, sir. 

REP. SAMPSON (80th): 

The first section talks about primary proof of 

identity and it was already pointed out that what 
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items were required. I would just like a little more 

clarification about what these two items that are 

listed in Line 10 and 11, consular identification 

document and also in Line 11, consular report. I'm 

wondering if the proponent of the bill could describe 

for me exactly what these documents are and what they 

do? 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, the consulate 

identification would be consulates from foreign 

countries that are located within the United States. 

They actually are there to assist residents from 

foreign countries with passport issues or any other 

recommendations or transactions that they need to go 

back and forth with their home country. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Sampson. 

REP. SAMPSON (80th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. So I'm to understand 

that these are documents that assist residents of 
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foreign nations to go to and fro their home country . 

Is that correct? Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, not specifically to go 

through the country assuming that they came with a 

valid visa, they would use a passport. But this is an 

identification that is issued by the consulate who 

verifies the individual identity through a system that 

is connected to their vital statistics office in their 

home country . 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Sampson. 

REP. SAMPSON (80th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I guess I want to 

expound upon the discussion that you had with the 

Minority Leader about whether or not this is truly, as 

indicated in Line 5, proof of identity. 

My feeling is that it's kind of tough to call 

this proof, because we're talking about documents that 

are from a foreign nation that we don't have any way 

to go back and verify, and I'm not quite certain that 
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we had a proper definition of what a consular 

identification document is or a consular report. 

Forgive me, I'm not familiar with these documents 

and I'm not particularly satisfied with the answer, 

but I'll move on to ask you about Line Number 8 where 

it says we're going to accept a valid foreign 

passport, which I don't know how we're going to 

determine that it's valid, but that is either 

unexpired or one that is expired for less than three 

years. 

And my question, through you, Mr. Speaker is, 

what do we do about people that have an expired 

passport that has been expired for more than three 

years? 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th)~ 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, that will be a passport 

that the Department of Motor Vehicles will not accept 

as a valid form of identity. Through you, Mr. 

Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Sampson. 
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It's my understanding 

that the purpose of this bill is to help folks that 

may not be in the State of Connecticut legally obtain 

a motor vehicle operator's license. But it seems to 

me that if we're going to include this requirement for 

a valid foreign passport, unexpired or expired for 

less than three years, we are excluding a significant 

number of folks that would otherwise be eligible. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, can you tell me 

roughly, how many people we are talking about that 

might be included versus excluded, based on that 

definition? 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, that's very hard to 

determine. I don't have an answer for the gentleman. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Sampson. 

REP. SAMPSON (80th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I'm just wondering if we 

are so concerned about taking care of folks that are 
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in this situation why we would make a distinction 

about whether or not they were here for five minutes, 

three years~ five years, ten years, whatsoever, and 

I'm wondering what the reason that this was included 

in the bill? 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Well, this is included in the bill because we 

need to identify, that there needs to be a document in 

front of us that identifies the individual, although 

we're not issuing a driver's license that can be used 

as identification. 

We are basically ac~epting these documents 

presented by the individual just stating that they are 

who they are. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Sampson. 

REP. SAMPSON (80th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Again, hard for me to 

understand that this is proof. In my mind, proof that 

we would accept for most things, certainly a state 
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agency who issues licenses might be fingerprints, 

might be some type of documentation that we can truly 

rely on. 

I don't know how many total nations there are on 

the planet. Some that we might have folks that come 

to and from America on a regular basis, but there 

might be some foreign lands that might have very 

strange documents that no one's familiar with, yet we 

are going to be asked to rely on these documents and 

it strikes me as a tough thing to call proof. 

In the second section, when we talk about the 

secondary proof of identity, just reading through it, 

I notice that the Line 20 includes a baptismal 

certificate. I don't really know what to say about 

that other than I think again, that's something that's 

awful hard to consider proof. 

And then in Line 22, when we talk about again, 

proof of residency, one of the documents was that it 

is electronic mail. Through you, Mr. Speaker, how 

does electronic mail translate into proof of 

residency? 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Candelaria. 
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Through you, Mr. Speaker, give me one second. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

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

for the gentleman's patience. When it comes to the 

baptismal certificate it's something that's currently 

an accepted form of identification that is part of the 

document check list for identification verification 

that DMV currently accepts, and for the electronic 

mail will be an electronic bill that may be sent to 

the individual, like an electronic, if you go to your 

website and you pay your utility bill, if you go to 

the website it gives you an electric piece of document 

that it states your name and address within that 

document. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Sampson. 

REP. SAMPSON (80th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Lines 22 and Line 23-

say, means a piece of mail or electronic mail that 

includes an applicant's name and address, indicates 

that such applicant resides in the state and is dated 

not earlier than 90 days before the application. 
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I don't understand how an e-mail that you receive 

as any indication or as indicated, proof of residency. 

If I could get some understanding of how an e-mail 

translates to proof of residency? Through you, Mr. 

' Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 
I 
\ 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, electronic mail, 

meaning, like I said it earlier, a utility bill for 

example will have the individual's name, will have the 

individual's address and will have a date when the 

bill is due, when the bill was generated, so you will 

have certain figures within that bill, the bill that's 

electronically that proves the individual's residency. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Sampson. 

REP. SAMPSON (80th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Rather than continue to 

beat a dead horse, I'll just go on. But I'm looking 

through this entire section about proof of residency 

and I notice that there are certain things listed . 

One of them says a motor vehicle insurance card. 
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Through you, Mr. Speaker, explain to me why 

someone would have a motor vehicle insurance card if 

they don't have a car or a license beforehand. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, that's currently part 

of the requirements that DMV has in their official 

document checklist. Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Sampson . 

REP. SAMPSON (80th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. So I'm understanding 

that the items that are listed in this section, proof 

of residency are something that Motor Vehicle already 

accepts. 

But of course, you know, they came up with this 

list of things that they accept because they're 

dealing with people that live here and are citizens of 

the United States, and I think there's very little 

question about their citizenship when they're able to 

provide the other documents that they would require, 

like a birth certificate and so forth. 
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This is an entirely different and new situation 

where we have none of that documentation and we have 

very little information to verify someone's identity 

and between you and me, Mr. Speaker, looking at the 

requirements for Sections 1, 2 and 3 for the primary 

proof of identity, secondary proof of identity and the 

proof of residency, I don't think that if I had these 

documents I could get a fishing license, let alone a 

driver's license. 

Yet, we are going to go forward without really 

being able to verify someone's identity in any way, 

shape or form because we have no fingerprints, we have 

limited documents from their country of origin that 

cannot be validated in any way. To me, it's a scary 

thought. 

Continuing on. In Section (b) ( 1) starting Line 

45, it says that the Commissioner of Motor Vehicles 

shall not decline to issue a license to an applicant 

who meets all of the requirements that are contained 

in the current law except that they cannot provide 

proof that they are legally present_ in the United 

States . 
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Does this mean that it applies specifically to 

people that are not legally present in the United 

States? 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, the gentleman is 

correct. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Sampson. 

REP. SAMPSON (80th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, can I ask what the fee 

is going to be for this particular driver's license 

that is given out in this manner? Through you, Mr. 

Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, it will be, well, the 

'driving permit is, driver's license fee is $80 and 

that will be the same fee that we all pay currently. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker . 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 
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I looked through Section 

(b) (1) Lines 45 through 60 and I don't see anything 

that makes a cletermination about the appearance of 

this particular driver'~ license that will result from 

this becoming law. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, is there any specific 

difference in appearance, writing, shape, size, color, 

that would distinguish one of these particular 

driver's licenses from the kind that folks in this 

Chamber might have? 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, the driver's license 

will show those that do not meet the, REAL ID Act, it 

will distinguish in the face of the driver's license 

that it cannot, something of this nature, it cannot be 

used for federal identification purposes and also it 

will state, it will have a restriction on the driver's 

license and that restriction will state that it's for 

driving purposes only. 
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Thank you, Mr. Speaker. So, outside of the 

addition of the language, which as you stated is for 

driving purposes only, it's going to look exactly like 

a regular driver's license? Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, the gentleman is 

correct. Besides +anguage, I think that the purpose 

is not to bombard the Department of Motor Vehicles 

with issuing significant different driver's license. 

I don't think that we're here in the purpose of 

identifying the criminal. We actually are issuing 

driver's licenses to individuals for driv1ng purposes. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Candelaria. I'm sorry, excuse me, 

Representative Sampson. 

REP. SAMPSON (80th): 
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Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Seeing that we're 
\ 

talking about the new license is going to say for 

driving purposes only on it, let me ask the question. 

Can this driver's license be used for any other 

purpose? 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, can the good gentleman 

define those purposes? 

REP. SAMPSON (80th): 

Well, I think it's a pretty simple question. It 

says in Line 90 that this license is to be used for 

driving purposes only. So that to me would preclude 

any other purpose. 

So, through you, Mr. Speaker, can the driver's 

license be used for any other purpose? 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representatlve Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, the only purpose that 

the driver's license 'will be issued is for driving 

purposes only. Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

, .. 
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I would just like a 

little bit tiny more affirmation that it cannot be 

used for anything besides driving purposes only as the 

bill states. It seemed to me that you purposely left 

some wiggle room in there to say that that's what it 

says, but not what it does. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, can the driver's 

license be used for anything besides for driving 

purposes only as its stated in quotes on Line 90? 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Candelaria, I believe you've 

answered this question, but if you choose to answer it 

again. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

I'll be glad to answer the good gentleman's 

question, through you, Mr. Speaker. The driver's 

license is, as it states in the language for driving 

purposes only. 

Now, with that said, I cannot respond what other 

institutions or entities will do with these driver's 
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license. Our goal here is to issue a driver's license 

for driving purposes only. Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Sampson. 

REP. SAMPSON (80th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Well, and thank you to 

Representative Candelaria, because I believe he's very 

perceptive in what I'm driving at, and that is that I 

think once you issue this driver's license there is 

the potential that it can be used for many other 

purposes, not the least of which is to buy liquor or 

cigarettes, to enter a bar, and yet we have as we 

established in our previous discussion about proof of 

residency, proof of identify and so forth, very little 

in the way of documentation to truly verify what the 

age of someone might be. 

So I think that by itself is a concern. 

I want to ask about Lines 61, 1 through 63, which 

says that the Commissioner shall not issue a motor 

vehicle operator's license under this section to any 

appllcant who has been convicted of any felony in 

Connecticut, and I know that we've already gone 

through this with the Minority Leader, who very aptly 

pointed out that it doesn't preclude someone who has a 
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felony in another state, or multiple felonies in 

another state or a felony in one state and maybe 

another felony in another state, or multiple felonies 

in multiple other states, from being able to obtain a 

license. 

But does it include any method outside of what is 

indicated in the follow±ng section about the Internet 

website of the Judicial Department to determine 

whether or not someone has committed a felony? 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Candelaria . 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, to answer the 

gentleman's question, no. It's only what's stated 

within the language of the bill, but understanding 

that these individuals will have some kind of common 

sense, and understand, although they may speak other 

languages, but they understand our laws. 

These individuals know that if they have any type 

of felony they might be the possibility that they can 

be deported. 

So through you, Mr. Speaker, based on what we 

have on the language of the bill, the gentleman lS 
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correct. There's nothing else. It will be what, the 

Department of Motor Vehicles will determine, based on 

the Judicial Branch website. Through you, Mr. 

Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Sampson. 

REP. SAMPSON (80th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I guess what I would say 

to that response is that one of our concerns as 

Legislators ought to be the safety of our citizens, 

and it strikes me that if we're going to be giving the 

privilege of operating a motor vehicle to folks that 

we cannot verify their driving history because they 

come from another country, and we are overtly allowing 

folks that have committed acts of crime in other 

states by the_language in this bill, -are we in some 

way shirking our duty to be responsible to the 

citizens of our state? 

It doesn't seem to make any sense to me that we 

would say that knowingly, and we've already 

established, it says in the bill, you could have a 

felony in multiple other states and we're still going 

to give you a driver's license in Connecticut . 
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Through you, Mr. Speaker, is there any way to 

determine if someone has a bad driving record in 

another country? Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, not that I'm aware of. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Sampson. 

REP. SAMPSON (80th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And with regard to the 

knowledge test that is indicated in Line 64, does this 

test already exist? Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, yes. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Sampson. 

REP. SAMPSON (80th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, can you tell me in what 

languages it's produced? Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Candelaria. 
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Through you, Mr. Speaker, I'm not quite sure. I 

am sure that the test can be taken in Spanish. That 

much I know. I don't know if there's other languages 

that you can take the test in. Through you, Mr. 

Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Sampson. 

REP. SAMPSON (80th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I mean, I would assume 

that this legislation would apply to immigrants, 

regardless of where they're coming from and of course 

there is a multitude of languages across the planet, 

and I know that there is something in existing statute 

about requiring someone who takes the test to speak a 
I 

language that at least one percent of the population 

of Connecticut speaks, and I'm wondering if that still 

applies for one of these particular licenses? Through 

you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 
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Through you, Mr. Speaker, if that's current 

language in statute, then the answer would be, you're 

correct. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Sampson. 

REP. SAMPSON (80th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Through you, Mr. 

Speaker, are there any countries that we would refuse 

to accept their documents as proof of identity? 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Candelaria . 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, I don't think there's 

anything specified in the bill what documents, but it 

gives the discretion to the Commissioner of Motor 

Vehicles what documents to accept. Through you, Mr. 

Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Sampson. 

REP. SAMPSON (80th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I'm not finding in the 

language where it says that the Commissioner has 

discretion over what should be acceptable proof of 
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identity other than what is specified in Sections 1, 2 

and 3 that we already talked about. 

Is there some discretion that the Commissioner 

has to say that this particular document looks 

fraudulent or he will not accept? Through you, Mr. 

Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, I believe that Lines 44 

through approximately 48 establishes that in the 

interpretation. Through you, Mr. Speaker . 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Sampson. 

REP. SAMPSON (80th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I believe the section 

that you're referring to talks about the existing law 

about requirements that the Department of Motor 

Vehicles requires to give someone a license, and I've 

read through it and I'm quite certain there is nothing 

that gives discretion to the Commissioner of the Motor 

Vehicles. It's very explicit about what is required. 

But what I'm asking is about the documents that 

are mentioned in Sections 1 and 2, which are not 
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mentioned in existing law because these are foreign 

documents that we are talking about that are now going 

to be used for proof of identity. 

I'm wondering what method will be used to 

determine whether they are valid and whether the 

Commissioner has the discretion to determine which 

documents are valid? 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, I believe to answer 

that question in a broader sense. I think that, I 

think those countries that the United States does not 

do business with and have restrictions with, will be 

an obvious documents that the Commissioner would not 

accept. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Sampson. 

REP. SAMPSON (80th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And forgive me, I did 

not hear the response . I had someone talking in my 

ear. If you would mind repeating it. 
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Surely. Representative Candelaria, do you mind 

repeating the answer? 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

I'll repeat it only for a fee. Through you, Mr. 

Speaker, my assumption is, if the United States of 

America has certain restrictions with foreign 

countries and we could talk about foreign policy and 

all that, but I don't think that's what we're talking 

about now, where we have certain restrictions. 

It would be my assumption that the Commissioner 

would follow those restrictions, so if we do not have 

an agreement with a specific foreign country, we would 

not accept those documentations. Through you, Mr. 

Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Candelaria. I'm sorry, excuse me, 

Representative Sampson. 

REP. SAMPSON (80th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I bring this all up 

because I think that there are some countries where we 

could look at the documents and very clearly determine 

whether or not they're valid because there might be 

something that is well known, because now there are 
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many folks emigrating from those countries or they 

happen to speak English there, or they use similar 

methods of security that we're familiar with. But 

there's also countries that I believe probably produce 

documents that could be easily forged and there would 

be very, very little effort in going through the 

trouble to produce a forgery, and this is a concern I 

have. 

I think a lot of my concerns that I've brought up 

tonight have to do with what real effort we're going 

through to preserve public safety. 

There is no question that in the United States we 

have a significant problem with immigration. This 

country was founded on the concept that we are a 

melting pot, and that we want people to come here. 

The thing is that there is legal immigration and 

there is illegal immigration and I'd be the first 

person to point out that the legal immigration system 

that we have in this country is lacking to say the 

least. It's broken and it needs to be corrected. It 

needs to be repaired. 

The thing is that that is something that needs to 

happen on a federal level. We do not have the power 

to change immigration law in this Body. All we can do 
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is find a way to work with what we have, and I'm 

afraid that what we're doing with this bill is 

blurring the lines between what's legal immigration 

and what's illegal immigration. 

What I would like to see happen is for us to fix 

the legal immigration system, so that people who are 

going about things the right way will be rewarded and 

people that are going about things the wrong way will ' 

qot. 

And I'm afraid that that's what happens in this 

bill, is that we are unfairly rewarding folks that 

don't necessarily deserve it because they have not 

gone about the process the right way. 

Now there are probably many people that have gone 

through the effort the right way that would be 

affected by this as well, but we don't have a way of 

determining that and maybe that's the ultimate 

problem. We don't have a way of determining whether 

or not the folks that are in this country were 

criminals in their former country. 

We don't even have the ability, based on this, to 

determine whether or not they are criminals in another 

state, and in fact, as was pointed out, they could, in 

fact, be criminals in another state and they would 
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still be welcome to get a driver's license in 

Connecticut based on the bill before us. 

I think that this bill encourages illegal 

immigration. Basically it is a seal of approval once 

you get this driver's license. 

Mr. Speaker, through you to the proponent of the 

bill, can someone who is not a legal resident of the 

United States or Connecticut drive currently? 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

.Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, if they're legal 

residents, yes, they can. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Sampson. 

REP. SAMPSON (80th): 

I don't know if we said legal or illegal. I was 

specifying illegal residents, someone who's not 

supposed to be in the country, can they drive legally 

if they're not a legal resident? Through you, Mr. 

Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Candelaria. 
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Through you, Mr. Speaker, based on Connecticut's 

current regulations and law, no. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Sampson. 

REP. SAMPSON (80th): 

Is there anything prohibiting someone from 

obtaining insurance who is not a legal resident of the 

state? 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Candelaria . 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, not to my knowledge. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Sampson. 

REP. SAMPSON (80th): 

I think we all know that if you are a legal 

resident, even if you are from a foreign country, that 

you can certainly drive here. I believe all that's 

required is that you need to have the driver's license 

from your home country and a translation with it, and 

of course you'd need to be driving a legally 
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registered car that would have to have insurance on 

it. 

I guess what I'm driving at is that I'm wondering 

if this even makes any difference. When this bill was 

bouncing around at the beginning of the Session, some 

folks came to see me to tell me about why this would 

be a good idea, and one of the things that they did 

was, they brought a couple of individuals into my 

office to explain to me what their individual concerns 

were. 

And one of them was a woman who had been involved 

in a motor vehicle accident in New Haven and she had 

been hit by an illegal alien who was driving 

illegally, and you know, we talked for a little bit. 

But it turned out at the end of the day her real 

concern was that the person had no insurance. 

Now, I understand that once we provide licenses 

to individuals that might make them more inclined to 

go out and obtain a proper registration and insurance, 

but I don't see that there is any guarantee of that 

happening. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, is there any evidence 

to suggest that once you allow someone who is 
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perfectly willing to drive illegally, a license that 

they're more inclined to obtain insurance? 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, based on other states, 

specifically the State of California, people that have 

a driver's license or can obtain a driver's license 

will go and secure motor vehicle insurance as well. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Sampson. 

REP. SAMPSON (80th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and I thank the gentleman 

for his answers. 

I guess it's a question that I don't really know 

the answer to. I don't see that having a driver's 

license makes anyone more inclined to obtain insurance 

and if· someone was willing to drive illegally to begin 

with, they probably would be willing to drive with or 

without a driver's license or with or without 

insurance, so I don't know if that lady's concerns 

would be addressed in any way. 
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There was a second person that came in also, and 

he was a very nice gentleman of Hispanic origin, but 

he is a American citizen and he expressed concerns 

about being profiled, and that he would be pulled over 

inside the City of New Haven on a regular basis by 

police suspecting that he was somehow driving 

illegally, and we talked for a bit about that, too. 

And I asked him a very simple question, and that 

was, if there were fewer illegal immigrants driving 

illegally in town, do you think that that would stop 

the police from stopping you? And he had no choice 

but to say yes, because he realized at that point that 

the police were merely used to a certain 

characteristic, which is Hispanic males in New Haven 

driving illegally and granted, most of them are not, 

but that's something that because it's a problem, they 

try and address it. 

Some would say that's profiling. I don't know if 

it is or not. I'm not here to cast judgment on that 

process, or how it happens. What I'm trying to say is 

that I think that it is a result of the behavior that 

continues and I believe that this bill is only going 

to increase, because you're going to, while you're 

going to have more and more people obtaining driver's 
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licenses legally, I thlnk we've already established, 

you're going to be attracting more folks to 

Connecticut who may have questionable background 

because of their driving history in other states, and 

the fact that Connecticut is the place where you can 

obtain a driver's license. 

The thlng is, I want to reward people for doing 

the right thing. So many people have taken tremendous 

effort to get to this country and have followed the 

rules, and I'm afraid that sometimes we are willing, 

because we have compassion for people, to ignore the 

rules that they have broken . 

The problem with that is that we are putting them 

ahead of folks that followed the rules, even if it was 

difficult. People that have left the country when 

their visa was about to expire, even though maybe they 

were at the crux of something so important in their 

life. 

Mr. Speaker, I just want to ask for a Roll Call 

Vote on the Amendment as I wrap up. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

The gentleman has asked for a Roll Call Vote on 

House Amendment "A". All those in favor please 

signify by saying Aye. 
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The necessary 20 percent has been met. When we 

vote on House Amendment "A" we will do so by Roll. 

REP. SAMPSON (80th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Just a couple more 

comments. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

You still have the Floor, sir. 

REP. SAMPSON (80th): 

I just, I'd like to just say in closing that, 

more than anything else, I think what we need to be 

aware of are the unintended consequences of this bill. 

I believe that there could be a tremendous cqst on our 

society. 

We already know that illegal immigration costs 

our state a great deal. I have an article in front of 

me from 2010 where it was es~imated that $259 million 

was the cost to the State of Connecticut, which 

considering the deficit that we had at the time, is 

not an insignificant ·number. 

People will say that illegal immigrants pay 

taxes, and that is true. They certainly do pay 
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certain sales taxes but they don't pay property taxes 

and they do not pay a federal or state income taxes, 

and yet are often the source of expenses that the 

state has to bear. 

I point out the hospitals. During the budget 

situation, we're constantly being reminded that there 

are cuts that are being proposed that affect hospitals 

in nearly all of our communities, and I'm afraid that 

increasing the amount of illegal immigration coming 

into Connecticut is going to increase the burden on 

the hospitals in our state as well. 

That's just one potential unintended consequence . 

We could talk about terrorism. There are people that 

are a danger to the citizens of this country. The 

fact is that 99 percent of folks are going to be 

decent, law-abiding citizens who will do the right 

thing. 

But what about the folks that would abuse this 

situation to come here to, among us, and potentially 

commit acts of terrorism? 

We already talked about the lack of ability to 

determine someone's true origin, or even their age. 

What about people that would use this purely to lie 

about their age so that they could obtain liquor? 
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And what about other states? What are the 

consequences to other states when our residents, who 

are not legal immigrants, drive to another state using 

a Connecticut driver's license that they obtained 

here? I don't know if those licenses will be 

recognized or not. 

So, when everyone gets the chance to vote 

tonight, I hope that they take a moment to think about 

whether or not we should be rewarding people that have 

not gone about the process the right way, versus 

people that have, and also think about the safety of 

our citizens and the unintended consequences that this 

legislation might bring. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Thank you, sir. Do you care to remark? Do you 

care to remark further on House Amendment "A"? 

If not, let me try your minds. I'm sorry, will 

staff and Members, Members please take your seats. 

Staff come to the Well of the House. The machine will 

be opened. 

THE CLERK: 

The House of Representatives is voting by Roll . 

The House of Representatives is voting by Roll. 
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Will Members please report to the Chamber 

immediately. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Have all the Members voted? Have all the Members 

voted? Members please check the board to make sure 

your vote is properly cast. 

If all the Members have voted, the machine will 

be locked and the Clerk will take a tally. The Clerk 

please announce the tally. 

THE CLERK: 

Substitute House Bill 6495, House "A". 

Total Number Voting 135 

Necessary for Adoption 68 

Those voting Yea 76 

Those voting Nay 59 

Those absent and not voting 15 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

The Amendment passes. Do you care to remark 

further on the bill as amended? Do you care to remark 

further on the bill that is amended? Representative 

Miner of the 66th. Representative Miner's passed. 

Representative Scribner of the 107th. 

REP. SCRIBNER (107th): 
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Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Now that the Amendment 

has been acted on and has become the bill, a question 

through you, Mr. Speaker, to the proponent. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Please proceed, sir. 

REP. SCRIBNER (107th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, the Section 3 in 

Amendment "A" seeks to identify the creation of a 

working group and through you to the proponent, can 

you please explain the purpose of that working group 

in the legislation that's before us? Through you, Mr. 

Speaker . 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, this just, the reason 

for the working group is that currently, the 

Department of Motor Vehicles can accept valid foreign 

documentation but it's not, they cannot verify, so 

it's unverifiable. 

So what this does under that Section is 

establishes a working group that will look at what 

other states have been doing, what possible resources 
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are available that can verify foreign documentation . 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Scribner. 

REP. SCRIBNER (107th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Through you, Mr. 

Speaker, can the proponent of the Amendment which has 

become the bill please identify for the benefit of the 

Chamber at what point did the language that creates 

this working group become part of the Amendment? 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Candelaria . 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

If I understand the question correctly, it was 

upon passage and acceptance of this Amendment. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Scribner. 

REP. SCRIBNER (107th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Perhaps I wasn't clear. 

What I am asking of the proponent of the Amendment is, 

at what point did the language of Section 3 of the 

Amendment that just passed become part of the language 
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that ultimately became the House Amendment "A" and I'm 

seeking for --

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative 

REP. SCRIBNWR (107th): 

I'm sorry, 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Excuse me, sir. 

REP. SCRIBNER (107h): 

Just as a point of clarification, trying to 

identify when in the course of various amendments 

being drafted did this section become part of the 

Amendment that was brought before the Chamber tonight? 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, this was in 

consultation with several employees, including the 

Commissioner of the Department of Motor Vehicle. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Scribner. 

REP. SCRIBNER (107th): 
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Thank you, Mr. Speaker. So, I think what I 

understand you to say is, the establishment of the 

working group that's identified in Section 3 of the 

Amendment that just passed was not originally part of 

the language that was being considered. Can you 

identify that? 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, the gentleman is 

correct . It was out of concern for the Department of 

Motor Vehicle that we suggested to remove from what we 

currently perceive as the identification within the 

driver's license, removing that portion of it because 

the Department of Motor Vehicles was concerned in 

verifying valid foreign documentation. 

So to, if you would say appease the Department of 

Motor Vehicle we removed certain provisions, which in 

the many drafts of this bill and came up with a 

solution that sat1sfy those that have some concerns. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Scribner. 
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Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And so, just as a point 

of clarification, as was earlier questioned and 

discussed, it appears that the identifie? need to 

establish a working group to better clarify research, 

define information based on fact and experience and 

concerns that were brought forward, including by the 

Department of Motor Vehicles that there was a need to 

determine that information in order to properly 

implement a driver's license program for undocumented 

residents? Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, what the language was 

to remove the identification aspect of the driver's 

license that many of us are accustomed to and reduce 

the driver's license document to a document that 

establishes an individual and conforms to that 

individual the ability to drive and acquire insurance 

and registration. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representatiye Scribner. 
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It appears to me that 

through the debate that has gone on for the last few 

hours that we, through a series of questions that have 

been asked, and it's been acknowledged and identified 

that a lot of the answers to those questions and 

information that would be necessary to plan and 

implement such a program have yet to be determined or 

answered. 

And I think it's further acknowledged by the 

latest draft that became the Amendment before us, that 

there was potentially a need to learn that information 

and it appears that that has been acknowledged by 

including the establishment of a working group to help 

identify some of that information largely for the 

benefit of the Department of Motor Vehicles in order 

for them to properly implement such a program. 

We were able to identify a number of things, one 

of which was the fact that there are more states that 

have implemented such programs that have actually 

repealed them than remain in place today, and yet this 

Amendment would require that the Department of Motor 

Vehicles implement a program without these questions 

being answered. 
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I think the date of establishment is currently 

January of 2015. With that in mind, Mr. Speaker, the 

Clerk has an amendment. It is LCO 7653. Would you 

please ask the Clerk to call it and I be allowed to 

summarize. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Will the Clerk please call LCO 7653, which will 

be designated House Amendment "B". 

THE CLERK: 

House Amendment "B", LCO 7653, introduced by 

Representatiye Scribner et al. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

The gentleman seeks leave of the Chamber to 

summarize. Is there objection? Is there objection? 

Seeing none, please proceed with summarization. 

REP. SCRIBNER (107th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. The Amendment that has 

been called, which was something that was discussed by 

the leaders of the Transportation Committee and 

properly identified that before we would implement a 

program by state statute, there was a great deal of 

research that needed to be done that required some 

length of time and involvement of appropriate parties 

so that they could bring that information back to the 
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committee of cog,nizance for their further evaluation 

and discussion and then allow action to be taken with 

that information in hand. 

This Amendment would create such a task force and 

Mr. Speaker, I move adoption of the Amendment. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

The question is on adoption. You may proceed, 

sir. 

REP. SCRIBNER (107th): 

Thank you. More of the detail of the Amendment 

does specifically create a task force that would go 

into effect on July 1st of this year and it would be a 

very structured and very legitimate task force with 

appointments made by leaders of each Chamber. 

They would be charged to thoroughly evaluate what 

such a program would do here in the State of 

Connecticut based on all of our other preexisting 

state statutes that govern the issuance and privilege 

of a driver's license. 

It is believed that that information is vitally 

important in order for the Commissioner and the 

Department of Motor Vehicles to properly implement 

such a program . 
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It is also an opportunity for us to get the 

answers to the questions that we were unable to 

receive tonight to clarify the discrepancies of 

information that were discussed here tonight and do it 

in a very thorough manner. 

The findings of this committee would report back 

to the Transportation Committee in January of 2014 and 

then appropriate action could be taken by that 

Committee and further, the entire General Assembly. 

Many discussions in recent days identified that 

this approach, which I believe to be very responsible, 

would also allow the Department to gear up and plan 

for the implementation of such a program. It would 

allow the identification of more specific resources 

that would be needed, the resources whether they be 

from the appropriations side or the revenue side, 

would go through the proper channels to the committees 

of cognizance and be considered before we would 

require that the Department of Motor Vehicle implement 

those, the program without the adequate or appropriate 

resources. 

We also believe that that would enable the 

program, once implemented, to work well for the people 

it seeks to benefit, and it would be done in a very 
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thorough approach so that it doesn't have the 

unidentified intended consequences, potentially, to 

all of our residents because it would be based on 

practical and thorough knowledge of how such a program 

would work. 

Mr. Speaker, when the vote is taken, I request 

that it be taken by Roll. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

The question before the Chamber is a Roll Call 

Vote. All those in favor of the motion please signify 

by saying Aye. 

REPRESENTATIVES: 

Aye. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

No fair. You used your microphone, sir. The 

necessary 20 percent threshold has been met. When the 

vote is taken on this Amendment, it will be taken by 

Roll. You still have the Floor, sir. 

REP. SCRIBNER (107th): 

I'm really not always that quiet. Mr. Speaker, I 

really think that this is a very significant measure 

and I think that there are very strong and good 

intentions behind creating a benefit to a segment of 

our population that they seek and desire to have so 
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that they can function amongst us legally and with a 

level of pride in being part of our process, similar 

to all other residents. 

And as identified in House Amendment "A", there 

is a need for us to obtain significant information 

before such a program can be properly implemented and 

run in a fair and adequate manner. 

I think that this Amendment, which creates a 

formal and very legitimate task force of appropriate 

individuals allows that to happen. We know that based 

on the dates established in House Amendment "A" and 

the corresponding dates that are established in this 

and through discussions with the Department, it won't 

change the implementation date whatsoever. 

It will allow us to make that decision based on 

facts, based on some level of accuracy where we could 

have a high confidence level that what we're doing is 

the right thing and it will work well. 

The people this seeks to benefit deserve that, as 

do the rest of the residents of this state. I 

encourage your consideration, not to undermine the 

intent of House Amendment "A", but to improve the 

process, to make it thorough, to make it fair, and to 

get it right. 
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Thank you, sir. Do you care to remark? Do you 

care to remark further on House Amendment "B"? 

Representative Candelora of the 86th. 

REP. CANDELORA (86th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 

support of this Amendment. We've already heard 

through some of the discussion the concerns with the 

underlying bill ~nd certainly when I was approached on 

this issue, I thought it was an issue that merited 

discussion among the Chamber . 

But I think what this underlying bill has done is 

raise a lot more questions and a lot more confusion 

and I think as the night continues, we will discover 

that there are some potential problems with the 

underlying bill. 

You know, in this Chamber we have passed numerous 

bills dealing with task forces. On the House Calendar 

and the Senate Calendar we have task forces that are 

addressing handicapped accessibility, tax credits, 

Lyme disease, studying the achievement gap, health 

insurance coverage. We even have a task force for the 

siting of regional compost facilities. 
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And it seems as if this Session, especially with 

this budget crisis that we're in, clearly there's been 

a theme here of taking baby steps in some of the 

initiatives that we are doing, and I'm really, really 

perplexed of why we're putting together a proposal 

that we're making effective in the biennium, so it's 

two years from now. It's not even today or tomorrow 

or six months from now. It's two years from now. 

And we're going to not put forth a task force to 

comprehensively study this issue before we go ahead 

and do it. Rather, the task force designed in the 

underlying bill is specifically charged only with 

reviewing the verification of federal documentation. 

And yet, I think there are so many other 

questions that lie out there on this issue. I don't 

think we're doing a service to the residents of 

Connecticut. We're certainly not doing a service to 

undocumented immigrants and definitely not a service 

to the Department of Motor Vehicles. 

We know, we've heard many different challenges 

that Department has undergone given our budget cuts. 

Just when we eliminated the sticker program, that had 

significant ramifications for all residents as I 

continue to get complaints that people don't even know 
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when their registrations are suspended or auto dealers 

that can't temporarily register vehicles when you go 

to purchase a car. 

And yet now we're going to hoist another 

requirement onto DMV, another policy that they're 

going to be left to figure out how to deal with it and 

I think that certainly the merits of this Amendment 

makes a lot of sense. 

We have plenty of time to do this, obviously. 

The underlying bill, the intent of it was not for it 

to go into effect for two years from now and if we're 

going to set up a bill to study the siting of a 

compost facility before we go to site it, I certainly 

think it merits that we set up a task force to study 

this .issue before we leap into it. 

And so therefore, I rise in support of this 

Amendment. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Thank you, sir. Do you care to remark further on 

House Amel')dment "B"? Representative Shaban of the 

135th. 

REP. SHABAN (135th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker . I, too, rise in support 

of this Amendment. You know, just in the relatively 
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short time I've been doing some research on this 

issue, once we found we were actually running this 

thing, it's become apparent that some of the 

justifications, seemingly, for the bill might not 

really be there. 

In a relatively short amount of time, myself and 

my colleagues here discovered a report for.the 

Insurance Research Council, which studied a similar 

program that was passed in the State of New Mexico 

after the State of New Mexico did the same thing we're 

talking about doing here. 

What they found is, five years after New Mexico 

passed a bill similar to this, then actually the 

number of uninsured drivers went up. It actually went 

up. It went from 26.3 percent five years later to 

29.5 percent. You know, people could have their 

opinions about, you know, the strengths and 

weaknesses, but your numbers typically don't lie. 

Thus the reason, thus the need for a task force 

to study, just look at New Mexico, what worked, what 

didn't work, what can we do better, what maybe we 

shouldn't do. Thus the reason for the Amendment. 

The same report, the same study, indicated that 

in fact the fatalities, the fatality rate in that same 

' ' 
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amount of town didn't move . No correlation. There 

was actually a national average where fatalities went 

down somewhat, but that was a national average 

regardless of whether the state allowed undocumented 

folks to have a driver's license or not. So, you 

know, there was no correlative effect between giving 

folks, undocumented folks a driver's license and 

fatalities. 

So, uninsured motor1sts? That reason's gone. At 

least according to this study. Fatalities? That 

reason, there's no correlation there, and some of the 

other reasons that you heard all night and you'll hear 

again in different contexts. 

The reason that a task force like this deserves 

to be had, I mean, the Minority Leader, you know, 

flushed this out a lot earlier on but most of the 

folks in this room want to do something about this. 

Most of the folks in this room what to help these 

folks. I know I do. I know I do. I mean, I come from 

a family of immigrants. We came over and moved to 

Brooklyn, New York with a bunch of Russian immigrants 

in 1917, some of whom are still there, you know. 

And this country, this state, this experiment 

that we call the United States offers promise to 
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everybody, but at the same time we're a body of law . 

We're ruled by a body of laws and before we start 

passing laws willy nilly, whether, regardless of what 

may be happening at the federal level and regardless 

of what's happening in the other states, we ought to 

take a look at it. We ought to take a look at it. 

What we see in the bill, no~ that it's been 

amended, in my opinion looks like a really solid first 

cut at it. It really does. You know, there's some 

good ideas in there. But there's some holes in there 

and we'll get into those later. Thus the need for 

this Amendment . 

Let's take a step back, take a look at this and 

actually get some of this stuff and perhaps more done 

after a proper task force is done. 

So again, it's not a partisan issue. You know, I 

don't think anyone who's holding a mike tonight really 

feels like being here until dawn, although the sun 

rises nice in Hartford. Let's pass this task force. 

Let's just get this done and come back and do this 

right next Session. 

So, I, too, rise in support of the Amendment and 

I urge my colleagues to adopt it . 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 
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Thank you, sir. Do you care to remark further on 

House Amendment "B"? Representative Alberts of the 

50th. 

REP. ALBERTS (50th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, good morning. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Good morning, sir. 

REP. ALBERTS (50th): 

If I may, I think I have several questions to the 

proponent of the Amendment that's before us. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Scribner, please prepare yourself . 

You may proceed, sir. 

REP. ALBERTS (50th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. In the Amendment that's 

before us in Lines 38 through 43 it's contemplated 

that there would be a task force to report on the 

findings and recommendations to the Joint Standing 

Committee on Transportation. 

What might be some of those items that might be 

detailed in that report? Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Scribner . 

REP. SCRIBNER (107th): 
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Thank you, Mr. Speaker. As previously indicated 

in the course of the debate, there's a number of areas 

that have not been properly or adequately and 

certainly not thoroughly identified. 

There is opportunity before us and I believe we 

should take advantage of learning from other states 

that have implemented such a program, and I would 

suggest that perhaps especially the seven that did 

that have since repealed the legislation, obviously 

because it wasn't working. 

We don't know why, because we haven't taken the 

time to learn why. Rather than repeat their mistakes, 

which would cause us to go back and revisit and make 

changes later, this working group would be charged 

with identifying the facts based on actual experience 

and provide it to the Transportation Committee of 

cognizance and certainly share with the Department of 

Motor Vehicles who would be charged with implementing 

such a program not having the answers to those 

questions. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Alberts. 

REP. ALBERTS (50th): 
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Is it conceivable that 

as a result of the task force's work that potentially 

there may be a pathway developed for the establishment 

of access to driver's license for this population that 

would be acceptable for federal identification? 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Scribner. 

REP. SCRIBNER (107th): 

Based on the language that creates this task 

force, the answer to that lS yes, and I think it's an 

important aspect because as brought out in prior 

questioning and debate, one of the concerns that we 

have and the Department of Motor Vehicles is charged 

with, has to do with federal requirements in how they 

process the issuance of driver's licenses and what 

those driver's licenses, once issued, have the 

potential to allow residents to use them for, 

something that has been of great concern, particularly 

in the aftermath of 9/11, and very sincere efforts by 

both the federal government and our own state to 

prevent any kind of fraudulent use of such a document. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 
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I'm sorry, 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Continuing to the 

underlying bill, the Lines 86 through 87 make 

reference to no motor vehicle operator's license 

issued pursuant to this section shall be used as 

identification for voting purposes. 

If we were to proceed with a task force as 

proposed in the Amendment, would there be a potential 

pathway as well where identification could be used for 

voting purposes? 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Scribner. 

REP. SCRIBNER (107th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. It is my understanding 

from the discussions that I've had and particularly 

with the Commissioner herself, they are keenly aware 

of and concerned about how the actual driver's license 

under such a program would not only appear, but how it 

could be used and what it could be used for. 

As I understand it, the intent of the legislation 

is to issue a document that is only allowed to be used 
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for the privilege of operating a motor vehicle with a 

driver's license in the State of Connecticut. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Alberts. 

REP. ALBERTS (50th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And I do thank the 

proponent for his answers. 

I come at this issue, as we all do, with 

individual perspectives and I had a grandmother who 

emigrated here legally from Canada, never became a 

U.S. citizen, was a legal alien, but was always 

fearful for whatever reason that she might be 

deported, and I didn't become aware of all of the 

issues until much later after she had passed away. 

But you know, my concern in the underlying bill, 

which I believe this Amendment will seek to correct is 

that this underlying bill really creates a separate 

but equal approach and it's really unsatisfactory for 

those who want to provide the opportunity for full 

access to all the benefits that everyone should be 

able to attain. 

So for those reasons, I believe the Amendment 

that's before us is an outstanding one. I think the 

Amendment will, from what I've heard from the 
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proponent of the Amendment, the distinguished Ranking 

Member of Transportation, that it's going to put us on 

a pathway to establish a really thoughtful approach, 

logical, timely, perhaps much more effective than the· 

underlying bill, and for that reason, Mr. Speaker, I 

will support the Amendment. 

Thank you. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Thank you, sir. Do you care to remark further on 

House Amendment "B"? Representative Miner of the 

66th. 

REP. MINER (66th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. At about quarter to ten 

I think I yielded the Floor, and I wonder if I could 

go back to the racial profiling bill and finish that 

one first and then we'll take this one up after, but 

I'm sure we're not going to go back there. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the Amendment, 

and I do so for a number of reasons. 

As a Member of the Appropriations Committee, I've 

had an opportunity to work with Representative Walker 

and a number of others and we have'for a number of 

years now grappled with expenses of the State of 

Connecticut that some, I think we feel, may be 
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I think the gentle lady, 

Chair of the Appropriations Committee and I have both 

met with officials-from Yale-New Haven Hospital that 

have told us stories about unreimbursable medical 

expenses, folks that present themselves with very 

serious medical problems that clearly come from 

outside the State of Connecticut, in fact, outside the 

country to the State of Connecticut for that kind of 

health care. 

I don't know what the right answer is in terms of 

providing-individuals the privilege of a driver's 

license. I don't know what it might be. I don't know 

if we have enough information. I suspect we don't, to 

make that decision tonight, Mr. Speaker. 

Part of the reason I believe we don't is that I 

don't even know whether this includes a regular 

passenger's driver's license. I don't know if it 

would permit someone to drive a livery vehicle or a 

heavy piece of equipment. 

I'm not even frankly sure that the best approach 

to this would be a state driver's license at all. 

Perhaps it's a national driver's license for folks 

that have yet to become citizens of the United States . 
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Without the benefit of actually finding out what 

other states have done and done well, I think we only 

run the risk of making the same mistakes they've made 

and it's not going to improve the lives of anyone. 

It's going only perhaps set them up for failure, which 

I think many of us have had some experience with as 

elected officials. 

When you pick up the phone or you e-mail back or 

write back to someone that you assume is a 

constituent, they may live in your community. I 

consider them constituents whether they can vote for 

me or not. But more often than not, in some 

circumstances you find that they're issues that relate 

to citizenship and they're not, you know, electors of 

the State of Connecticut or the United States. 

I guess I don't quite understand why this is the 

wrong approach, why establishing a task force with a 

date certain to achieve a goal and come up with a 

solution that provides a pathway. 

When we spoke in our Caucus, not once, but twice, 

there was almost universal support for trying to 

resolve this issue. I don't see how we resolve it by 

creating the resolution without knowing how you get 

there. I don't know that that's, I can frankly tell 
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you that I believe· it's not the right way to do 1t, by 

establishing the fact that a license will be available 

on a date certain when we don't know how we're going 

to get there. 

I do believe that this is a good first step, and 

I do believe that the way the·Amendment lays out, it 

does provide us with a number of individuals and a 

timeframe during which we can achieve the solution to 

a proper way of giving someone the privilege of a 

driver's license, including proper insurance coverage, 

proper ownership, proper documentation if they want to 

own it, contract law, all sorts of things that I 

believe are probably embedded in what most of us 

consider to be appropriate ownership and operation of 

a motor vehicle. 

And so I would ask the Chamber to support the 

Amendment and get us on a path to a reso~ution that I 

think will work and I think most people would agree 

could work in Connecticut. Thank you. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Thank you, sir. Do you care to remark further on 

House Amendment "8"? Representative D'Amelio of the 

71st . 

REP. D'AMELIO (71st): 
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Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the Amendment 

before us. You know, when we started this debate, 

Representative Cafero said that many of us on this 

side of the aisle want to be part of the solution and 

that's very true. 

By passing this Amendment, you're going to give 

this Chamber not only this Chamber, but all of our 

constituents the opportunity to really look at this 

issue, to see what the effects of passing this policy 

in the State of Connecticut will be. 

You know, Mr. Speaker, I spent a lot of time 

looking at this issue and it's with a heavy heart that 

I stand here tonight because you know, our federal 

laws allow the existence of people that are 

undocumented, to live within our society, and that's 

not a bad thing. 

You know, many of you know that I own a 

restaurant and I come across a lot of different people 

and there's a lot of people here in this country under 

a lot of different circumstances. 
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I met a family from Albania that actually won a 

lottery a few years ago. Their country allowed them a 

visa to come to this country to stay here for 10 

years. They came here with two young children. They 

established a life here, husband and wife worked hard. 

They were even able to purchase a home, Mr. Speaker. 

Their kids were brought up in our public schools. 

Ten years goes by, they're in a dilemma. Their visa 

expires. Now, our country can't do anything to help 

them to establish residency here. They have to go to 

their consulate. They have to get permission by their 

government, and if their government denies them and 

they choose to stay here, they're here illegally. 

So these are real stories that are happening 

right in the City of Waterbury and it's heart 

wrenching because these people are, they want the best 

for their children, just like all of us, and we get 

that. Every one of us in this Chamber gets that. 

You know, the good Representative from the 75th 

District, my good friend Victor Cuevas came to me in 

the beginning of the Session and says, you know, 

really think about th1s issue and when I told him I 

really wanted to, you know, really look at this issue 

and help out, and I want to do that. 

005842 



• 

• 

• 

pat/gbr 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

493 
May 22, 2013 

But unfortunately, the Amendment that just passed 

doesn't really allow me to do that. It doesn't allow 

me to stand before my constituency and say that I 

voted for something because it's going to help out the 

State of Connecticut. It's going to provide people 

the opportunity to have a driver's license so that 

.they can have insurance so that we're going to have a 

better chance of, you know, if we get into an accident 

the likelihood of having an unregistered vehicle hit 

us is less than it is right now, and I believe that. 

I really do. 

And in that process many people came to me 

because they knew I was holding an open mind to this, 

and I've met a lot of good people, a lot of people 

that told me thelr stories that are undocumented, 

people that were brought here as little kids 

themselves and were raised in our cities and went 

through our schools and their kids are now going 

through .our schools and they're living the American 

Dream and they want very much for their kids to live 

the American Dream. 

And we want to help those people. You know, a 

story of a family that have two kids that go to Sacred 

Heart High School. Both kids are soccer players, very 
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good soccer players. They were going on a trip to 

Massachusetts with the team to play in the finals, 

they were pulled over for a broken taillight. When 

they were pulled over, they didn't have any license or 

insurance or registration. It was very embarrassing 

to that family, and I get that. I understand the need 

for what we're doing here. 

You know, when you hear these stories and you see 

these people that are before you, you want to help 

them. 

If we pass this Amendment, ladies and gentlemen, 

you're going to give us the opportunity to become part 

of this process, to answer all the questions that we 

have. That's what this task force is all about. 

You know, I applaud Representative Scribner for 

putting this forward. I know that the Transportation 

Committee itself looked at this issue and chose not to 

really bring it out of Committee but they wanted to do 

exactly what's before us and there was a lot of 

support for that, I believe. 

So give us the opportunity to work in a 

bipartisan manner so that we could become part of this 

solution, so that each and every one of you can stand 

before your constituents and this is very important 
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because if you look at the polls that are out there, 

you know, the feeling amongst our constituents are 

very high that they don't want this. I believe it's 

67 percent, if it was the Q poll, if I'm not mistaken, 

do not want us to do this. 

But if we pass this Amendment and we get all of 

our questions answered and we do it right, we might be 

able to change that opinion out there and each and 

every one of us could hold our heads up high and feel 

good about doing this. 

You know, we're all about helping people, each 

and every one of us here. I'm sure a lot of you have 

encountered different stories within your districts. 

This Amendment will only help. We're not saying 

let's hold back. The Amendment that passed before 

this is giving driver's license out in January of 

2015. We could do that. We could do that. Let's get 

all these questions answered. Let's not just open up 

our borders for the State of Connecticut to allow 

everybody from other states to come in here, because 

I'm afraid that's going to happen because we're not 

doing this right tonight. 

So give that some thought, ladies and gentlemen . 

We're not saying let's stop this process. We're 
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saying let's look into it, let's get all the facts and 

then let's do it the right way come January of next 

year. 

Each and every one of us by God's grace will be 

here in January of 2014 and we can do this together. I 

ask you to think about that because I am one of the 

Members on this side that really wants to get this 

done and get it done in the right way. Thank you, Mr. 

Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Thank you, sir. Would you care to remark further 

on House Amendment "B"? Representative Rebimbas of 

the 70th, you have the Floor, madam. 

REP. REBIMBAS (70th): 

Good morning, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Good morning, madam. 

REP. REBIMBAS (70th): 

Mr. Speaker, it brings me great pleasure, even at 

this very, very early morning hour to stand in support 

\ of the Amendment that's before us and I'm proud of the 

Amendment because it's one that's signed by 34 

Republicans, and I think it's very important for 
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everyone in this Chamber and everyone who's watching, 

to understand what this Amendment does. 

Now, I try as much as possible to make things as 

simple, as possible in order then for there to be 

clarity as to what exactly are·we considering before 

we vote for it, and I'd like this opportunity to kind 

of highlight and simplify the Amendment that's before 

us. 

What this Amendment does is, it does not change 

the underlying bill. I want to make that clear. It 

does not change it. It supplements it. It absolutely 

supplements it . 

There is a working group in the underlying bill, 

yes, and if you look at the working group in the 

underlying bill specifically, Section 3, the only task 

that this working group is charged with is verifying 

how these foreign documents are going to be 

authenticated. That's the only thing. 

I could submit to you, you do not need a working 

group that gets established, that's only going to 

report in February, that's going to put some kind of 

guidelines in authenticating these documents. We can 

already do that. We already have the information in 

order to authenticate these documents. 
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Immigration does it. Other states have done it. 

Why are we going to wait for February for 

recommendations on authenticating documents, documents 

that the underlying bill once it's effective, we need 

to look at. 

So now we're telling people that we're passing 

legislation so that undocumented applicants in the 

State of Connecticut can have driver's license, but 

hold on, wait, wait, wait, we're going to establ1sh a 

working group to authenticate the documents you're 

supposed to show us to get you a driver's license. 

What sense does that make? We have those tools 

already at hand .. 

What the Amendment before us provides is a 

working group that effective as it was already 

represented, July 1, 2013, that gets together with 

appointments on both sides of the aisle, not to work 

on authenticating documents, that's it. We could 

already do that. But what this does, and it provides 

recommendations and information and let me just 

confirm my dates here, January 1, 2014. January 1, 

2014. 

This Amendment does not delay anything, but what 

it does is a working group that's going to examine all 
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of the issues that we know through this dialogue that 

exist, the lack of information that we know we do not 

have, all of the challenges that these other states 

have already gone through and either a) have already 

addressed and that's why we have states that allow 

this and the other states that repealed that we can 

examine their mistakes, because we don't want to make 

promises to these people for driver's license just to 

find out later on it's going to be repealed. Later on 

there's going to be challenges and issues. We don't 

have the money for it. 

Let's put the money where the bill is. Let's be 

realistic. Let's get all the information we need, 

because if we're going to say to these undocumented 

individuals that are going to be relying on these 

driver's licenses that we're willing to do something 

for them, then let's do it. Let's do it. 

This Amendment does not prevent the underlying 

bill. It makes it that much better. 

I am offended, myself, personally, for not having 

been involved with the underlying bill. I know many 

people may have thought, had the impression, that some 

of us on this side of the aisle had been invited or 
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informed of the process. Many of us were not. We 

were not. 

We wanted to be, but we were not. We were not 

given the opportunity to be at the table. To talk 

about democracy, it's to allow voices. Our voices 

were not heard and it's unfortunate that for the 

people that we all represent, irrespective if they can 

vote or not, we're still protecting their rights. 

They have rights in the State of Connecticut. They 

have rights in the United States of America and that's 

what we're here to do, Representatives and Senators, 

to protect the rights of every single human being in 

the State of Connecticut. That's what we're here to 

do, that's what we're tasked for and many of us did 

not have that opportunity in the underlying bill. 

I could just imagine what the headlines are going 

to be or what the impressions or lack of information 

or misinformation out there regarding all this. And 

quite frankly, to be honest, I don't care because I 

know what the honest truth is, and the honest truth is 

this Amendment that's before us, and I'm going to 

highlight it, simply does the information gathering 

process that we need so that when we come back here 
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next Session, we have everything we need to make this 

underlying bill that much better. 

Informed decisions. Informed action. What it 

asks for is the logistics and issuance of the licenses 

at Department of Motor Vehicles. We've heard the 

questioning back and forth, we've heard from DMV that 

they already have challenges and issues and concerns 

regarding this. Let's listen to them. Let's ask what 

they are so we can fix them, can fix them so that when 

this bill passes everyone we're telling that we want 

to give you this opportunity and right in the State of 

Connecticut, we can deliver on that . 

This working group also exam~nes the policies 

concerning such, obviously, issuance in other states, 

so again, we're learning from other states what works, 

what doesn't work. We don't have that information. 

We don't have that information. We want to make sure 

that we have that. 

We also have the impact of these licenses by 

state and local law enforcement officials. If we 

don't have the information to educate our law 

enforcement officials, who knows what they're going to 

do? Who knows what they're going to do? 
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I don't know what kind of questions they're going 

to ask or not ask, what's going to be legal, what 

isn't going to be legal, but we should make sure that 

we have that information. We should make sure that we 

educate the law enforcement as to how these new 

licenses that are going to have different distinctions 

based on the underlying bill, how they can interpret 

them, how could they utilize them, what's going to be 

legal, what's going to be not? 

Federal compliance regarding such licenses. You 

know, many times in this Chamber we hear something 

might be constitutionally challenged. Well, let's 

examine what's been done in the other states. Let's 

make sure that what we pass is actually constitutional 

so that we're not going back to these same people and 

saying, oops, I'm sorry, we were in such a rush to do 

this, we didn't have enough time to do our homework 

and get all the information that's necessary. 

And let's confirm then, that we have the 

information if that's certainly the case. There is a 

lot of information we need, and that's come out during 

our dialogue. But again, I submit to you that this 

Amendment that's before us, and I still am, I'm 
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I don't understand why 

It's an Amendment that makes the underlying bill 

that much better. It's an opportunity for the people 

on this side of the aisle that were not at the table 

in the drafting of the underlying bill to make a 

contribution to the bill that's before us. 

Mr. Speaker, I know there's no one I can ask to 

as to why this wouldn't be acqeptable, and I guess 

it's a rhetorical question in that regard because, as 

I stand here, I don't understand why not? 

It doesn't delay the underlying bill. It's just 

another mechanism to get more information to make sure 

that what we're doing here today is legitimately what 

the intent is. 

So I ask each and every one of you to please 

consider the Amendment that's before us, what it does, 

and understand that it really does just supplement the 

underlying. bill. 

The information that's gathered by this working 

group again, a bipartisan, appointments on both sides 

of the aisle with the relevant departments and 

expertise to make sure that we provide recommendations 
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again by January 1, 2014 so that we're ready with the 

information that's necessary. 

So again, Mr. Speaker, I do rise in support of 

the Amendment. I certainly hope it's an Amendment 

that everyone takes the opportunity to read, 

understands that it's being submitted for the benefit 

of making the underlying bill that much better. 

Because if we're truly wanting to pass good 

legislation and protecting those undocumented, we want 

to make sure that we can live up to those promises and 

I'd like to do it in a bipartisan manner. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker . 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Thank you, madam. Would you care to remark 

further on House Amendment "B"? Representative Carter 

of the 2nd District. 

REP. CARTER (2nd): 

Thank you very much and good morning, Mr. 

Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Good morning, sir. 

REP. CARTER (2nd): 

Ladies and gentlemen, you know, it's a few times 

that I feel a loss for words, but I'm starting to feel 
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that way because we're rehashing the same kinds of 

things over and over and over in this Chamber. 

This Amendment is a good Amendment and I rise in 

support, not only of the Amendment, but of the concept 

of what we need to study, and that's the ability to 

give folks who are undocumented ln this country, the 

ability of a driver's license. I think it's a good 

idea to study that. 

It's very controversial, obviously, but I think 

it's something that is worth our while. 

Now, the reason I support this Amendment is 

because like I mentioned, this is what the bill should 

have been in the first place, and I don't know why it 

is, time after time I feel like we don't get together 

on these things and we don't hash out the details like 

we should, and that we sit here night after night 

going through this, and some of the stuff that came up 

in the original bill that needs to be fixed is 

baffling to me. 

The fact that we could have felons from other 

states, but oh, they can't be a felon in Connecticut, 

and we have no way to check that. That kind of thing 

just doesn't make any sense . 
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Studying this issue gives us a lot of great 

opportunities. We have the opportunity to actually 

look at what these documents do, as my colleague had 

just mentioned, to find out if we have a way to 

quickly identify the authenticity. 

I mean, does it make sense that we can use a 

baptismal record and it's certified? I mean, I don't 

know who certifies baptism records in another country, 

but it sure doesn't sound like the smart thing we 

should be using as a form of ID here. 

My point is, the things that we are all looking 

certified in other countries may even be fraudulent . 

You know, after 9/11 folks, there was a lot of talk by 

the FBI about some of the identification that was used 

in other countries being fraudulent and the stuff we 

look at in the United States, we think oh, we have 

security measures. 

Do you ever think about how much money we spend 

in Connecticut for security measures on the back of 

IDs and other states, and money? You know, do we 

really want to rely on what the other countries do 

without having any way to look into that and study it 

in the first place? I think it's a prudent measure to 

take a look at that. 
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I think it's a prudent measure when we look at 

giving driver's licenses in the State of Connecticut 

that we have a study that looks, you know, with 

children who are 17, we have what, extra schools, 

extra rules. If you're an adult you have different 

rules. Why not look at what we should do differently 

for somebody who's never driven in the United States 

before and actually establish, you know, a criteria 

there that's just not a knowledge test and that's just 

not a driver's test but has a little more thought put 

in it. I think that would be something that would 

make a lot of sense and this Amendment gives us the 

ability to do that. 

You know, a lot of talk has been surrounding the 

controversy with giving driver's licenses out to the 

ability to have voter fraud. Now, it would make a lot 

of sense to me that this Amendment would give us the 

ability to study the best way to come up with an ID 

that gives people in our country and our state, a 

little more comfort in knowing that this ID is not 

being used inappropriately. 

I know there's been a lot of talk with IDs, 

whether you put something on the back or the front, 

you know, put a little label on the back that says, 

005857 



• 

• 

•• 

pat/gbr 508 
May 22, 2013 HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

not used for voting. Yeah, sure, I thlnk people 

really look at that. 

Why not give some study to see if we should do it 

like they do for an ID when you're 21, you know, turn 

it sideways and put a red strip on it or something 

like that. That makes sense. But we've never even 

considered that here. We're not even looking at that. 

The other part of this that really, I think, 

bothers me the most is just the security factor of 

this. You know, when I was looking at what the 

original bill would do, the one that we're amending 

with this, all I really need is my baptismal 

certificate and a couple of e-mails that says who I 

am. 

You know, folks, in a post 9/11 world, does that 

really make a lot of sense? You know, the 

responsibility we have to our country, our country, 

not just our citizens here, but the ability to take a 

Connecticut driver's license anywhere in the United 

States and use that as a form of Id, I think it's an 

incredible responsibillty. So why not take a little 

extra time and study this? It just makes sense. 

Now, this is not a game. We're talking about 

this in a sense that if we do this study, we can have 
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driver's licenses in people's hands six months before 

the original bill does, six months. Six months can be 

a lot to somebody, somebody who's out there trying to 

get a job, somebody who needs a ride to work, a family 

who has one car and one person driving and they're 

driving under one person's ID, six months makes a big 

difference. 

By doing a study, we get it right, folks. We get 

the ability to come out strong, have something that 

makes a lot of sense. It doesn't have a lot of these 

questions that are still floating around and we could 

have driver's licenses in somebody's hands six months 

earlier. 

But no, are we going to sit here and just blow 

this off because we want a political victory or 

something right now, or we want to pan it to people 

right now, you know, I think we need to spend some 

time on this. It makes sense. 

Ladies and gentlemen, we get accused as 

politicians often of pushing bad legislation through. 

This is an opportunity for us to do something 

together, get it right the first time and it's a win 

for all of us . 
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I would really like to see us come together on 

something like this. It's a good Amendment. Thank 

you. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Thank you, sir. Do you care to remark further on 

House Amendment "B"? Representative Klarides of the 

114th. 

REP. KLARIDES (114th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, through 

you, I have a few questions to the proponent of this 

Amendment. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Scribner, please prepare yourself, 

sir. You may proceed with your questions, madam. 

REP. KLARIDES (114th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. In establishing this 

task force as is the intent of this Amendment, what 

were the biggest concerns as to why we should have a 

task force? 

Through you. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Scribner. 

REP. SCRIBNER (107th): 
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It was recognized early 

in the process not only by myself, but other leaders 

of the Transportation Committee, that the intent 

behind the original proposed bill did not identify any 

facts or information that would be required to be 

known by the Department of Motor Vehicles in order to 

implement such a program. 

Some of those concerns were ones that had been 

previously brought out, which had to do with uncertain 

numbers as to what resources would be necessary, 

whether it be on appropriations side or a revenue 

side, issues that have been raised that are very 

legitimate concerns about potential effects on 

homeland security and federal requirements and 

regulations that fall into that category, statistical 

information that some of us had taken the time to 

learn since this process began, but it has not been 

properly identified with the committee of cognizance 

and frankly, was not even identified here tonight with 

the House Amendment "A", which became the underlying 

bill. 

We believe that it was the most responsible and 

appropriate approach to learn all of that information 

so that we could make an educated decision and move 
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forward with this measure knowing in confidence that 

we had done the right thing. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Klarides. 

REP. KLARIDES (114th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 

gentleman for that answer. You know, I will try not 

to belabor this point, because I know the hour is late 

and a lot of my colleagues had this conversation 

already, but I feel' it necessary to just comment about 

the fact that we do this day in and day out in this 

building . 

We look at things, for example, we look at how 

the Department of Motor Vehicles or the Department of 

Transportation or the Department of Education or the 

Department of fill in the blank can handle such and 

such. 

We look at what other states do, why they do it, 

how it worked, what worked there, what didn't work 

there. I don't know any one of us in this room who 

hasn't asked for a report from research saying, do 

other states do this? If so, how many? If so, when 

did they do it? If so, does it work? If so, what 

part works and what part doesn't work? 
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I don't know how many times we haven't discussed 

what the federal issues are, what the issues are with 

our local towns and cities, what the issues are with 

different federal laws, and in this particular issue, 

federal immigration laws. 

So I guess it's beyond me why this bill is an 

exception to that rule. You know, we all talk about a 

personal experience we've had or somebody we've known 

and remember my grandparents when I was little and I 

had a chance to talk to my grandparents, got old 

enough to understand that they came over from Greece 

and they were so excited when they got here to be part 

of this wonderful country and they couldn't wait to 

become citizens and go through that process, and they 

were proud.- You know, they were proud to do that kind 

of thing. 

And I have to tell you, the underlying bill that 

we're discussing today, I certainly don't think the 

idea is a bad one. I think that there are valid 

points to what we've been discussing. 

I don't think that the way we did it is the right 

way and I don't think that what we're voting on is the 

right thing because we don't have enough answers to 
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know what the right bill and therefore, law, should 

be. 

So I will join with a lot of my colleagues when I 

say that this Amendment before us right now, we 

believe is the most responsible one that we can look 

at and work on going forward to figure out what the 

best answer is to help the people we want to help and 

to allow them to live the way that we all believe they 

should live. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Thank you, madam. Do you care to remark further 

on House Amendment "B". Representative Wood of the 

141st. All right, Representative Bolinsky of the 

106th. 

REP. BOLINSKY (106th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Good morning. Never 

thought that at 2:00 o'clock in the morning, I'd rub 

the sleep out of my eyes and open them to see you, but 

it's nice to see you anyway. 

I'm going to be brief because as a freshman I 

haven't learned the gift of gab like many of my 

partners here . 
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I strongly stand in support of this Amendment, 

Mr. Speaker. What this Amendment does without 

belaboring the point is, it takes a bill that has a 

lot of potential and it actually gets it right. 

It doesn't change the targeted implementation 

time. We still get it done in 2015 and we could 

really get it right. And when you stop and consider 

the fact that seven states have already come and gone, 

run away from this particular program because they 

didn't get it right, well, wouldn't it just be a 

wonderful thing for Connecticut to set an example for 

the rest of the country like we did earlier this year 

with having bipartisan agreement on 1160. 

Let's have bipartisan agreement on the fact that 

this Amendment does, indeed, strengthen the underlying 

bill. My concern is getting this right and only 

getting it right, and if I can sway some of the people 

that are in this Chamber to go bipartisan one more 

time. Let's do it together. 

I'm going to conclude with a quick story. 

Everybody's heard this from somebody in some point in 

your life. Seven states have run away from this type 

of program. My father once told me that the 
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definition of insanity is doing the same thing over 

and over again and expecting different results. 

Let's get this right. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Thank you, Representative Einstein, I mean, 

Bolinsky. Representative O'Dea of the 125th. 

REP. O'DEA (125th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I will be very brief. 

promise. I have not been here long, so I'm simply 

going to ask you to reflect on what has happened here 

this evening, and ask yourself, is this thing, this 

bill if we don't pass the Amendment, the right thing 

to do? Was this done the right way? 

And as a freshman in the minority party, I hope 

you would say to yourself, this was not done right. 

This Amendment would help it to be done right. 

Please, let's get this right. Vote for the 

Amendment. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

I 

Thank you, sir. Do you care to remark further on 

House Amendment "B"? Representative Zupkus of the 

89th. 

REP. ZUPKUS (89th): 
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I rise in support of 

this Amendment and I'm not going to reiterate what my 

colleagues have said. I just wanted to say that I 

have been very blessed in my life to bring two little 

girls from China to this great country and they are 

able to enjoy freedom, liberty and a good life in our 

land of opportunity, and every day we make a 

difference in people's lives up here and that's really 

what I love about this job, and I want to be part of 

changing people's lives. 

So, I do encourage you to support this Amendment 

so we can all make a difference in their lives. Thank 

you. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Thank you, madam. Representative Noujaim of the 

74th. 

REP. NOUJAIM (74th): 

Good morning, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, almost 

at 2:00a.m., Thursday, the 23rd of May, your hair is 

very nicely combed and you look very sharp. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Thank you, sir. I would say the same for you as 

well . 

REP. NOUJAIM (74th): 
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I was going to 

say, I wish I could say the same about myself, but 

seeing that you have the dais, it's more important, so 

thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. Speaker, this past Saturday, May 18, 2013 was 

a very hlstoric day in the great City of Waterbury. 

Our City of Waterbury is a city of neighborhood and by 

coincidence the editor and publisher of the Waterbury 

Observer was speaking with our mayor, Mayor Neil 

O'Leary about six months ago and he said to him, he 

said Waterbury is a melting pot. Waterbury is a city 

of neighborhood where all the neighbors know each 

other and we have residents of Waterbury who came from 

all over the world, why don't we get together and have 

a celebration. 

So they came up with the idea to call it The 

Gathering, and that took place this past Saturday 

morning. Ninety-flve groups marched in the parade. It 

was a beautiful parade that started toward the east 

side of Waterbury, marched down Main Street around the 

green downtown and into what is called Library Park. 

And when we arrived to Library Park, the place 

was packed with ethnicity. Ninety-five groups, more 

than 1,000 people marched. We also had some visitors, 
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State Representatives marching with Representative 

Cuevas and Representative, yeah, with Representative 

Cuevas as a matter of fact and Representative Butler, 

and we arrived to the Library Park and the food was 

delicious. 

They must have had about at least 40, 50 booths 

of nationalities of food from Peru, from Jordan, from 

Egypt, and of course, Mr. Speaker, from Lebanon as 

well, Irish, Italian, Dominican Republic, Puerto 

Rican. It was all over. It was so beautiful. It was 

really nice. It was such a melting pot. 

And I can tell you, about 90 percent of the 

marchers, Mr. Speaker, were not born in this country, 

including yours truly. It was such a beautiful 

celebration of ethnicity. 

So for everyone to understand, any one to 

understand, I am one who understands what it means to 

be an immigrant and to come to this country and to 

work very hard and to want to live and to become 

respected and become elected, we all have this 

opportunity and thank God for this country. This 

country presents us an opportunity. That's why I 

always say, America is the land of opportunity where 

we're able to do what we want to do, we're able to 
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live, we're able to work, we're able to raise a family 

and we're able to be respected in our communities. 

And that is very important to all of us. 

Now, I look at this Amendment and I say, we will 

know the facts, as a businessman, as a manufacturer, I 

don't jump into anything. If we want to buy a 

machine, we don't just jump in and say we want to 

spend $200,000 on a machine. Eventually, we spend 

that money but what we do is, we look at all of the 

facts ahead of us and we look at the return of our 

investment and we say, is this the right thing for us 

to do? Is this the right opportunity for us? 

And as far as I'm concerned, if we study this 

process, we will be able to come up with a more 

educated decision. We will be able to decide upon 

ourselves if this is the right thing to do and I'm 

sure we will come up with an opportunity to say it is 

the right thing to 1 do. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to do this process as much as 

anyone else here. I really do, from the bottom of my 

heart because I know how people struggle. I 

understand the struggle of people and I respect that. 

You know, I am one who worked in this country in 

a textile mill when I first came to this country and I 
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know that many people are doing the same, and I know 

they are struggling. I want to help them. I want to 

do it for them. I want to be there for them because 

when I first came to this community somebody was there 

for me to support me, and that is really important. 

But what we are doing, we are rushing into it. 

If we do a study, if we do an analysis and in all 

likelihood we will be able to perform our duty and do 

it well. 

I know Representative Scribner is here, so 

through you, Mr. Speaker, may I pose a question to the 

proponent of this Amendment? 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Represent'ative Scribner please prepare yourself. 

You may proceed, sir. 

REP. NOUJAIM (74th): 

Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Now that 

Representative Scribner has prepared himself, I would 

like to ask a question. 

From my understanding, is the study that will be 

put into place will be ready to be disseminated by the 

beginning of 2014. Am I correct? Through you, Mr. 

Speaker . 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 
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First, let me apologize 

for the delay. I was on my way to the men's room to 

comb my hair. 

The answer is yes. 

REP. NOUJAIM (74th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and through you, Mr. 

Speaker, so if we have all of the facts before us on 

January, 2014, would there be a possibility for us to 

come back during the next Session between February and 

May of 2014 to come up with a plan that will be 

comprehensive and will envision all of the issues that 

we are thinking about so that we can make it effective 

in January, 2015. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Scribner. 

REP. SCRIBNER (107th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. The answer is 

absolutely. As a matter of fact, it is the whole 

intent behipd the content of this Amendment, and let 

me point out as I mentioned earlier, other leaders of 

the Transportation Committee along with me created the 
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language of this Amendment for that purpose, and it 

was our greatest hope that we would reach some kind of 

agreement that that would become the bill before us. 

And it is important that all Members realize that 

by going through this responsible approach it gives us 

better and more thorough information from which to 

make a decision as to how we proceed, but it does not 

in any way delay-the implementation. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Noujaim. 

REP. NOUJAIM (74th): 

Thank you, and thank you, Representative Scribner 

for your answer. I appreciate it. 

So, Mr. Speaker, you see, the result is in 

our hands. We can do it. When we are speaking in 

Caucus, actually in Caucus was yesterday, as a matter 

of fact, I was the first one to raise my hand to say, 

this is something that we can do. It's something that 

we can respectfully do and allow people to go through 

the process. 

So to my colleagues from this immigrant to the 

bunch of immigrants, I would say, let's do it right. 

Let's do it right. Let's show respect to ourselves 

and to our communities and to the people that we want 
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to help. We want to help them. We want to serve 

them. Let us do it right. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Thank you, sir. Do you care to remark further on 

House Amendment "B"? Representative Sawyer of the 

55th. 

REP. SAWYER (55th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Our very own Legislative 

Report that came out March 28th, so that's about two 

months ago, describes the issuance of driver's 

licenses to undocumented immigrants and in that, it's 

interesting that Representative Scribner had brought 

up before, there are seven states that have reversed 

themselves and no longer allow such privileges. 

Mr. Speaker, if this report isn't evidence enough 

that we have to carefully study what we're doing, 

nothing else is. If we don't carefully put this in 

place, we will find ourselves in that list and become 

number eight. 

But what's interesting in those seven is not one 

of those states has gone back again to give out the 

privileges, to give out the licenses. Why is that? 

Why haven't they gone back to passing out the 
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licenses? And I don't suspect anyone in this Chamber 

. knows why they haven't gone back to do that? 

If we're going to do it, Mr. Speaker, if we're 

going to do it, we should do and we should do it well 

and we should do it right and we should learn from 

others, but that takes research, Mr. Speaker, and 

that's why I'm in support of this ·Amendment. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Thank you, madam. Do you care to remark further 

on House Amendment "B"? Representative Kokoruda of 

the lOlst. 

REP. KOKORUDA (10lst): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I rise in support of 

this Amendment today. I believe this Amendment allows 

us to base legislation on educated information and 

more responsible information. 

It allows us to show that people that have been 

asking us to help them, that they're important enough 

for us to get it right, and I think that's a concern. 

I think this Amendment does help the underlying bill 

get it right. 

The Amendment allows us to do for the people that 

have been asking us for so long, is this the best you 

005875 



' I' 

•• 

• 

-·. 

pat/gbr 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

526 
May 22, 2013 

can do, and it's a concern that the underlying bill 

without this Amendment is not the best we can do. 

You know, Mr. Speaker, just a few short months 

ago in this Chamber, we came together and passed 

legislation and I think a lot of us were very, very 

proud of the bipartisan effort that was here, and now 

we are addressing immigration reform, really, one of 

the most critical issues of our time, and we have 

stopped talking to each other. What happened? 

You know, as a relatively new Legislator, it was 

this spirit of bipartisanship that we all talked about 

this year . It was, that had a lot of us excited. It 

was going to be the spirit of this Session. 

And I think this Amendment helps us renew that 

spirit. You know, bipartisanship, Mr. Speaker, is a 

great word, but are we going to talk the talk, walk 

the talk, walk the walk, or is it just a word and I am 

concerned today, we have not heard why this Amendment 

is a bad Amendment yet, and as we do, I have to ask, 

I'm surprised we're all not home already sleeping, 

because this is truly a friendly Amendment, that we 

want to work together to really reach out to the 

people that need us most and do the best we can do for 

them. They deserve it. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
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Thank you, madam. Do you care to remark further 

on House Amendment "B"? Representative Yaccarino of 

the 87th. 

REP. YACCARINO (87th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and good morning. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Good morning, sir. 

REP. YACCARINO (87th): 

I rise in support of the Amendment. As 

Representative Noujaim had asked the good 

Representative Scribner, if when this task force is 

completed, if we were to pass this Amendment, we would 

have all the facts by January, 2014 and potentially, 

we'd actually have implementation of the bill before 

the actual underlying bill is to be completed. So 

this makes so much more sense. 

We all live together. We all work together. We 

all want the same thing, to help people. No matter if 

they're undocumented, we want them to eventually have 

a pathway to this country and to this state, but we 

should do it together. We should please consider 

passing this Amendment. It's a friendly Amendment . 

It makes quite a bit of sense. 
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So I urge my fellow friends across the aisle to 

at least look at this Amendment, look at it on line, 

look it over. It makes· a lot of sense and I'd like to 

thank Representative Scribner and really everybody 

here, but please consider this Amendment. Thank you. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Thank you, sir. Do you care to remark further on 

House Amendment "B"? 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, I've been 

hearing my good colleagues on the other side talk 

about how this Amendment compliments the Amendment as 

adopted. 

Mr. Speaker, a lot of the arguments that I have 

heard has to do specifically with best practices and 

what other states have done. Mr. Speaker, we have 

done a lot of research in looking at how other states 

have operated. 

We have ensured that this language is comparable 

to what other states have adopted. I think our goal 

is to ensure the safety of all motorists in the State 

of Connecticut and by passing the bill as amended by 
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House Amendment "A" ensures that we issue every driver 

in the State of Connecticut a driver's license for 

driving purposes only and are trained and will be able 

to acquire insurance. 

Mr. Speaker, for those reasons, I urge my 

colleagues to reject the Amendment. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Thank you, sir. Do you care to remark further on 

House Amendment "B"? Representative Scribner for the 

second time. 

REP. SCRIBNER (107th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, for the second time. I 

just want to close this debate in hopes that all of my 

colleagues have listened carefully to statements made, 

questions asked and answers provided, and I do want to 

reiterate that the spirit behind this Amendment is 

very sincere, very genuine and very bipartisan. 

In no way does it seek to delay or prevent the 

implementation of a sound, driving program provjsion 

for undocumented residents. It will do nothing to 

delay the implementation. As a matter of fact, it 

might even accelerate it, that would allow us to 

create a date after we go through the proper and 
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thorough process in January of having implementation 

sooner. 

But in doing so, we will do it with the 

confidence and the restoration of credibility of what 

the program actually does, knowing the answers to the 

questions with accuracy and that really is the way 

that it should be. 

It is what we are here to do, the best job 

possible. So I again ask for your consideration and 

urge your support of this Amendment, something that we 

will be proud to support and implement for the benefit 

of those it seeks to serve. Thank you . 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Thank you, sir. Do you care to remark further on 

House Amendment "B"? If not, staff and guests to the 

Well of the House. Members take your seats. The 

machine will be opened. 

THE CLERK: 

The House of Representatives is voting by Roll. 

The House of Representatives is voting by,Roll. 

Will Members please wake up and return to the 

Chamber immediately. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 
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Have all the Members voted? Have all the Members 

voted? Members please check the board to make sure 

your vote is properly cast. 

And if all the Members have voted, the machine 

will be locked and the Clerk will take a tally. The 

Clerk please announce the tally. 

THE CLERK: 

House Bill 6495, House Amendment "B". 

Total Number Voting 132 

Necessary for Passage 67 

Those voting Yea 49 

Those voting Nay 83 

Those absent and not voting · 18 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

The Amendment fails. Would you care to remark 

further ~ the bill as amended? Would you care to 

remark further on the bill as amended? Representative 

Lavielle of the 143rd. 

REP. LAVIELLE (143rd): 

Good morning, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Good morning, madam. 

REP. LAVIELLE (143rd); 
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There's life. I remember about a year ago, JUSt 

a little more than a year ago, about two weeks more 

than a year ago, standing over there where I used to 

sit and saying, goodness gracious, we are l1terally 

quite literally making laws in the dark, and here we 

go again. 

It's a pity about that Amendment because that's 

exactly what's happened. We've got something that has 

a lot of holes in it and could have had a lot more 

thought. Whether you're for it or whether you're 

against it, it could have had a lot more thought, and 

since it's looking like it's going that way, well it 

couldn't have been worse with more thought. 

And as I said two years ago when I was sitting 

over there, it's disrespectful to my constituents, but 

not to just my constituents, it's disrespectful to the 

constituents of everybody in this room, and that's 

sad, and I'm sorry, and I'm sorry to see it happen 

that way. But that's the way it is now, we're stuck 

with it, everybody, all of us, not just us who d1dn't 

vote for the first Amendment, but everybody. 

So, what do we have here? We have a bill that's 

going to give some people who have not until now been 

able to provide the evidence that is required of other 
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people here in order to get certain documents, to get 

those documents. 

And it's important to me as I, and it's important 

to me to get up and speak, even though it is 2:00 

o'clock in the morning and whatever good it will or 

will not do, to remember, that like everybody else, 

mostly who live in this country, I'm descended from a 

bunch of people who at one point came from somewhere 

else, and they all came with nothing. They came a 

very long time ago, so long ago that we don't know 

what some of them were called or where they came from. 

And some of them went for God knows what reason to 

Texas and there they stayed, and I had to end up there 

five generations later, so I got out as fast as I 

could. 

But there are all those people who begat people 

who served in World War I and World Wqr II and Korea 

and very patriotic people, and then the last person in 

my family who came from somewhere else came in 1985 

and married me. 

And what all of those people had in common, my 

husband and those far distant relatives of mine was 

that they came here and they went through the process 
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they had to go through to do it right and to become 

legal residents. 

And that's very important to me, and by the way 

having gone through it with my husband, I know it's 

very difficult. It's not easy. They don't make it 

easy for you. They don't make the procedure easy to 

understand, so I adm1re anyone who's gone through it. 

But it shouldn't be given away. 

Now, I have heard many stories and met many 

people who are in the situation of having come here 

not of their own volition because they were very young 

and they came with their families, or other people who 

came under very adverse circumstances. It wasn't 

legal. They felt very uncomfortable. They've tried 

and it's been hard for them and they don't documents 

and I've heard all that, and I think that a solution 

is necessary. 

I don't happen to be among those who think the 

solution should come at a level where national 

residence standards and national citizenship standards 

and all those things should be established at the 

state level. I think it's a federal matter. 

Traditionally, they've always been established with 

federal law. But a solution does need to be found. 
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But I, look, it's 2:00 o'clock in the morning. 

I'm not going to address questions to the proponent of 

the bill, who's been very patient with everyone, but 

there were three things in particular that I noticed 

in this bill and one was that we don't know all those 

documents that are enumerated in the beginning that 

people have to provide, passports, consular documents, 

baptismal certificates, what have you. 

And I know someone asked me, does every single 

passport and every consular document from every 

country in the world carry a photograph? Well, I 

don't think so, but I certainly couldn't tell you that 

they all do. I certainly couldn't tell you that. 

And then you look at maybe someone who comes from 

somewhere that doesn't issue passports any more, like 

Czechoslovakia. We don't have that anymore and maybe 

they left before it split. So there's the problem of 

the photo. How do you really know that a document 

someone's giving to you belongs to them? And that 

problem seems to be pretty persistent here, especially 

with our new voter registration requirements. 

There's also the question of what happens to a 

driver's license that's issued in Connecticut when 

it's taken out of state? I don't know. What will 
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Would they know what 

it was? Would they know you couldn't use it to vote? 

Would they know anything about it at all? I don't 

think so. 

But the one that bothers me the most is that 

paragraph toward, well, I won't find the line number, 

but where it explains that your secondary proof of 

identity, which has conveniently put in front of me by 

Representative Carpino, thank you, in Line 13, no, it 

isn't, Line 22, proof of residency indicates that such 

applicant resides in the state and is dated unless 

otherwise indicated not only the 90 days before an 

application for a motor vehicle operator's license. 

Ninety days. Ninety days. Now, I've heard so 

much about these people who came here when they were 

children, not of their own volition and who have 

waited all this time, people who are refugees and 

couldn't get the documentation right, really want to, 

all these people in these terrible situations, they 

didn't just show up and cross the border 90 days ago. 

So anybody who shows up and crosses the border 90 

days ago can do this? Great. So I think we're going 

to have an awful lot of people crossing the border, 
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very fast, whether it's the national borders to get 

here, or whether it's other states. Very fast. 

And I see in the fiscal note that it's 

anticipated that approximately 54,000 licenses and 

permits will be issued over the next three years. 

With all those people coming to be here to get this 

thing in 90 days, I think 54,000 is pretty short. I 

really do, and that worries me a lot. 

So I'll just say, that I still don't know since 

when a state in this country has, well that has 

recently, but a lot of them have repealed the law, but 

since when should a state determine anyone's rights in 

terms of residency status. 

And since when is it just fine to appear out of 

the blue and get all the rights that people get who 

have respected the law and who have had a law to 

respect, and do it in 90 days. 

I have a sort of special experience myself by the 

way. I've done this thing. I went to another country 

and went through the process, and I obeyed all the 

rules and I lived there for a while and it wasn't 

easy. So I know what it's like and I sympathize with 

these people and never, never, let it be said that I 

don't, because I do. 
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But I don't know a country that allows what we 

are talking about allowing here, and the question it 

leaves me with is, what in God's name does the State 

of Connecticut take itself for? Thank you, Mr. 

Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: .... _ ... 

Thank you, madam. Do you care to remark further 

on the bill as amended? Representative Carpino of the 

32nd. 

REP. CARP~NO (32nd): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. After listening to this 

debate for a number of hours and technically a couple 

of days, I'd like to offer some comments if I may, Mr.' 

Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Please proceed, madam. 

REP. CARPINO (32nd): 

Thank you. A number of us are going to be forced 

to vote against this bill tonight for a variety of 

reasons. It is not because we are insensitive to the 

plight of legal immigrants. Most of us wouldn't be 

her but for them. 

I was told that 100 years ago Santo Carpino came 

here from Italy by himself as a young man, a family of 
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tailors and settled in Brooklyn. The Peruginis and the 

Cotrones moved to the Bronx and the Trumbolli's, well, 

they're from Sicily and that's another story. 

And they struggled here and they followed each 

and every rule because they were so proud to realize 

the American Dream, and I thank them for that, because 

the generation after them proudly served their 

country, and after that, community college and now, I 

have the luxury of being a Member of the finest 

Chamber in the United States in getting here to 

address you tonight. 

And I thank them for the opportunity to do that, 

and I respect that, and I think that is a gift for 

anybody who comes here. 

But there are real issues in the bill before us 

and there are facts that have been glossed over way 

too many times in the last few hours. Anyone who 

truly understands the automobile insurance rules in 

this state, know that this is a bogus premise to say 

that these licensed drivers are going to cause less 

accidents and increase safety on our roads. 

Drivers, vehicles, and uninsured motorist 

coverage mean things to the people who understand this 

and know that if we get folks with licenses, we can't 
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force them to get insurance. We have proper citizens 

with licenses that don't insure their vehicles. 

What's going to make us think that these unknown 

number of individuals are suddenly going to have 

insurance? 

And let's talk about the cost, folks, because our 

budget is looming is over us, so how can we ignore the 

18 additional positions that are going to be needed 

with what I suspect is a very conservative number of 

individuals who are going to be flocking here. I 

agree with all of my colleagues. I think that number 

is far greater than we realize . 

Smoke and mirrors. I have heard it too many 

times in my short tenure here and here is another 

example. A knowledge test in this bill? Knowledge of 

what, folks? The laws in the State of Connecticut? 

The rules of the road? How to operate a vehicle? The 

license insurance? I don't know the answers and I 

suspect you don't know them either because they're not 

there. 

The proof, the residency requ1rements. Really? 

I need more documentation to get a cell phone. No 

photo ID, things that can be e-mailed and the 

residency requirement of 90 days? It can take longer 
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to evict someone in the State of Connecticut, 

depending on the courthouse you happen to be sitting 

in. 

And a task force that has a predetermined outcome 

because we're going to carry out the task force after 

we pass the bill. I don't see the logic and I sat 

here for hours. 

Terror is something that is unfortunately on our 

minds as of late, as it should be, and security is 

also an issue. The question of felons came up before 

and we debated, respectfully on both sides, if felons 

in states other than Connecticut would have this 

opportunity and the answer was very clearly stated 

that the bill says in Connecticut. 

So following that logic, if you come here in 

Stamford and apply you are ineligible if you've 

committed a felony in White Plains, I'm sorry, you are 

ineligible if you committed a felony in White Plains 

versus Danbury. There's no logic here, ladies and 

gentlemen. It doesn't make any sense. 

There's a right way to do things, and ladies and 

gentlemen, this isn't it. Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 
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Thank you, Representative. Representative 

O'Neill of the 69th District, you have the Floor, sir. 

REP. O'NEILL (69th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. There are a number of 

things about this piece of legislation which in 

looking at the materials that were brought to the 

attention of the Committee on Transportation during 

its public hearing and looklng at the now bill that's 

before, what was the Amendment, clearly shows to me 

that there are a number of things that should have 

been incorporated, should have been considered, had 

the Amendment that just failed passed, might have been 

considered going forward. 

One or two things I would like to try to clarify 

for the purposes of the bill that's before us in case 

it does pass and become law. 

There was an earlier conversation by one of, and 

perhaps more than one of the Members regarding the use 

of the phrase in Line 11 of what was the Amendment 

that passed, talking about consular report of an 

applicant's birth in a foreign country. 

And I would like to ask the proponent of the 

bill, or the Amendment now the bill a question about 

that, if I may. 
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Representative Candelaria, please prepare 

yourself. Please proceed, Representative O'Neill. 

REP. O'NEILL (69th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. Drawing the Member's 

attention to that language on Llne 11, is that 

document the same as the document that is called for 

on the document checklist used by the Connecticut 

Department of Motor Vehicles where the wording is 

consular report of birth abroad? Through you, Madam 

Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, the gentleman is 

correct. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative O'Neill. 

REP. O'NEILL (69th): 

And it is my understanding, and I want to verify 

that it is, the gentleman from New Haven's 

understanding that that report is a report of the 

birth of a United States citizen in a foreign country . 

Is that correct? 
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Through you, Madam Speaker, it is my 

understanding that it is a report of any individual 

that was born outside of the U.S. Through you, Madam 

Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative O'Neill. 

REP. O'NEILL (69th): 

Well, my checking on the Internet using that 

terminology and also in looking at the materials that 

were on the DMV website, as far as I can tell, that 

report is meant to report the birth of a United States 

citizen, for example, if there are two parents, U.S. 

citizens residing for example, in a country like 

Canada that when you're born in Canada you are still a 

United States citizen. 

I believe the nature or the number of the form 

under the federal system is FS240, and the purpose of 

that in looking at the U.S. government website is to 

report the birth of United States citizens in other 

countries. 
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If that is not the document that we're talking 

about, then I'm not sure what it is. So again, I 

would renew my question. Is this document that's 

referred to in the bill on Line 11, the FS240 that's 

used to report the birth of U.S. citizens abroad? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, I do not have the 

document that the gentleman is referring to 

specifically, but based on the knowledge that I have, 

the consular report that is issued by the consulate of 

a foreign country here in the United, whose Consulate 

is currently here in the United States will issue a 

consular report to any individual that was born 

outside of the U.S. Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative O'Neill. 

REP. O'NEILL (69th): 

Okay, well, based on that answer, I think that 

there is a fundamental flaw in this Wlth respect to 

this usage of this terminology for the purpose of 

acquiring this information and providing it to the 

005895 



• 

• 

• 

pat/gbr 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

546 
May 22, 2013 

Department of Motor Vehicles because it's pretty clear 

to me that what DMV is using right now is the form 

that's used by the United States government when a 

consulate in a foreign country gets a report of a U.S. 

birth in that country of an American citizen. 

If that's not what it's about, and it seems like 

it's not, then I'm not sure what it is and I'm not 

sure what DMV is supposed to make of this thing called 

a consular report of an applicant's birth in a foreign 

country, in part because it's different from slightly, 

but significantly different in terms of the language 

used from what DMV is currently using to apparently 

acquire the same kind of information that they are 

doing right now. 

So apparently it's not the same form and I'm not 

sure what it is because I can't find any references to 

it in any of the research that I've done in these 

several hours that we've had to be here. 

Number two, I have a question regarding the 

Deferred Action on Children known as DACA because 

reference was made to people benefitting from the 

underlying bill because it's going to make it possible 

for someone who was born in,a foreign country but 

005896 



• 

• 

• 

pat/gbr 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

547 
May 22, 2013 

' 
brought here as a child or an infant to be able to get 

a driver's license and lead a more normal life. 

But in looking at the DMV's website and also in 

looking at the report that was issued that was 

referenced earlier, the OLR report, that says that 

deferred action on childhood arrivals are, in fact, 

eligible currently for getting driver's licenses from 

the DMV, that Connecticut's DMV is granting licenses 

to successful DACA applicants. 

So I would ask if it is the understanding of the 

proponent of the bill, that the DMV is issuing 

licenses to people in that category, people who 

qualify for the deferred action program? Through you, 

Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, the gentleman is 

correct. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative O'Neill. 

REP. O'NEILL (69th): 

So, based on that, the underlying bill is not 

needed for the purpose of providing driver's licenses 
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to people who qualify under DACA, and so that category 

of people, as sort of innocent victim of their 

parent's decision to emigrate without getting proper 

documentation, those people are already being taken 

care of by existing law and by the Department of Motor 

Vehicles. 

So that leaves us with people who themselves made 

the conscious decision to come to the United States 

either legally initially with a visa as a student or a 

worker or a tourist or something and who chose to stay 

longer than their visa, or people who maybe not had 

any kind of initial visa and permission to be in the 

United States at all, but clearly not people who are 

the innocent victims of someone else's actions to 

bring them to this country. 

Now, it's been referenced that there are three or 

four other states that allow for driver's licenses to 

be issued to people who are either undocumented or 

illegal immigrants to this country, however we want to 

characterize their status, but in my looking at it, it 

appears that there really are only two right now. 

The State of Illinois is going to start a program 

but they haven't done so, and I can't really find the 
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details of what that program is going to look like 

from the Internet. 

The State of Utah does not in fact issue driver's 

licenses to people in this category. The State of 

Utah issues a driving permit, which is valld for only 

one year, and which is made available to people who 

can't qualify for getting such things as a social 

security number or other documentation to demonstrate 

that they are legally allowed to be in the United 

States. 

And one of the interesting things we had some 

discussion earlier about, other states and their 

experiences and how they're handling things and of 

course the states that repealed it, the State of Utah, 

which is one of the three that was recited in the 

documentation that was provided to the Transportation 

Committee by the, I believe it's Jerome Frank Legal 

Services Organization, which supported it cited Utah 

as one of the states, but didn't mention too much 

about them. 

Utah has decided that they need to do 

fingerprinting of the people who apply for this 

program. Utah has allowed this to be done in a very 

limited fashion and for a very limited amount of time. 
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In addition, all of the states that have allowed 

this, Utah, Washington State and New Mexico, make a 

very focused effort in terms of what kinds of 

documents that they are going to permit. 

If you look at their requireme~ts, the documents 

that those three states allow, primarily focus on 

Mexico, using documentation of birth certificates, 

driver's licenses as the key pieces of information. 

It's use of Mexican documentation, Mexican consular 

documentation and verification. 

Unlike the bill which is before us, which says in 

effect, and I will perhaps phrase this as a question, 

does the bill before us allow for documentation to be 

submitted to the Department of Motor Vehicles from any 

of the roughly 200 countries in the world? Through 

you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, the gentleman is 

correct in 1his answers. I would caution, as I stated 

earlier, that there m1ght be specific countries that 

because of foreign policies we're not dealing with, we 
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do not accept or states we cannot do business with . 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative O'Neill. 

REP. O'NEILL (69th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. So, I believe then I 

am correct. This bill, unlike any of the other pieces 

of legislation that are currently in effect around 

this country, the other three states, allows any 

documentation from any government in any part of the 

world to be submitted to DMV and DMV is then going to 

be responsible for verifying the accuracy and the 

validity of that documentation. 

When a state such as New Mexico says, you've got 

to get the documentation from the consular office in 

Albuquerque, which I think they specifically require, 

they're limiting what their DMV has to cope with. 

We are going to be requiring our DMV to look at 

documentation from countries as disparate as Albania 

and Zimbabwe, not just a couple of countries that are 

nearby. 

One of the documents that's required, or 

permitted, I believe it's Washington State, will allow 

Mexican and Guatemalan documentation. It's pretty 
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limited to the countries, and in fact, basically 

between those two, you're talking about countries in 

which the language is Spanish, so when you need a 

translation, if you can get a Spanish translator, you 

can get the documents translated if they start out in 

Spanish. 

There are a number of other things about this 

bill that I think indicate that it really needs a lot 

of work and a lot more consideration and would have 

benefitted greatly had the Amendment that just failed 

passed. 

Among the things that are permitted to be used as 

documentation for the purposes of this bill are out-

of- country driver's licenses. Interestingly enough, 

if you are a legal visitor to the United States, if 

you're on a visa as a student or something, you can 

get a driver's license provided you get an 

international driving permit and that's based on your 

drivlng llcense in your home country. 

But DMV is very clear on its website. Out-of-

country licenses are not acceptable as a form of 

identification. So, if you are complying with all the 

rules and the regulations and the requirements to be 
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in this country legally, you cannot use your horne 

country license for identification purposes. 

But in this bill we're going to say that if 

you've already started out violating national laws of 

the United States, we're going to make it easier for 

you to get a driver's license because you can use your 

horne country's driver's license as a form of 

identification to qualify to get a Connecticut 

driver's license. 

In addition, nowhere in our statutes, for example 

if you are visiting with a student visa and want to 

get a driver's license, are you allowed to use a valid 

voter registration card, foreign voter registration 

card, and I guess I would ask, because I didn't see 

this referenced in the other state statutes. 

What was the basis of the decision to include 

that as a secondary proof of identity? Through you, 

Madam Speaker to the proponent. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, it will be another 

form of identification that the individual can provide 
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to the Department of Motor Vehicles. Through you, 

Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative O'Neill. 

REP. O'NEILL (69th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. And therefore, it is 

an additional form of identification, which the DMV 

now has to evaluate and in making that evaluation, has 

to determine whether an Albanian voter identification 

card is valid, perhaps never having seen one before, 

or a Zimbabwe voter identification card is valid, or 

the identification cards of any of the other 

countries, the other roughly 200 countries in between 

those two points in the alphabet. 

So in addition to trying to look at driver's 

licenses, which they don't look at from foreign 

countries to determine their validity, now they're 

going to be looking at voter 1dentification cards, 

which I've never seen one that I know of, and my guess 

is that nobody at the Department of Motor Veh1cles has 

ever seen one before tonight. 

I also notice that for example, under the DMV's 

own rules, one of the secondary forms of 

identification that they allow currently to be used is 
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a marriage certificate or a certificate of a civil 

union from any state in the union, but that is not 

included in the list of secondary identifications, 

only marriage certificates. 

And again, if I could inquire, what was the basis 

of excluding civil union certificates as a possible 

secondary source of identification? Through you, 

Madam Speaker to the proponent. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, I don't believe that 

that section excludes civil union certificates. I 

think that what the bill does is add additional forms 

of identification to the already existing document 

checklist for identification verification that the 

Department of Motor Vehicle currently has within its 

possession. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative O'Neill. 

REP. O'NEILL (69th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. I am not sure if that 

is going to be sufficient by way of legislative 
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history to overcome the fact that the words are simply 

not there in the statute, even though they parallel in 

so many other ways the language that's in the current 

statutory scheme, and/or on the forms that DMV 

currently uses and what's on their website. 

But perhaps that might overcome it if someone 

with a civil union certificate tries to get; a driver's 

license using that as a piece of identification. 

I would also ask if, it says here, a valid 

unexpired motor vehicle operator's license with 

security features issued by another state or country. 

Could the proponent indicate what security features 

includes? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, again, not having 

full knowledge of what foreign countries' motor 

vehicle department would include in their issuance of 

driver's license as features or security features as 

the good gentleman stated, my assumption is that 

foreign countries would have rigorous procedures and 

features as we do here in the United States to ensure 
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that their own driver's license cannot be duplicated 

or used for fraud. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative O'Neill. 

REP. O'NEILL (69th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker, because what I notice 

is that again, in other states, it appears that one of 

their requirements, and I believe even for DMV here 

now when we're dealing with people who are here 

legally, photo identifications are required. 

This legislation that is before us does not 

require photographic identification for these driver's 

licenses that we're going to be evaluating, which of 

course makes it that much more difficult, to be sure, 

since its purpose is to identify the person who's 

presenting it to you. 

If there's no requirement for photographic 

identification then we may, in fact, have DMV trying 

to make a decision presented with a driver's license 

from a foreign country, the likes of which they have 

never seen before, trying to determine if it's valid 

and it doesn't have a picture of the person who's 

showing it to the DMV worker, who's trying to make a 
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decision about whether the documentation is sufficient 

or not. 

In the materials provided by the Frank 

organization again, who are supporters of the 

legislation, or this type of legislation, they ran 

through a list of the potential documentation that 

could be provided, and they talked about, for example, 

a foreign driver's license that may have expired 

-
within 60 days, talked about passports, that sort of 

thing. 

As far as I can tell, no other state allows for 

the use of an expired passport and again, I would ask, 

why does the legislation that i~ before us allow for a 

passport that could be as long as 35 months expired? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, in consultation with 

employees and the Commissioner of DMV who reviewed the 

language, they felt comfortable that a passport that 

has been within the three years and has the features 

within the passport and it has a picture of the 

individual in the passport, can suffice as proof that 
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the person that's in front of them is who they state 

they be. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative O'Neill. 

REP. O'NEILL (69th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. Well, I guess I'm 

encouraged that DMV signed off on this. I believe that 

this is the first time this evening that I have heard 

that this piece of legislation was drawn up in 

conjunction with the Department of Motor Vehicles. 

It's a little disquieting that they didn't pick up on 

some of these issues such as the consular reports to 

make sure that the same language was used if the 

intent was to have the same document be submitted. 

But going back to the Frank document that had a 

footnote where they talk about the various kinds of 

identification that undocumented immigrants might be 

called upon to provide, and they were giving some 

suggestions, and then they went on to say in the 

footnote, undocumented immigrants will generally not 

be able to provide any stand-alone documents and that 

the only A-list document, which I believe is the same 

as the primary proof of identity type document, the 
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only A-llst document might, they might be able to 

provide, would be a foreign driver's license. That's 

it. 

So we've got all of this documentation that 

they're called upon to produce and/or that DMV is 

going to be called upon to try to evaluate, and yet 

the people who appear to e sort of experts in this 

field and have done a lot of research, there are 

extensive footnotes to various studies that have been 

done about the experiences and the overall situation 

of the undocumented and what they're going to have to 

deal with, with respect to this, they say that they 

might, at best they might, be able to come up with a 

driver's license from a foreign country, which as I 

indicated before DMV specifically won't allow a 

documented immigrant to use as the basis of getting a 

driver's license in Connecticut. 

At this point, I think that it's a nice try. I 

think it would have been better had more research been 

done if DMV had appeared at a public hearing and 

answered questions and gone back and forth, if perhaps 

the Co-Chairs of the Transportation Committee and the 

Ranking Members and the Members of the Transportation 

Committee had sat down and worked on the development 
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of a piece of leglslation to address all of these 

issues that we've been talking about here tonight, and 

perhaps could have produced a bill that at least 

technically would have been correct and would have not 

had loopholes in either over broad or overly narrow 

criteria that the undocumented are supposed to supply, 

and would have provided us with some comfort that the 

thing was actually going to work if it became law. 

I don't have that comfort and in addition, and I 

understand when you're trying to make a big change, 

you fundamentally are trying to get everybody to agree 

that undocumented immigrants or illegal immigrants 

should be entitled to get these driver's licenses 

because it will be beneficial to them. It would be 

beneficial to other people. 

I think the question still remains open as to 

whether it's going to be beneficial to other people, 

to the drivers, other drivers in the State of 

Connecticut, whether it will make much of a 

difference, in the likelihood that if they get into an 

accident wlth someone, that that someone is going to 

have insurance. 

My experience with people who drive without 

insurance is that they do so because of financial 
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limitations initially, but once they get into the 

habit of doing it, they find that it's generally a lot 

less expensive and they get away with it. And it's 

like a lot of other things in people's lives, it's a 

hard habit to break. 

So if the mission here is to get people to buy 

insurance, it's not clear to me that just having a 

driver's license is going to solve that problem, 

because I've seen people with driver's licenses who 

choose not to buy insurance for a number of reasons, 

usually financial. 

And once they go down that path, until they get 

arrested, and we only have a few hundred people who 

get arrested, as the numbers were recited before, per 

year in the State o~ Connecticut. Most of the 54,000 

people who apparently are driving illegally in the 

State of Connecticut as well as living in the United 

States illegally, most of those people are not going 

to get into an accident, are not going to get caught, 

and are not going to get the motivation, perhaps, to 

go out and buy insurance. 

And so I don't think we're going to increase the 

probability that you're going to avoid an uninsured 
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motorist who is uninsured because they're also 

undocumented. 

So I believe that this is a piece of legislation 

that still needs a lot of work before it's ready to 

move forward and that therefore, this bill ought not 

to move forward here tonight. Thank you, Madam 

Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Thank you, Representative. Representative 

Adinolfi, you have the Floor, sir. 

REP. ADINOLFI (103rd): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. It's getting early in 

the morning. I got a second wind and I think we're 

all ready to go. 

Through you, Madam Speaker, I have a question for 

the proponent of the bill. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Please proceed.' 

REP. ADINOLFI (103rd): 

Under federal law, our state officials, I mean --

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative, could you wait just a moment. 

If Members of the House could please take their 

conversations outside into the hall. It's difficult 
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for the questioner and the respondent to hear. Thank 

you very much. Representative Adinolfi, please 

proceed. 

REP. ADINOLFI (103rd): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. Through you, Madam 

Speaker, under federal law, state officials, the 

issuers of the license at the Motor Vehicle Bureau or 

Center, whatever you want to call it, are they 

violating the federal law by not turning in a legal 

immigrant when they know that they are illegal 

immigrants, that they are interviewing? 

Through you, Madam Speaker . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, if I heard the good 

gentleman's question, is he referring to the employees 

of the Department of Motor Vehicles? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Adinolfi. 

REP. ADINOLFI (103rd): 

I'm referring that I'm a law-abiding citizen, 

through you, Madam Speaker, I'm a law-abiding citizen 

005914 



• 

• 

• 

pat/gbr 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

565 
May 22, 2013 

and I learn that somebody is here illegally or 

committed a crime, I'm obligated to turn that person 

in to the authorities. 

And what we're asking through this bill, because 

federal law requires us to do that. You have to 

report a crime. We have our own laws in the state 

that says we must report a crime. I think we just 

passed one recently here in the last couple of months. 

So what we're asking us to do here is violate our 

oath of office and so on. So I want to know, my 

question, through you, Madam Speaker, is, are we 

violating federal law by not turning in these people 

when a public official knows that they are here 

illegally and committing a crime? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, this bill does not 

impact any federal law or any state law that we have 

passed in regard to an individual that may be driving 

and might be stopped by a police officer. 

And through the bill that you just talked about 

that we passed, can be detained, detained and you 
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know, there's certain laws, certain federal laws that 

current establish and that person, whatever those laws 

specifically state, they could be deported. Through 

you. So it doesn't, I'm sorry, Madam Speaker, this 

bill does not hinder upon those existing laws. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Adinolfi. 

REP. ADINOLFI (103rd): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, then if I understand 

you correctly, you're telling me that if I know 

somebody is committing a crime, it's okay for me not 

to turn them in to the authorities? Correct? Through 

you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, to answer the good 

gentleman's question, I think you have all the right, 

if you see a crime, you witness it, I think you do 

have the right, and it would be your own personal 

obligation to really i~form authorities. 

So I don't think this takes your rights away . 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 
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Through you, Madam Speaker, I think what we're 

trying to indicate here is that this is not a crime to 

be here illegally is what we're trylng to do here. 

So I'll just continue on. Is there any manner 

that the DMV can be notified if an individual's 

insurance expires to discontinues if their 

registration is enforced. 

If there were somebody, when they get their 

registration, you know, in order to get your 

registration you have to show proof of insurance. And 

they'll have their license so they can get their 

registration and they show proof of insurance. 

But after they get their registration, a couple 

of weeks later they can cancel their insurance and not 

pay it. Now, is the insurance company obligated to 

notify the DMV in this case? Through you, Madam 

Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

I ' ,. 
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Through you, Madam Speaker, the gentleman is 

correct. Under current law that's currently what's 

happening with anyone that has a regular driver's 

license and 1t will be the same procedure with the 

adoption of the bill as amended. Through you, Madam 

Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Adinolfi. 

REP. ADINOLFI (103rd): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker, through you. It is my 

understanding that the DMV does not enforce this, and 

the only way we find out that an individual is driving 

illegally without insurance is when he's in an 

accident or he's stopped for an infraction. 

Am I correct? Through you, Madam Speaker, to the 

proponent of the bill? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, if the individual 

does not, have a vehicle registered, acquire insurance 

and for some apparent reason drops the insurance, 

under current regulations the Department of Motor 
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Vehicles can cancel that registration. Through you, 

Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Adinolfi. 

REP. ADINOLFI (103rd): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, I understand that, 

Representative. I understand that well. But it's not 

enforced and it doesn't happen, and the only way we 

find that out is when the individual has an accident 

or comm1ts an infraction and I think that's wrong, 

because at that time the person who was in the 

accident, if it was their fault, they're out of luck, 

if it was the fault of the individual that didn't pay 

his insurance and it was cancelled and he got stopped 

and he was an illegal immigrant with a license that 

said something on it to show that's all it was for. 

If an individual, through you, Madam Speaker, if 

an individual with a driver's license is DUI three 

times, they lose their license, if I'm correct. Are 

they then turned over to the feds for deportation? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria . 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 
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Through you, Madam Speaker, I believe that, as 

you alluded earlier in this debate, law enforcement 

officers have a mandate to abide by the laws of the 

state and the federal laws, so my assumption would be 

that you know, they will have to follow the certain 

procedures that have established currently, if you're 

driving by intoxicated three times and the law 

currently states that, you know, your license is 

revoked, you could possibly face jail time. 

Those same laws would apply to these individuals. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Adinolfi. 

REP. ADINOLFI (103rd): 

Thank you, through you, Madam Speaker. One last 

comment or question. If someone tries to use their 

driver's license to vote and the registrar, many of 

them are even older then I am and they might miss that 

little note on the license that says that it's for 

driver's license only. 

I would like to strongly make a recommendation 

that when you get into this a little further that that 

license be a different color, preferably red so 

somebody standing in line, someone could identify it 
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quickly or the registrar of voters won't be able to do 

stuff illegally. 

So through you, Madam Speaker, I'm recommending 

that to the proponent of the bill and thank you for 

your time and thank you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Thank you, Representative. Representative 

Candelora, you have the Floor, sir. 

REP. CANDELORA (86th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. If I may, just a 

l 

couple of questions to the proponent of the bill. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Please proceed. 

REP. CANDELORA (86th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. For the purposes of 

legislative intent, in Lines 64 and 65 it states that 

the Commissioner shall administer a knowledge test. 

Is this knowledge test the same test that is needed in 

14-36e? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 
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Through you, Madam Speaker, the gentleman is 

correct. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelora. 

REP. CANDELORA (86th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. And then in Lines 49 

and 50 there's two circumstances by which the 

Commissioner could issue a driver's license. As I 

read this, it states that one who cannot establish he 

or she is legally present in the Un~ted States and 

then I guess the second is, or does not have a social 

security number . 

So as I read this, are those two distinct 

circumstances in which the Commissioner could avail 

herself of this provision and issue a driver's 

license? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, those specific 

provisions would not hinder, the individual cannot 

provide those specific items. It does not hinder the 
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Commissioner from issuing a driver's license to the 

individual. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelora. 

REP CANDELORA (86th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. So if an individual 

presents himself and says, I don't have a social 

security number, and then provides the proper 

documentation enumerated in here, I guess that maybe 

one circumstance in which they could receive the 

license . 

I ask the question for this reason. Under 

current Connecticut law there are enumerated abilities 

for individuals who may be of foreign origin to 

receive a driver's license under current law. I think 

Representative O'Neill referred to that. And in some 

cases it could be, we have provisions in our law, 

which allow for the licensing of diplomats who are not 

U.S. citizens for non-U.S. citizens, for individuals, 

I guess through the (inaudible) Act that fall under 

this DACA categorization. 

And so, individuals that can avail themselves of 

those current legal provisions, is it contemplated 
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that under this bill those same people could utilize 

the provisions outlined in 45 through 60 as an 

alternative route to get their driver's license? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, currently the route 

that has been established and been explained very well 

by the gentleman allows for the Department of Motor 

Vehicle to issue a driver's license to the individual, 

and that specific driver's license can be used as an 

identification. 

Currently, I would not see the benefit of them 

applying under this provision for a driver's license 

that's just only for driving purposes only. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelora. 

REP. CANDELORA (86th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker, and I would agree with 

that logic. But I'm just wondering if an individual 

wants to avail themselves of this provision and say 

they're a diplomat, would they have that ability? 
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Through you, Madam Speaker, lf the individual is 

a diplomat, they will have to acquire, obtain their 

driver's license through the U.S. Department of State 

Office of Foreign Affairs. Through you, Madam 

Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelora. 

REP. CANDELORA (86th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker, and that's how I read 

our current law. But if a U.S. diplomat fits under 

this definition where they're clearly not a United 

States citizen, they clearly do not have a social 

security number, or even a student from a foreign 

country, under those circumstances, they seem to fit 

the provisions of this bill, so would they be able to 

avail themselves of this provision, or is the intent 

that current law is their exclusive ability to obtain 

a driver's license? 

Through you, Madam Speaker . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 
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Through you, Madam Speaker, I don't see how a 

diplomat would want to benefit under this provision, 

understanding that within verifying the valid passport 

or identification that's submitted to the Department 

of Motor Vehicles, there might be certain provisions 

within that passport that's, even it could be a visa 

and something of that nature, and my assumption would 

be that the suggestion of the person at the counter 

who's reviewing the documentations may say, you know 

what? You qualify for a diplomatic driver's license, 

which grants you specific benefit and I don't see why 

they would qualify under this current provision. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER RITTER: 

Representative Candelora. 

REP. CANDELORA (86th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. And I think that's all 

of my questions right now. I think that leaves an 

issue out here for one of the problems that I have 

with the bill that I think fortunately this does not 

go into effect for a couple of years and there might 

be opportunities to try to cure this area. 

005926 



• 

• 

• 

pat/gbr 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

577 
May 22, 2013 

But it seems to me just in reading this language, 

I can't understand why we are affording people that 

don't have social security numbers the ability to 

avail themselves of this provision. 

I know the underlying intent of this bill is to 

allow undocumented immigrants to receive a driver's 

license, but the way this is drafted it seems as if it 

goes beyond the anecdotal stories that we're hearing 

tonight and that this statute has greater implications 

that certainly causing some confusion for DMV because 

I do envision that exchange students or diplomats or 

other individuals who are non-U.S. citizens that are 

in the country, maybe under a green card working, do 

have the abilities to avail themselves of this 

provision. 

And so I would think that we would want to have 

this a little bit cleaner. 

And then just finally on the underlying bill, in 

the day and age where security is so important, I 

think that we fall short in putting the proper 

mechanisms in place to make sure that we're issuing 

these cards to individuals who say who they are and 

can prove'their identity appropriately . 

005927 



• 

• 

• 

pat/gbr 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

578 
May 22, 2013 

And entering this world where just one state away 

we saw that terrible incident with the Boston 

bombings, allowing licenses to go out to individuals 

opens up the door to a whole lot of other 

possibilities than just driving. 

And when you look at a driver's license, I don't 

know where this provision is going to be in that says 

this is only for driving purposes. There's no 

requirement that needs to be 14 point or 12 point, or 

be on the face of the license. You know, that could 

appear on the back of the license in the fine print 

that most people don't even look at . 

And so, I'm not even sure if these licenses being 

issued are going to look any different from the ones 

that I have in my wallet, and this license potentially 

could give people the ability to travel around the 

country and they're able to obtain these licenses with 

a simple background check that is only being required 

of verifying a person's name and their birth date. 

And as we've heard in, you know, prior 

legislation, when people go to receive a pistol permit 

you're fingerprinted, or when they go into a classroom 

to work in the schools, they're fingerprinted, and 

that is run through the data bases to ascertain if 
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these individuals have felonies and if they're safe to 

be integrated. 

I don't know why this underlying bill doesn't 

have that same provision. We have the technology. It 

would have made it a heck of a lot simpler and 

certainly made it a heck of a lot safer for the State 

of Connecticut, because I would hate to vote for a 

piece of legislation that may undo all the other 

safety provisions that we've been trying to accomplish 

in this past legislation dealing with incidents such 

as Newtown and such as the Boston bombing incident. 

These particular provisions have real life 

ramifications that go far beyond addressing the issue 

of issuing driver's licenses to undocumented 

immigrants, and I think as we've heard today, it's an 

issue we're all interested in having a conversation 

about. 

But this underlying bill has far greater 

implications and I think we have two years, my only 

comfort in this is, we have two years to try to fix 

the provisions of the underlying bill that we're 

setting forth, and within those two years I hope we do 

take a look at what the actual procedures are going to 

be, to make sure that individuals receiving driver's 
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license have the appropriate background checks done, 

which include fingerprinting. 

And so unfortunately, given the current state of 

this proposal, I cannot support it. Thank you, Madam 

Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Shaban from the 135th. 

REP. SHABAN (135th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker and good morning. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Good morning to you, sir. 

REP. SHABAN (135th): 

Looking chipper. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

I feel great. 

REP. SHABAN (135th): 

Awesome. Sun's coming up. I love it. I love 

it. 

If I may, through you, Madam Speaker, a few 

questions to the proponent of the bill. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Please frame your question, sir. 

REP. SHABAN (135th): 
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Thank you, Madam Speaker. Through you, Madam 

Speaker, you know, again, while sitting here 

researching this, I came across the OLR report and 

some other research and I came across this, it's 

something known as a DACA, D-A-C-A program, which 

apparently is a federal program that the State of 

Connecticut has adopted in 2012 dealing with deferred 

action. 

Through you, Madam Speaker, was the applicability 

or the juxtaposition or interposition of this DACA 

program and this proposed Amendment discussed at the 

public hearing? 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria, will you respond, sir? 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker, nice to see you there. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Great seeing you, too. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Still looking good. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

At 4:00 o'clock this morning . 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 
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Thank you, Madam Speaker. Through you, Madam 

Speaker, being at the hearing, but in and out of the 

hearing, I'm not sure if they touched upon this 

specific subject of the DACA issue. Through you, 

Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Shaban, you have the Floor, sir. 

REP. SHABAN (135th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. Well, I heard the 

gentleman a little earlier when I think Amendment "B" 

failed, saying that there was a lot of research done 

on this. As part of that research, did anyone who 

helped draft this bill as amended, the current bill 

before us, did anyone take a look and research how 

this DACA program, D-A-C-A, the deferred action 

program instituted by the federal government and 

adopted by the State of Connecticut in 2012, how that 

program will juxtapose or interpose with the bill 

that's before us? Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 
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Through you, Madam Speaker, based on the Deferral 

Affirmative Action Program, that does not infer with 

the current bill that's before us today. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Shaban. 

REP. SHABAN (135th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. Well, I guess that's a 

bit of a concern because I note that here in the State 

of Connecticut starting in, it appears to be just 

about a year ago, that the State of Connecticut has in 

fact adopted a 2012 federal program dealing with 

almost this exact issue. 

So, through you, Madam Speaker, I went to the 

Connecticut Department of Motor Vehicle website, which 

has actually a document checklist that non-U.S. 

citizens can use to get a valid Connecticut driver's 

license already existing, in law, on the website with 

a checklist. 

Through you, Madam Speaker, has anyone, when the 

bill, this bill was being examined and explored did 

anyone refer to the checklist that is on the select CT 

ID website on the Department of Motor Vehicles? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 
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Through you, Madam Speaker, not to my knowledge. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Shaban, you still have the Floor, 

sir. 

REP. SHABAN (135th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. Well, that's 

interesting because I note that as part of the 

existing federal law as adopted by the State of 

Connecticut and it appears to be a little under a year 

ago, Governor Malloy did a little press release on it, 

that it requires a primary form of identification, a 

secondary form of identification and a check-in at 

least with the federal government to earn deferred 

action on what otherwise could be potentially be a 

deportation process. 

So through you, Madam Speaker, when the research 

was being done on this bill, I know it started as a 

five-liner, but it became the bill as before us, when 

the research was being done on this bill, was the 

Attorney General or any other legal authority for the 

( I'' 
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State of Connecticut consulted about possible federal 

preemption issues? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Not to my knowledge. Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Shaban, you still have the Floor, 

sir. 

REP. SHABAN (135th): 

Well, thank you, Madam Speaker. Well that's, 

that is somewhat troubling because again, I think just 

about everyone in this room is trying to get to the 

same point. We're just trying to figure how to get 

there and it's a little disconcerting to find out that 

in fact, we're already there. We're already there. 

You go on the Department of Motor Vehicles 

website and there's a path for a non-U.S. citizen, 

non-born U.S. citizen to get deferred action from the 

federal government and via that federal program that's 

been adopted by the State of Connecticut just under a 

year ago, can get a Connecticut State driver's 

license. 
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And here's the issue because the Chamber may 

recall, I don't know, a year or two years ago there 

was some case, there was a case before the Supreme 

Court of the United States. It was the Arizona v. 

U.S. or the Arizona case dealing with what the states 

can and cannot do with respect to immigration and you 

know, it's pretty clear that when the federal 

government, the federal government appliedly preempts 

immigration law and when they expressly preempt issues 

dealing with immigration law, the federal policy 

controls. 

So through you, Madam Speaker, when people were 

doing research that turned a five-line concept into 

the bill that's before us today, did anyone consult 

with ICE in Connecticut with how our potential new 

state policy could work, either juxtapose or interpose 

with existing federal policy? Through you, Madam 

Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, no. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 
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Representative Shaban, you still have the Floor, 

sir. 

REP. SHABAN (135th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker, and I thank the 

gentleman because you know, I know he's been standing 

up for a long time. I appreciate that. 

And I appreciate the frank response, which, it's 

funny because it kind of mitigates or indicates back 

to the initial discussion we were having here a couple 

hours ago about maybe we ought to take a harder look 

at this. 

Because just in the course of our research here 

this evening, not only did we find out a number of 

holes in some of the rationale, or some of the 

evidence supporting the rationale. I think the 

rationale is a good one. 

But now we find that we are already doing this in 

an express, federal program adopted by the State of 

Connecticut that is on the website, that gets non-U.S. 

born Connecticut residents a valid, Connecticut 

driver's license that requires primary source 

information. It requires secondary source 

information, and it requires that resident, that 

undocumented, illegal, whatever you want to call him, 
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that resident to check in. Just check in. Sign a 

form. Here's the form, because I got that off the 

Connecticut website, too. 

It's a nice, it's a half a page form you have to 

fill out. It's called the 994 form. I'm not sure why 

it's called that, but it's here. It's a half a page 

form. Got it off the website. It basically you need 

your name, date of birth and if you have a passport 

you give the number. Country of issuance, date of 

entry and class of admission, which is actually an 

immigration status. 

So if you fill out this five, six-field form, 

half page form and then you go to the Department of 

Motor Vehicles, you can get the license that we're 

talking about now by following federal law as adopted 

by the State of Connecticut a little under a little 

year ago, press release by the Governor. 

So here, so the only thing we're doing here, 

Madam Speaker, is we're actually taking the policy 

that's been adopted by the federal government, that's 

been adopted by the State of Connecticut and we're 

weakening it. 

We're actually saying, you know what? You can 

follow the law that we've adopted that gives you the 
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path to exactly where we're trying to go but we're 

going to make it easier for you. 

Madam Speaker, that actually might not be kosher. 

That's a down-state term. It might not be kosher 

under existing federal and state law because of the 

reasons I mentioned before. 

Immigration law is preempted by the federal 

government. When the feds expressly fill the field 

with a policy and a batch of laws and a path to do 

something with respect to immigration, states can go 

against it. That's one of the things that's actually 

express in our U.S. Constitution . 

I often rise and grab a microphone and asset the 

ability as a state to kind of do a lot of different 

things under state's rights, whether it's Tenth 

Amendment or otherwise, but here it's express under 

the federal Constitution and it's been affirmed and 

reaffirmed and reaffirmed again in the last ten years 

especially in the Arizona case and then it was 

affirmed and reaffirmed again by the federal 

government. This was Obama administration policy, 

this DACA program, and was adopted by the State of 

Connecticut and 37 other states. Thirty-seven other 

states do this. 
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We do this. So again, we're taking, it's the 

same path to get to the same place to do the same 

thing that this bill's trying to do, but now we're 

going to do it in violation, abrogation or in 

ignorance of existing federal and state policy. 

So all the more reason that we should take 

another look at this. All the more reason that the 

bill as proposed and amended might not even stand 

constitutional muster. It might not even stand 

constitutional muster. 

I would hope that whether the Attorney General or 

some other appropriate authority would take a look at 

this and say, you know what? You know what? We may 

have stepped over the line here because we're already 

doing this. The feds have given us the roadmap. We 

can~t go against that road map. 

So with that, although I rise in support of the 

concept, although I rise in support of the intent, 

while we want to get to the same place, I cannot 

support this bill because frankly, we all took an oath 

to uphold the State and Federal Constitutions. I 

think we're preempted here. I don't think we can do 

this . 
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I don't think we should do this as currently 

drafted, but I don't think we can do this. So I think 

the proper move is to take a couple of steps back and 

hit the reset button, but I'll leave that to the will 

of this Chamber. 

So, Madam Speaker, I thank you for your time and 

thank the gentleman for his responses and his 

endurance. Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

And we thank you for your time and endurance as 

well. Representative Ziobron of the 34th. 

REP. ZIOBON (34th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker and good morning. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Good morning to you, madam. 

REP. ZIOBRON (34th): 

So nice to see you up there. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Nice seeing you as well. 

REP. ZIOBRON (34th): 

I have a few questions for the proponent of the 

bill, please, through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Please frame your question. 
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Thank you, Madam Speaker. I'd like to go back to 

the question that Representative O'Neill had asked 

about, which is in Line 11, Madam Speaker, and it 

talks about the consular report, and I found the 

website after Representative O'Neill had talked about 

it and it does talk about the report for U.S. citizen 

and the parent of a child born out of the United 

States that you need to document your child's U.S. 

citizenship with a consular report of birth abroad. 

My question to the proponent of the bill, through 

you is, what is the other consular report that is 

referred to in the bill? Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria, will you respond, sir? 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, let me just go to the 

actual bill. Through you, Madam Speaker, can the 

gentle lady please cite the line for me where she's 

reading out of? Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Ziobron. 

REP. ZIOBRON (34th): 
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Sure. Through you, Madam Speaker, I'd be happy 

to. It's Line 11, item C, through you. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, consular report of 

applicant's birth in a foreign country. Through you, 

Madam Speaker, to my knowledge, that report is a 

report that any individual can acquire a report that 

basically states that the individual was born in a 

foreign country. Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

You will have the Floor, madam. 

REP. ZIOBRON (34th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker, and I thank the 

Representativ.e for that answer, but again, I' 11 state 

that everywhere I've looked I see a consular report 

that's referenced in many different websites and it's 

actually called a Consular Report of Birth Abroad. 

I cannot find another separate type of report. 

This one, Consular Report of Birth Abroad references 

births of a child born out of the United States to 

document the child's U.S. citizenship by one or two 

parents . 

005943 



• 

• 

• 

. ' 

pat/gbr 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

594 
May 22, 2013 

So through you, Madam Speaker, my question to the 

good Representative is, what is the other consular 

report that he's referring to in this line? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, the good gentle lady 

has been talking about the report and what she has 

found on the Internet, which I don't have access the 

Internet currently right now. 

But I'm assuming that within that research it 

doesn't state otherwise that it cannot be acquired by 

anyone that doesn't have, by anyone that is not a 

child of U.S. citizen. 

So my assumption is that anyone that goes before 

the consulate can request a copy of this report. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Ziobron. 

REP. ZIOBRON (3~th): 

Okay, Madam Speaker, I than~ the good 

Representative for that answer and I'm willing to go 

along with that, although you know, I would just say 
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that we're talking about the primary proof of identity 

in that paragraph, but we can come back to that or 

not. 

I have several other questions, Madam Speaker, 

I'll go to those. In Line 20, Section e, it talks 

about a baptismal certificate or any similar document. 

Through you, Madam Speaker, can I please have a 

couple of examples of what a similar document may be? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, any other similar 

document would be a confirmation certificate that you 

have completed your confirmation. That's my 

interpretation of that specific language as it's 

connected to the baptismal certificate. Through you, 

Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Ziobron. 

REP. ZIOBRON (34th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. So just to clarify to 

the good Representative, that similar document would 

reference a religious document? Through you, Madam 

Speaker. 
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Through you, Madam Speaker, if the words 

preceding similar document talks specifically about a 

baptismal certificate, that doesn't mean that has to 

be religious . It could be a document that issues 

. 
someone's rebirth into the faith and may be considered 

a baptismal certificate within another specific non-

religious entity. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

You will have the Floor, madam. 

REP. ZIOBRON (34th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker, and I appreciate that 

answer. My other question is going to Line 22 in the 

bill, Madam Speaker. It talks about electronic mail 

and it talks about that mail, both electronic and a 

piece of mail would need to be dated. 

Through you, Madam Speaker, how would the good 

Representative have an electronic piece of mail dated? 

What would constitute a dated electronic mail? I'm 

just curious on how that would be obtained? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 
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Through you, Madam Speaker, as I alluded to 

previously, document can be, an electronic piece of 

mail may be, as I alluded earlier, could be a utility 

bill that you could acquire through a website and that 

would have specific dates on it. 

It could be your credit card statement, the day 

when your payment is due, and that can be construed 

also as a form of providing proof of a date on the 

document . 

So I think there might be several options under 

that specific statement that may qualify as electronic 

piece of mail. Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

You still have the Floor, madam. 

REP. ZIOBRON (34th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker, and I thank the good 

Representative for that answer. I guess when I was, 

when I first read that part of the bill, I initially 

thought you know, gee, they could not be talking about 

kind of SPAM e-mail or other things and I was trying 

to picture what the electronic mail, what the form 
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would be, and I think I have a better ~icture of that 

now. Thank you for your answers. 

Through you, Madam Speaker, I'm curious as we get 

down into Line 29. It talks about a bank transaction 

receipt showing the bank's name and I just want to 

make sure that that does not include an ATM receipt. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

' DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, could you point to 

that line one more time for me, please? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Ziobron. 

REP. ZIOBRON (34th): 

Sure, I'd be happy to, Madam Speaker. It's at the 

end of Line 28, the beginning of Line 29, it's item b, 

a bank statement or a bank transaction receipt showing 

the bank's name, and I'm looking to make sure that 

that does not infer a simple ATM small receipt that 

one might get using a debit care. Through you, Madam 

Speaker. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 
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Through you, Madam Speaker, a bank transaction 

receipt can be a deposit receipt. If the ATM issues 

a receipt, that can be construed, taken as a receipt, 

but it has to have the bank's name and the bank's 

mailing address within that receipt. Through you, 

Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

You still have the Floor, madam. 

REP. ZIOBRON (34th): 

Great. Thank you, Madam Speaker, and I 

appreciate that answer. Also, underneath that in Line 

e, I was surprised to read that an undocumented 

resident could actually supply annual beneflt summary 

from the Social Security Administration and through 

you, Madam Speaker, I'm looking to verify in fact, do 

we have undocumented residents who are receiving 

social security in this state? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, not to my knowledge. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

You will have the Floor, madam. 
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Thank you, Madam Speaker. So I guess I would 

follow up on that. If we don't have undocumented 

residents in Connecticut who are receiving social 

security, why was it important for the developer, the 

proponent of this bill to include that in Line 32? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

If the gentle lady would give me just one second, 

through you, Madam Speaker . 

Through you, Madam Speaker, to answer the gentle 

lady, currently that's part of the document checklist 

for identity verification that the Department of Motor 

Vehicle currently has posted. This is part of one of 

their acceptable forms of identification. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

You still have the Floor, madam. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

I'm sorry. Through you, Madam Speaker, of 

residency. I apologize . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 
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Thank you, Madam Speaker. And just to clarify, I 

think what I just heard the good Representative say 

was this was originally part of the documentation that 

was approved through the Department of Motor Vehicle 

and they kind of just took that language and may be, 

was it an oversight? Was it purposeful to put it in 

there, or was it just kind of a copy and paste through 

of existing language through DMV? Through you, Madam 

Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, I guess within the 

drafting of the language, the drafter of the bill may 

have included that specific language seeing that it's 

currently part of the documentation checklist. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Ziobron, you still have the Floor, 

madam. 

REP. ZIOBRON (34th): 
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Thank you, Madam Speaker, and thank you for that 

answer. I think for my constituents, they might be a 

little surprised to read that part of the bill and I'd 

hate to give any of our residents in Connect1cut who 

may see that and assume, like I just did, that we have 

undocumented residents who receive social security 

payments in the State of Connecticut. 

But in that same area, Madam Speaker, we see that 

the bill, that the proposal here, you have to live in 

the State of Connecticut for 90 days, and yet I see a 

lot of language in this section of the bill that talks 

about 12 months providing a proof of 12 months . 

So, through you, Madam Speaker, I don't 

understand why that there's verbiage about 12 months 

in this section of the bill when they only have to be 

here for 90 days and I don't understand how they cross 

and if the good Representative can explain that to me, 

I'd appreciate it. 

Through you. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, I believe it is 

trying to be parallel to current law. 

Through you, Madam Speaker . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 
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Thank you, Madam Speaker. On the next page, 

Madam Speaker, when I go through the bill, on Lines 53 

through 56 it talks about filing an affidavit with the 

Commissioner of the Department of Motor Vehicles that 

the applicant has filed an application to legalize his 

or her immigration status or will file such an 

application as soon as he or she is eligible to do so, 

and I have two questions on this section of the bill 

for the proponent. 

My first question would be, what does, what is 

the time frame in Line 56 of as soon as he or she is 

able to do so? Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, that may be that 

luckily the federal government passed immigration 

reforms that allow the individuals to do so and apply 

for that process. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

You still have the Floor, madam. 
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I'm sorry, Madam Speaker, I only heard part of 

that answer. If the good Representative would repeat 

himself? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Excuse me, Representative Candelaria. Can we 

take the conversations outside? It's difficult to 

hear the remarks. Thank you. Representative 

Candelaria, would you proceed, sir. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, if federal government 

passes immigration reform that allows, within certain 

provisions to grant these individuals a pathway to 

citizenship that would be the process that they would 

go through and that's what the language actually 

states for. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

You will have the Floor, madam. 

REP. ZIOBRON (34th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. So to clarify, through 

you, would this mean then if they hadn't yet filed 

their application yet officially, could they still 

then apply for their license? I would assume that the 
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answer to that is yes, but I'd like to be corrected if 

I'm wrong and then, following up that, if they receive 

their license but they have not yet filed their 

paperwork for their application for immigration 

status, do they still get that license or do they have 

to wait until they have indeed filed? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

'Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, the way the language 

is stated, the individual would acquire the driver's 

license although they're affirming under the affidavit 

that they will apply as soon as they're able to do so. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

You still have the Floor, madam. 

REP. ZIOBRON (34th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. And I'm going to 

follow up on that question, because I think it's an 

important one. So they get the license. They still 

have not filed. What is the benchmark or the process 

for DMV to double back to make sure they indeed then 
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have filed within a reasonable amount of time? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, understanding that 

the DMV is so burdened with driver's license renewal 

current registrations, the bill does not burden upon 

the Department of Motor Vehicles to do a secondary 

check to ensure that they have filed, or that there 

has been a process that has been established through 

the federal government that allows them to apply . 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representa~ive Ziobron. 

REP. ZIOBRON (34th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. You know, this is one 

part of the bill I think that a lot of ~my colleagues 

believe is that step in the right direction, that we 

talk about we want to help these residents. 

And I notice in the fiscal note, we're talking 

about hiring 18 additional employees, so where's the 

burden? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 
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Through you, Madam Speaker, I think, I guess the 

burden lies where, as we establish the will of the 

act, the Department of Motor Vehicles now has more 

rigorous requirements to identify and comply with the 

federal Real ID Act, no new employees have been 

-allotted to that process and what that has done, it 

has extended the time frame and the wait lines within 

DMV. 

What this bill actually does, it addresses not 

only the current people that can qualify through this 

bill, but also addresses the issue that wasn't 

addressed when the REAL ID Act was established. 

They were promised specific employees and these 

employees they never were hired, so I think that the 

additional 18 still, there is a burden within that 

process and what this does is just alleviates it more. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

You still have the Floor, madam. 

REP. ZIOBRON (34th): 
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Thank you, Madam Speaker. So would it be correct 

to say that in fact there is no process to verify that 

the undocumented citizen has in fact obtained or 

attempted to obtain legal status? Through you, Madam 

Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, it is the intent of 

this bill to issue a driver's license for driving 

purposes only and not for the Department or the staff 

of the Department of Motor Vehicles to really get 

boggled with federal immigration laws. Through you, 

Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

You still have the Floor, madam. 

REP. ZIOBRON (34th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. Now I'm going to go 

back and look at the beginning of that Section 45. It 

says notwithstanding any provision of the General 

Statutes or any regulation the Commissioner of Motor 

Vehicle shall not decline to issue a motor vehicle 

operator's license who meets the requirements and then 

it goes on to say, if such applicant a) submits proof 
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of residency ln the state, b) submits either two forms 

of the primary proof that we talked about before or c) 

files an affidavit. 

So when I read this bill, Madam Speaker, clearly 

to me, this is part of the deal. Part of the deal is 

in fact that they have to file that affidavit that 

they're going to file as soon as they're able to, or 

they have filed, and I think that for our residents of 

this state it's very important to know that the 

spirit, not just the intention, the spirit as well, is 

being followed up on. 

So again, through you, Madam Speaker, based on 

the answers of the good Representative, is it a fair 

statement to say that in fact, on Line 53, part c is 

not necessarily a requirement because there's no 

verification of that process? Through you, Madam 

Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, the requirement lies 

within the individual filing the affidavit with the 

Department of Motor Vehlcles . 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 
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Thank you, Madam Speaker. I won't continue to 

split hairs on this issue, but I really think that you 

know, you say what you're going to do and you do what 

you're going to say. You know, it's kind of like when 

I tell my kids you've got to clean the bathroom. I 

didn't clean them they had to clean the shower, but 

that's part of the bathroom, so when you don't clean 

the shower, you didn't clean the bathroom. 

I just, I think it's part, I think it's just part 

of this. We have it in language in c. It clearly 

says that they have to do that, but yet we're not 

making sure. Nobody's going to double check and pull 

back the shower curtain, and I just think that, you 

know, we have a due diligence here. 

But I'll leave that and move on, Madam Speaker, 

in the interest of time. 

When we, that's okay, I don't have to do that if 

you don't want me to. 

When we get down to you know, Line 62 and Line 

63, I just want to verify again the system of checking 

for convict1ons of felonies. I remember the debate on 
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the gun bill and we talked about that NIKS Check 

System and it didn't just check the State of 

Connecticut, it checked all over, so I'm a little 

perplexed on why this section of the bill only deals 

with the State of Connecticut. 

Through you, Madam Speaker, if the good 

Representative could explain why we're only concerned 

with the State of Connecticut? Is it a different 

system or maybe we don't have enough funds to tap into 

the other system? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, the Department of 

Motor Vehicles, based on their recommendations, stated 

that they can have the capability to verify within the 

State of Connecticut without adding an additional cost 

to the bill within this line item. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

You still have the Floor, madam. 

REP. ZIOBRON (34th): 
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Thank you, Madam Speaker. Kind of an interesting 

question, I mean interesting answer about cost because 

I'm looking at the fiscal note and there certainly is 

a cost. 

As a Member of the Appropriations Committee, we 

hear a lot about why we can't spend money and why we 

need to spend money on good programs, education, et 

cetera, and I would think that this is in our 

citizens' best interest to know if we're about to give 

a special privilege to a deserving citizen, 

undocumented citizen in the State of Connecticut, but 

yet we're not sure if they're a felon in the other 

states of the United States of America, and I would 

think that's worth the extra dollars compared to these 

fiscal notes that we see here in front of us. 

So my question to the good proponent of the bill, 

through you is, did the DMV give that as part of their 

testimony that they were only interested in providing 

that, to save money? Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, no, not through 

testimony. 

'· 
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Thank you, Madam Speaker. And through you to the 

good proponent of the bill, how did you obtain that 

information? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, based on 

conversations with the Department. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Ziobron. 

REP. ZIOBRON (34th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. Just to clarify. Was 

that based on conversations with the Commissioner? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, if my recollection is 

correct, there were individuals in the room. I cannot 

really per se, say who had said it but it was said at 
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the table with several staff from the Department of 

Motor Vehicles. Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Ziobron. 

REP. ZIOBRON (34th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. And again, that would 

point out that that's the second, I think real flaw in 

this bill. We should have a right to know if somebody 

is a convicted felon, certainly in this day and age 

with technology in another state, before we give them 

this privilege, but again, I'll pass and keep going 

through the bill . 

Further on in the bill, Madam Speaker, it talks 

about the adult instruction permit or youth 

instruction permit in Line 74 and as now proud mom of 

an 18-year-old daughter who I personally gave driving 

lessons to at 16 and went through that process, I'm a 

little familiar ~ith the shakes of a new mom and a 

teen aged driver. 

But I'm also very familiar with the restrictions 

placed on a teen aged driver that we have now in the 

state. 

So through you, Madam Speaker, I'd like to know 

if those same restrictlons that are placed on a teen 
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aged driver, newly licensed resident, are the same 

restrictions t hat will be applied to the newly 

undocumented citizen in Connecticut? Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, current law, or 

current regulations will still apply to those few. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

You still have the floor, madam. 

REP. ZIOBRON (34th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. So just to clarify 

maybe for people, who like me when we got our driver's 

license we were ready to go. We could pout seven 

people in our car and off we would go. That's not the 

case today. 

So through you, Madam Speaker, if there is a teen 

aged undocumented driver, would that teenager in fact 

have to drive only with a parent or legal guardian or 

an adult over 18 for the first six months, I believe? 

Maybe it's a year? Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 
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Through you, Madam Speaker, the gentle lady is 

correct. Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

You still have the Floor, madam. 

REP. ZIOBRON (~4th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. And I'm not aware, but 

if somebody's over 18, maybe the good proponent of the 

bill can answer this question. If someone's over 18 

but they're a new driver, do they also still have a 

single passenger restriction and a night-time 

restriction? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, the gentle lady is 

also correct. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Ziobron. 

REP. ZIOBRON (34th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. And I think that's the 

last question I have. You know, I have a lot of 

questions on the bill·and I really appreciate the· 
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Representative's willingness to answer them, but I 

have a little story to tell, too. 

You know, my mom actually came to the United 

States when she was 26 from England, and I was talking 

to my mom this afternoon, gee, what did you have to do 

to get what you needed to be a successful United 

States citizen, and I was pretty surprised at the 

level of background she had to go through, and this is 

1967. 

When she was in England, she had to have a 

sponsor, so my grandfather agreed to be her sponsor, 

and after that she had to go through a lot of steps . 

One was providing every place she had lived from 1947, 

I mean from 1942 to 1967, including complete 

addresses. 

In addition, she had to provide every group, 

political or otherwise that she'd ever been involved 

with, including the Brownies. 

She had to take a physical, including a test for 

syphilis and TB. 

She had to supply a complete medical record and 

after all that stuff was given, then she had to meet 

the FBI in London so they could then grill her on all 

the answers she had already given. 

·' 
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After that and it was cleared, she was able to 

get her green card and come to the United States. So 

she did. She came to the United States and I was born 

about three years later. 

After bhat, she went through a process then to 

become a citizen and I remember her going to those 

classes. She had to be here for at least five years, 

not 90 days, five years, and she had to take a test to 

prove that she knew American history, all of that and 

her green card in order to get settled into the United 

States. And it wasn't easy. 

My mom then became a single mom. She had no real 

friends. She had only been here a couple years. All 

of her relatives, including her mom and dad lived in 

England and off she started. 

So I know, too, that it's not easy. But as a new 

Legislator here, I have to tell you, watching the 

process through new baby eyes, it's a little eye-

opening for this new Legislator. Let me tell you why. 

We had four important bills in the very short 

time that I have been here, and each one of those has 

taken a process unlike what I was told when I watched 

that video that we all watch about how a bill becomes 

a law. 
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Well, that is not the video that goes to the four 

bills that we've been talking about this Session, 

because I'd like to see that new video. 

The first one was the gun bill. We went through 

e-cert. I didn't hear a sing-along song for that when 

I was in fifth grade. 

Next one was the GMO bill. It's very important 

to my constituents. I supported that bill in public 

health, but again, how a bill becomes a law video 

isn't about that either, because that became a strike-

all amendment in the Senate on an egg bill. 

Next, we have this bill, the undocumented license 

bill again, strike all. We're going to put it on a 

DMV bill. I'm not singing fifth grade how a bill 

becomes a law here, either. 

And lastly, I'm hearing that we're going to have 

a spending cap discussion and again, not how a bill 

becomes a law. 

So I'm watching how this process is working as 

amended, and I just wanted to bring that up because I 

think process is important, Madam Speaker, and I'll 

leave it at that. Thank you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 
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Thank you, madam. Will you remark further on the 

bill as amended? Representative Carter of the 2nd. 

REP. CARTER (2nd): 

Thank you. Good morning, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Good morning, sir. 

REP. CARTER (2nd): 

I just have a few questions to start with, 

through you to the proponent of the bill, please. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Please frame your question, sir. 

REP. CARTER (2nd): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. Through you, Madam 

Speaker, one of the questions that has been weighing 

on my mind is the that when we talk about all these 

different things required to discern somebody's 

identity, who checks that out? 

Like when somebody looks at a bill, looks at a 

baptismal certificate. Is there somebody in the 

Department who actually goes and verifies that? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria, will you respond, sir? 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 
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Thr~ugh you, Madam Speaker, the individual when 

they do the application for the driver's license, 

there is within the bill, there's a 30-day period for 

looking over the documentation and also before a 

permit, after they've taken the examination, within 

that period after they take the examination and then 

after that 30 days, once that is verifiable, and that 

the system verifies for no felonies, then the permit 

will be issued. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Carter, you still have the Floor, 

sir. 

REP. CARTER (2nd): · 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. Through you, Madam 

Speaker, then it's my understanding that during that 

30-day period there's an inspector or somebody who 

validates the information received i.e., if it's a 

utility bill they find out if somebody's actually 

living at that residence? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria . 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 
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Through you, Madam Speaker, that's correct . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Carter. 

REP. CARTER (2nd): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. Through you, Madam 

Speaker, was that figured into the fiscal 1 note that 

there's going to be you know, additional inspectors or 

somebody hired to take care of this? Through you, 

Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, the fiscal note 

speaks to additional staff to the Department. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Carter. 

REP. CARTER (2nd): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. Through you, Madam 

Speaker, do the folks now in the Department, are they 

going to receive any kind of additional training to 

understand these security measures or what's available 

on these documents from other countries? Through you, 

Madam Speaker. 
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Through you, Madam Speaker, there's nothing per 

se on the bill. I'm assuming that the good 

Commissioner will ensure that these people get proper 

training. 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Carter, you still have the Floor, 

sir. 

REP. CARTER (2nd): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker, and through you, Madam 

Speaker, one of the questions that came up earlier I 

never got really an answer to it. 

In Connecticut law, we basically say that if 

somebody's ever had a license suspended or revoked you 

can't get a license if it's from another state. 

Through you, Madam Speaker, is that going to stay 

the same? If a license was suspended or revoked from 

another country, that this individual will not be able 

to get a license here? Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 
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Through you, Madam Speaker, the good gentleman 

mentioned license from another country? 

REP. CARTER (2nd): 

I will clarify. It basically says that in our 

law if a license has ever been revoked or, make sure I 

got this right, or suspended, it can mean that you 

cannot get a license in our state. 

My question is, does the same hold true from 

another country if a license was suspended or revoked 

in another country, will that preclude somebody from 

getting a license here? Through you, Madam Speaker . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, if the Department has 

the means to verify that, then my assumption will be 

that the same current laws would apply. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Carter. 

REP. CARTER (2nd): 

Well, actually that does beg the next question 

through you, Madam Speaker. Does the Department have 
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means to look into what other countries have done with 

respect to somebody's driver's license? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, not to my knowledge. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Carter. 

REP. CARTER (2nd): 

And through you, Madam Speaker, one of the things 

that I really wanted to make sure I understood, during 

the discussion for this bill, or this Amendment that 

became the bill, why was it just limited to the State 

of Connecticut where somebody received a felony and 

not expanded to the other states? Through you, Madam 

Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, I don't see it as a 

limitation. I see it as an addition to, an additional 

safeguard in issuing this driver's license. As 

currently for regular driver's license, we do not 
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check or verify for felonies. Through you, Madam 

Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Carter, you still have the Floor, 

sir. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. Listen, I appreciate 

the good gentleman's answers. You know, when we're 

looking at these kinds of licenses it would make sense 

to me that we're holding people to a higher standard. 

For instance, that's why we're renewing it 

differently. We're renewing it in person. We are 

actually trying to hold them to higher standards. 

So I think it' would be prudent that we are 

considering, you know, somebody who's a criminal in 

other states. This has come up many times during our 

debate tonight. 

So with that in mind, Madam Speaker, the Clerk is 

in possession of an amendment. It's LCO Number 7717. 

Will the Clerk please call the amendment and I be 

allowed to summarize. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Would the Clerk please call LCO 7717, which will 

be designated House Amendment Schedule "C". 
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House Amendment "C", LCO 7717 introduced by 

Minority Leader Cafero et al. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

The Representative seeks leave of the Chamber to 

summarize the Amendment. Is there objection to 

summarization? Is there objection? Hearing none, 

Representative Carter you may proceed with 

summarization. 

REP. CARTER (2nd): 

Thank you very much, Madam Speaker. This 

Amendment is very simple. While it is a strike-all, 

the only change with respect to the bill comes in Line 

61 through 63 where basically we are saying that if 

there's any applicant who has been convicted of any 

felony, not just a felony in the State of Connecticut, 

that they cannot receive the driver's license here in 

Connecticut. 

I move adoption of the Amendment. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

The question before the Chamber is on adoption of 

the House Amendment Schedule "C". Will you remark on 

the Amendment? 

REP. CARTER (2nd): 

'.' 
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Yes, Madam Speaker. You know, as we mentioned 

before, we're trying to hold people at a higher 

standard who are going to be getting driver's licenses 

in our state. 

I think it's a prudent measure, as we've 

mentioned many times, that if you're going to be 

convicted of a felony in Connecticut, we should 

probably go a little further and make sure that 

somebody's just not crossing the border from Rhode 

Island or Massachusetts or New York who's had a 

criminal history, who's going to put our residents at 

risk . 

I think_it's a prudent thing to do, and I ask as 

we vote on this, I ask that the vote be taken by Roll. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

The question before the Chamber is on a Roll Call 

Vote. All those in favor of a Roll Call Vote please 

signify by saying Aye. 

REPRESENTATIVES: 

Aye. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

I'm sorry, I was told that my mike was not open. 

Let's start again. The question befor~ the Chamber is 
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on a Roll Call Vote. All those in favor of a Roll 

Call Vote please signify by Aye. 

REPRESENTATIVES: 

Aye. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

The requisite 20 percent has been met. When the 

vote is taken, it will be taken by Roll Call. 

Will you remark further? Will you remark further 

on the Amendment before us? If not, Representative 

O'Dea, would you like to speak, sir? 

REP. O'DEA (136th): 

Yes, ~hank you, briefly if I may . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: . 
Is this on the Amendment before us? 

REP. O'DEA (136th): 

No, it's on 'the bill. I'm sorry. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Will you remark further? Will you remark further 

on the Amendment before us? Representative Perillo. 

REP. PERILLO (113th): 

Madam Speaker, thank you very much. I rise in 

support of the Amendment that's before us today. If 

we are to ensure that those individuals who are going 

to be on our roads legally and with a proper license, 
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we need to ensure that those individuals have no 

convictions, whether they be in Connecticut or 

otherwise. 

This Amendment allows that to happen. It allows 

us to ensure that there are no felonies in Connecticut 

or any other state. I think it's reasonable. I think 

it's appropriate. I think it's something we need to 

do for the safety and well being of all of our 

residents here in Connecticut. We need to ensure that 

everyone is safe, and that only those individuals who 

should have a driver's license have a driver's 

license . 

So for that reason, I do rise in support and I 

would urge my colleagues to support the Amendment as 

well. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Thank you, sir. Representative Candelaria, would 

you like to remark, sir? 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. Madam Speaker, 

currently, the language that's before us in the 

section that has been spoken about is not consistent 

with our current laws . 
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What we have tried to accomplish, and I think 

we've achieved that is, to ensure additional 

safeguards to those individuals that have committed 

felonies within the State of Connecticut and where our 

Department·can verify through the established website 

from the Judicial Branch that individual by providing, 

checking name and date of birth and there will be an 

addltional cost added to this bill, an additional 

burden to the Department, and for those specific 

reasons, I urge my colleagues to reject the Amendment. 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Thank you, sir. Representative Smith, of the 

108th, would you like to respond on the, remark on the 

Amendment, sir? Representative Srinivasan? 

Representative Carter. Representative Lavielle of the 

143rd. 

REP. LAVIELLE (143rd): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker, good morning. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Good morning, madam. 

REP. LAVIELLE (143rd): 

May I, I have a question for the proponent of the 

Amendment, if I may. 

'I. 

005981 



• 

• 

• 

pat/gbr 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Please frame your question, madam. 

REP. LAVIELLE (143rd): 

632 
May 22, 2013 

Thank you. I'd like to ask Representative Carter 

in his opinion, why the application for a motor 

vehicle operator's license under this would be denied 

to a felon, a convicted felon in Connecticut, someone 

who had been convicted in Connecticut of a felony? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Carter, will you respond, sir? 

REP. CARTER (2nd): 

Thank you very much, Madam Speaker. It's been my 

understand from the beginning that the reason we were 

looking for those who had committed a felony in 

Connecticut was the fact that we were trying to ensure 

some extra level of safety that we were looking for 

with respect to giving somebody a driver's license. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Lavielle, you still have the 

Floor, madam. 

REP. LAVIELLE (143rd): 
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Thank you, Madam Speaker. And the other question 

I would like to ask the good Representative is, would 

a, would someone who had been convicted of a felony 

anywhere but Connecticut provide any more safety as 

the holder of a license like this than someone who was 

a convicted felon in Connecticut? Through you, Madam 

Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Carter. 

REP. CARTER (2nd): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. You know, it would 

make a lot of sense to me that if somebody's committed 

a felony in Rhode Island or Colorado or California, 

it's still a felony. 

I mean, I think after all, wasn't that the 

purpose of looking for this in the first place in 

somebody in Connecticut and to the best of my 

knowledge talkipg to those in my community in law 

enforcement, it's really not rocket science to find 

out who's actually got a criminal record and who's in 

the system. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Lavielle. 
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Thank you, Madam Speaker, and I thank 

Representative Carter. Well, if someone who has been 

convicted in Connecticut of a felony is not any less 

safe to have driving around with one of these licenses 

than someone who has been convicted anywhere else, I 

don't know why we should make the difference between 

the two. 

I think this is a perfectly logical Amendment and 

I can see absolutely no reason not to support it. 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Thank you, madam. Representative Rebimbas of the 

70th. 

REP. REBIMBAS (70th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker, and good morning. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Good morning to you, madam. 

REP. REBIMBAS (70th): 

Madam Speaker, I rise in support of the Amendment 

that's before us, but I do have some questions to the· 

proponent of the underlying bill based on the 

responses that were provided regarding the Amendment 

that's before us. Through you, Madam Speaker. 
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Representative Candelaria, will you respond, sir? 

REP. REBIMBAS (70th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. I know it's 4:15 a.m., 

and I believe I had heard the response that the 

Amendment that's before us would be inconsistent with 

the bill that's before us regarding, what the 

Amendment does is make then anyone who has a felony 

who has been convicted of a felony shall not be issued 

a motor vehicle license. 

How is it that we are making that distinction for 

anyone convicted of a felony in the State of 

Connecticut, but when we take out the State of 

Connecticut out and we're looking at people convicted 

of a felony, how is that not consistent with the 

underlying bill? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, what I stated was 

inconsistent with current law. 

Through you, Madam Speaker . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 
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Thank you, Madam Speaker. And what is 

inconsistent pursuant to current law? Through you, 

Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, that the Department 

of Motor Vehicle does not verify for felonies within 

the State of Connecticut or outside of the State of 

Connecticut . 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Madam, you still have the Floor. 

REP. REBIMBAS (70th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. Through you, Madam 

Speaker, is it current law that the Department of 

Motor Vehicles verifies felonies for undocumented 

immigrants? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria . 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 
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No, until we adopt this bill if that happens 

tonight. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Rebimbas. 

REP. REBIMBAS (70th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. So once we adopt this 

bill, if this bill is adopted, then we are asking the 

DMV to have to verify felonies in the State of 

Connecticut, so why wouldn't we be verifying the 

felonies for any other conviction in any other state? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, since this is not 

within current law, we kept it to the State of 

Connecticut who is the state that's issuing the 

driver's license. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

You still have the Floor, madam. 

REP. REBIMBAS (70th): 

I'm sorry, Madam Speaker. I didn't understand or 

hear the complete question. Through you, Madam· 
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Speaker, if the kind Representative could please 

articulate and clarify exactly what the last response 

was? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, as the State of 

Connecticut Department of Motor Vehicles are the one 

issuing the driver's license, it would be pertinent 

for them to verify within our Judicial Branch system 

for any felonies. Through you, Madam Speaker . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Rebimbas. 

REP. REBIMBAS (70th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. As we're asking DMV to 

verify current felonies on our system, we're also 

asking DMV to verify documents that are being 

presented to be authenticated. 

If we're concerned with people who are convicted 

of a felony, we should be also concerned whether or 

not that conviction was in any other state in the 

United States of America. Why wouldn't we want to do 

that, to be consistent with the underlying bill. 
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If we're going to take the time to identify 

undocumented applicants who are convicted of a felony, 

why would we not do so when we have the access to do 

so in any other state? Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, I'm not quite sure if 

the Department has that access. I think that through 

regulations the Commissioner may make that 

determination at some point. Through you, Madam 

Speaker . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

You still have the Floor, madam. 

REP. REBIMBAS (70th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. Wonderful point. But 

I would submit to you, Madam Speaker, through you, 

that there are states just like the State of 

Connecticut that do have that information on its 

website. 

And here we are passing legislation where we 

could have easily had that working group to get all 

the information that's necessary, but yet we're not 

going to take a consistent Amendment to keep our 
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philosophy that if a felony commission is an issue, 

it's made an issue with the underlying bill, but let's 

not do it because we don't have that information or 

we're not going to take the time to determine that 

information. 

Through you, Madam Speaker, actually I withdraw 

that. 

You know, certainly once again, it's very 

frustrating as we are here taking the time on this 

very important issue, so important that it's the wee 

hours of the morning and once again we attempt to make 

a bill, the underlying bill that much. better with this 

Amendment. 

I think someone said it beautifully. I think it 

was my seat mate here, that when we talk the talk, we 

should walk the walk. 

If we're going to make a felony conviction an 

issue for our DMV to double check on our website, we 

should make it an issue in verifying that there is not 

a felony conviction in other states. 

It makes no sense, Madam Speaker, but for that 

this is an Amendment that's being proposed by our 

side . 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 
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Thank you, madam. Will you remark further? Will 

you remark further on the Amendment before us? 

Representative Miner of the 66th. 

REP. MINER (66th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. Madam Speaker, it 

concerns me that we're talking about a privilege here 

in the State of Connecticut. I'm not sure everybody 

knows, but the right to have a license in Connecticut 

is a privilege, it's not a right. It's something that 

we're afforded and by asking for that privilege, you 

exchange certain things . 

In this case, the Amendment would require that an 

individual go through a national background check so 

that we can be sure that in exchange for having a 

license, a privilege, that we all agree to certain 

rules that those individuals will go through a 

national background check. 

I don't quite get it. Not only four months ago, 

this Chamber required law-abiding citizens, U.S. 

guaranteed under the Constitution citizens of this 

state to go through a national background check to 

maintain their right under the Constitution, and this 
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is a hurdle that we can't make people who are not 

constitutionally covered in the State of Connecticut? 

We can't afford to go through this one step in an 

effort to make sure that the people traveling the 

roads in the State of Connecticut under the privilege 

of a Connecticut license haven't committed a felony 

somewhere else, as close as the State of Rhode Island? 

I don't get 1t. 

I honestly don't get it. This is not a heavy 

lift. And if it's the money, we should find the 

money. If we in our heart believer this is the right 

decision, the budget is billions. This is not going 

to break the State of Connecticut. Thank you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Thank you, sir. Representative Kokoruda of the 

lOlst. 

REP. KOKORUDA (lOlst): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. I just have one brief 

question. It actually is for the proponent of the 

underlying bill. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Please frame your question, madam. 

REP. KOKORUDA (lOlst): 
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Thank you. Through you, Madam Speaker, if a 

person, an undocumented person in Massachusetts was 

convicted of a DWI several times, could they come to 

Connecticut and have residence for 90 days and still 

get a license, or would that preclude them from 

getting a license? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria, would you respond, 

sir? 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, if the individual has 

committed the same offense in the State of Connecticut 

and we have it as part of the registry, they will not 

qualify. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

You still have the floor, madam. 

REP. KOKORUDA (10lst): 

Thank you. Through you, Madam Speaker, just for 

clarification, so is the proponent of the underlying 

bill saying, through you, Madam Speaker, that someone 

who has a significant issue with drinking and driving 

and has been convicted in another state, would that 

'' I 
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person be allowed to come to Connecticut and that 

wouldn't be considered an issue and this person would 

be able to get a driver's license in the State of 

Connecticut as this bill is proposed, the underlying 

bill is proposed? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, it would be very, 

there will be no way to determine by the Department of 

Motor Vehicle what that individual has done in another 

state. It will take that individual to move his whole 

family, move residency into the State of Connecticut 

and provide certain documentation that's within the 

underlying bill to prove residency, to prove that they 

are Connecticut residents. 

So I find it very hard for an individual just to 

move into the State bf Connecticut just to acquire a 

driver's license that cannot be used for 

identification purposes. 

So to answer the specific question, the 

Department of Motor Vehicles will not have any form or 
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way to identify if an individual has a conviction in 

the State of Connecticut. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Thank you. Through you, Madam Speaker, just 

finally, what we're saying is that an individual 

spends 90 days in Connecticut and there's an 

opportunity, a chance here that he could put 

Connecticut residents, Connecticut families, 

Connecticut children in jeopardy with a history 

outside of Connecticut of drinking and driving. 

This underlying bill will allow that? That's my 

final question to you. Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, the underlying bill 

ensure Connecticut residents that that individual that 

may be driving alongside of them will have the proper 

training, the proper safeguard and the privilege as 

was stated earlier, to acquire the proper training, 

the proper registration and the proper instruments to 

drive, so we're providing safeguards currently to our 

Connecticut residents that currently don't have them 
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because we all have the knowledge that these 

individuals are driving currently in the State of 

Connecticut. 

Hut again, to answer the good lady's question, we 

will not be able to determine if the individual 

committed the violation within the State of 

Massachusetts. Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

You have the Floor, madam. 

REP. KOKORUDA (lOlst): 

I'm sorry, Madam Speaker, I do have another 

question . Does this, first of all, does this bill 

allow us to look at the website of another state, 

number one. 

And number two, does the training that the 

proponent of the underlying bill talks about include 

alcohol rehabilitation? Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, not understanding 

what our current regulations are I'm assuming that 

it's part of our regulations they will have to abide 

by that as well. 
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Yes. Just my second part of my question. Was 

the training that the proponent spoke about include 

alcohol rehabilitation for someone with a history of 

DWI? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, I'm not sure what our 

current law states in regards to a person that has 

committed that type of violation. Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Kokoruda. 

REP. KOKORUDA (101st): 

Madam Speaker, a person who has a violation in 

Connecticut of DWI has a record. So what we're really 

talking about here is someone without a record in 

Connecticut, and again, it's the safety issue that I'm 

trying to address here. 

So I'm just trying to find out for sure, does 

this new Connecticut resident, is there anything we 
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can safeguard the people of Connecticut against drunk 

driving? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, to answer the lady's 

question. There is nothing that precludes that. 

Now, if someone has a behavior, consistent 

behavior. You're talking about three DWis. They're 

more likely to do that in the State of Connecticut 

where we, within our current law will address that 

specific issue and then the laws in the State of 

Connecticut would apply to that individual. Through 

you, Madam Speaker. 

REP. KOKORUDA (lOlst): 

And finally, through you, Madam Speaker, someone 

could move here for 90 days and not drive. They don't 

have a license, waiting to get a license, have a 

history of drinking and driving, of unsafe driving, 

and we're going to give them a license, and I think 

it's a real safety concern for, it certainly is me as 

a grandmother with two grandchildren out riding bikes 

on the streets. 
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So I just really think this is something that 

this bill should have included and it should be looked 

into. 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Thank you, madam. Will you remark further on the 

Amendment before us? Representative Cafero of the 

142nd, good morning, sir. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Good morning, Madam Speaker. Madam Speaker, a 

question through you to.the proponent of the 

underlying bill as it pertains to this Amendment . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Please frame your question, sir. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker, to the good 

Representative proponent of the bill, a Class D felony 

in the State of Connecticut hypothetically would be 

making a false statement in absentee balloting. That 

is a Class D felony here in the State of Connect1cut. 

Through you, Madam Speaker, hypothetically, if I 

was a legalized citizen, a resident of the State of 

Connecticut and I was convicted of the D felony, false 

statement in absentee ballot, would I be prohibited 

.,, 
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from getting a Connecticut driver's license as a legal 

resident? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria, will you respond, sir? 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, if the individual 

falls under the provision of this bill then yes, that 

~ould apply. 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Cafero, you still have the floor, 

sir. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. Through you, this bill 

is my understanding," deals with undocumented residents 

getting a driver's license for dr1ving purposes only. 

In my hypothetical I wasn't talking about 

undocumented residents. I was talking about legal 

residents of the State of Connecticut. 

If a legal resident, any one of us, and I know 

we're all legal by virtue of the fact we hold office. 

If any one of us were convicted of a D felony such as 

false statement in absentee balloting, employers, 
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threats, any D felony of the State of Connecticut, 

would that prohibit us from getting a Connecticut 

driver's license? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

To my knowledge, no. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Cafero, you still have the Floor, 

sir. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. What I just heard is, 

if a legal resident is convicted of a D felony in the 

State of Connecticut, they still have a right to drive 

a car and get a license. 

Through you, Madam Speaker, if I was an 

undocumented resident and this bill were now the law 

and I was convicted of that same crime, false 

statement in absentee balloting right here in 

Connecticut, and I applied for a license, would I be 

granted that license? 

Through you, Madam Speaker . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 
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Thank you, Madam Speaker. There is a difference. 

We are treating legal residents different than 

undocumented residents. We're saying if a legal 

resident has been convicted of a felony they are still 

able to get their license. If an undocumented 

resident is convicted of a felony they cannot get 

their license. A distinction. 

Through- you, Madam Speaker, why does this law 

make that distinction? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, it makes that 

distinction because we wanted to add additional 

safeguards to the provision of the bill. Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. I'm sorry, Cafero . 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 
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From what I understand 

therefore, we are making a policy decision that an 

undocumented resident who has committed a felony in 

the State of Connecticut is less safe a driver than a 

legal resident who has committed a D felony in the 

State of ~onnecticut and that's why we give one the 

license and the other we say no. Is that correct? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, the gentleman is 

correct. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

And therefore, Madam Speaker, if in'my 

hypothetical this undocumented resident committed that 

same felony, but happened to commit it in the State of 

Rhode Island, would he be eligible, meeting all the 

other criteria, to get a license in the State of 

Connecticut under this law? 

Through you, Madam Speaker . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 
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If the individual has proven that he's a resident 

of the state and provided the required form of 

identification then yes. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Cafero, you still have the Floor, 

sir. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. It's 4:30 a.m. in the 

morning. Now maybe we're all a little groggy, but 

that still shocks me. That shocks me . 

What we are saying is, we want to make a 

distinction from legal residents and undocumented 

residents. We believe that an undocumented resident 

who commits a felony in Connecticut is less safe a 

driver and therefore should be denied the privilege of 

driving than if they were a legal resident and 

committed that felony in Connecticut. 

However, if that same undocumented resident 

committed a felony in Rhode Island, in Massachusetts, 

in New York, in New Jersey, in Pennsylvania, in New 

Hampshire, in Vermont, they get a Connecticut license . 

I' 
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Does that make any sense to you? Because it makes 

absolutely no sense to me. 

So what this Amendment does is say, if you, if we 

believe by virtue of this bill, that the policy of the 

State of Connecticut should be that an undocumented 

resident who has committed a felony is a less safe 

person than a legal resident who's committed a felony, 

does it matter where the felony is? No. 

And this document, this Amendment says that when 

they apply we will verify whether or not they 

committed that felony in New York, in New Jersey, in 

Rhode Island, in Massachusetts, in Pennsylvania, in 

Maine and Vermont, and if they did, they don't get 

their license. Now that's logical. 

In fact, it's either logical to treat the 

undocumented resident when it comes to felonies 

exactly like the legal resident wherein we say, 

whether you committed a felony or not, in the State of 

Connecticut or anywhere else, that does not prohibit 

you from getting a license. That's consistent. You 

may not agree with it, but it's logical. 

Or, if we're going to distinguish between the 

two, and say one that commits a felony who's 

undocumented is less safe and not entitled to a 
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license than one who is legal and commits a felony, 

then let's make it all felonies. That's logical. 

That's what this Amendment does. What is 

illogical is what the underlying bill does. Picture 

if an undocumented resident asks you, after you vote 

for this bill, why that is, what would you say to 

them? 

If they said to you, excuse me, I have a twin 

brother. We're both undocumented residents. I 

committed a felony in Connecticut and my twin brother 

committed a felony in Rhode Island. How come he can 

get a license and I can't? What would you say to 

them? What would you say to them? 

Ladies and gentlemen, if you have trouble 

answering that question, then vote. for the Amendment. 

And by the way, if you vote for the Amendment, no 

harm, no foul, it hasn't gone to the Senate yet. It 

will be a better bill when it goes to the Senate. 

And then when those twin brothers ask you that 

question, you can answer them and make sense. That's 

why I support the Amendment. Thank you, Madam 

Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 
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Thank you, sir. Will you remark further? Will 

you remark further on the Amendment before us? 

Representative O'Dea of the 125th. 

REP. O'DEA (125th): 

Thank you very much, Madam Speaker. A question 

to the proponent of the bill if I may, on the 

Amendment. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Please frame your question, sir. 

REP. O'DEA (125th): 

As I understand it, to the proponent, Senate Bill 

69 was enacted allowing any person accepted into the 

Federal Deferred Action for Childhood Arriv.als Program 

to obtain a motor vehicle operator's license. Did that 

bill play any part in the drafting of this bill? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria, will you respond, sir? 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, if you're referring 

to the DACA Act, which is a federal act, I don't see 

how that, which people will have to be granted by the 

federal government the right to apply for certain 

r 
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benefits, I don't see how that would apply to the 

bill. Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative O'Dea. 

REP. O'DEA (125th): 

The question was more along the lines, through 

you, Madam Speaker, the quest1on was more along the 

lines of, what part that act played in the drafting of 

this bill because the Connecticut Department of Motor 

Vehicles has utilized that DACA Act to allow for 

naturalized and non-U.S. citizens to obtain driver's 

license, and I'm wondering to the proponent of the 

bill that the Department of Motor Vehicles was 

consulted in drafting the current bill? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, to answer the 

gentleman's question, yes. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative O'Dea, you still have the Floor, 

sir . 

REP. O'DEA (125th): 
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Thank you. And in fact, under the Department of 

Motor Vehicles, in order to be eligible under the DACA 

Act, the person must not have been convicted of a 

felony offense, a significant misdemeanor offense, 

multiple misdemeanor offenses or otherwise pose a 

threat to nat1onal security or public safety,· and that 

is currently utilized by the Connecticut Department of 

Motor Vehicles in measuring whether or not someone 

should get a driver's license under that, and I'm 

wondering why that language wasn't used in the present 

bill? Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, the language that is 

part of the DACA Act is a federal language and what we 

have done is incorporate into the bill. A language 

that, I was actually surprised to see this includes 

other provisions. 

Basically what we did, we just included the 

felony piece on it, through you, and also having input 

from the Department of Motor Vehicles there was really 

no input into that specific section. Through you, 

Madam Speaker. 
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I'm sorry, Madam Speaker, I did not hear the last 

part of that answer. I couldn't hear the response. I 

apologize. If the proponent could repeat that, 

through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

I'm going to try to remember what I said at this 

late hour. What we did was, and I guess in 

consultation with DMV and others, and even Members of 

this Chamber who had certain concerns, we incorporated 

that specific language into the bill. It had nothing 

to do with what the federal government has as 

eligibility for individuals to qualify under the DACA 

Act. Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative O'Dea. 

REP. O'DEA (125th): 

And by not including this type of language in 

this bill, would it be fair to say that the federal 

requirements were more strict, and arguably safer for 
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the general public than what is being proposed here 

today? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

That would be for interpretation for the 

individual that's reading the language. Through you, 

Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative O'Dea. 

REP. O'DEA (125th): 

If the DMV is, through you, Madam Speaker, if the 

DMV is able to currently determine eligibility for the 

program now by precluding people who have been 

convicted of a felony, not just in Connecticut, but 

anywhere in the United States, a significant 

misdemeanor offense anywhere in the United States, 

multiple misdemeanors anywhere in the United States or 

otherwise pose a threat to national security or public 

safety anywhere in the United States, if they are 

already doing that, or have the ability to do that, 

why can't we do that through this bill? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 
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Through you, Madam Speaker, that will be the 

eligibility requirement for the Deferred Action 

through the Homeland Security. Through you, Madam 

Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative O'Dea, you still have the Floor, 

sir. 

REP. O'DEA (125th): 

Thank you. So if we currently are able to have 

eligibility requirements more strict than what we're 

proposing in this bill, why not just extend, not to 

quote significant misdemeanor offenses, but simply to 

felonies anywhere in the United States, why not go 

that far here with this bill at this time if we're 

already doing it? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, this is not we that 

are doing the verification. It will be the Homeland 
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Security that will be doing the verification and we 

don't know what kind of system they're using. Through 

you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative O'Dea. 

REP. O'DEA (125th): 

That is correct, and I stand corrected when I say 

we, I mean government as a whole. But currently, in 

order to 'get the program that Connecticut DMV is 

offering, we work with Homeland Security and 

eligibility requirements. 

So if we are already doing that, Connecticut DMV 

with Homeland Security, why can't we do that and 

incorporate that in this bill? Through you, Madam 

Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, I cannot attest that 

the Department of Motor Vehicle is working in 

conjunction with Homeland Security as opposed to 

probably the individual being cleared through Homeland 

Security and providing DMV a document stating of such 

clearance. 
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Representative O'Dea, you still have the Floor, 

sir. 

REP. O'DEA (125th): 

I'm sorry. I'm having a very hard time hearing 

the response. I apologize. If I could hear that one 

more time. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, what I'm saying, I'm 

not sure if the Department of Motor Vehicles that's 

actually working with Homeland Security as opposed to 

Homeland Security doing their own verification using 

whatever, verifying whatever data base they have and 

providing a document to the individual who presents 

that document that they're eligible under the DACA Act 

to qualify for a driver's license. Through you, Madam 

Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative O'Dea . 

REP. O'DEA (125th): 
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And to them thank you very much for your 

responses and I commend you at this hour answering all 

these questions. 

The point is, though, if we don't know the answer 

to that question, who is doing it and presumably it's 

the Homeland Security, the fact that we simply want to 

preclude anyone who's been convicted of a felony, not 

just in Connecticut, but anywhere, it makes sense to 

me, the Amendment that we proposed earlier on this 

evening should have passed. 

But be that as it may, we are where we are. This 

Amendment simply adds a felony anywhere to an offense 

that would preclude you from availing yourself of this 

program, and I think it makes sense and I would ask 

adoption or voting for this Amendment, and would 

appreciate support for that both on this side of the 

aisle and the other side. 

Thank you very much, and thank you to the 

proponent for all your responses. Thank you, Madam 

Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Thank you, sir. Representative Shaban of the 

135th . 

REP. SHABAN (135th): 
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. Thank you, Madam Speaker, lf I may, a couple of 

quick questions, through you to the proponent of the 

bill as it relates to the Amendment. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Please frame your question, sir. 

REP. SHABAN (135th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. The addition, or the 

potential addition of a felony conviction anywhere in 

the United States kind of triggered a thought in my 

mind and I recall that the State of Connecticut is 

party to the Interstate Drivers License Compact, 

basically cross reporting and enforcement of DUI laws 

between New York, Connecticut, Rhode Island and a 

majority of other states. 

Through you, Madam Speaker, when this bill went 

from a five-line concept to the four or five-pager 

that it is now and the research was done as discussed 

earlier, or mentioned earlier, was the application of 

Connecticut's participation in the Interstate Driver 

License Compact included therein? 

Thank you and through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria, will you respond, sir? 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 
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Thank you, Madam Speaker. Well, there it is. 

There we are again. We're at a spot, another rough 

spot with this one, because right now the way this 

bill's drafted, if a legal resident, documented 

resident or whatever you wanted to classify him, you 

or me or anyone in this Chamber gets in trouble in the 

State of New York, has a DUI, a felony conviction for 

a DUI, D-U-I, driving while under the influence in New 

York, that gets reported back to Connecticut as a 

felony charge and you actually have some penalties. 

You actually have some application, you have some 

reciprocity. 

Here, seemingly, under this bill, you don't, if 

you're an undocumented alien, so ergo, the 

undocumented alien or resident, rather, the 

undocumented resident seems to get a pass wherein the 

documented resident does not. 

So through you, Madam Speaker, to the proponent 

of the bill in connection with this Amendment, is 

there to the proponent's knowledge any mechanism under 
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this bill or any of the related bills, or the related 

mechanisms under DMV that would somehow capture the 

fact that an undocumented resident in the State of 

Connecticut has had a DUI felony conviction somewhere 

outside of Connecticut before they get a license? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, not to my knowledge. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Shaban, you still have the Floor, 

sir. 

REP. SHABAN (135th): 

Well, thank you, Madam Speaker. Well, that 

certainly doesn't seem like good public policy now 

does it? Now does it? We're going to have an 

undocumented alien and regardless of why they're here, 

you know, undocumented, illegal, whatever you want to 

call them, they're here. Nice folks. Working hard. 

yadda yadda. We appreciate that. Everyone 

acknowledges that. 

But if that person for whatever reason has a 

felony conviction for driving while under the 
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influence, this Amendment would actually capture that 

and place them on a similar footing as a documented 

resident of the State of Connecticut and to protect 

ourselves. 

Now, at the beginning of this debate some five, 

six, eight, ten hours ago, whenever it was, I believe 

the proponent said, we need this to make our roads 

safer or something like that. It was more or less, 

you know, along those lines. 

Well, here it is. Right now a gaping hole, a 

gaping hole in this policy can be fixed with this 

Amendment that's before us. We are already party to 

the Interstate Drivers License Compact, so here we go 

again. 

We already mentioned the federal problems. We're 

already running up against the, you know, federal 

policy. That exists. That was adopted. That is 

being forced, that is being used in the State of 

Connecticut. 

Now we're running up against an Interstate 

Compact that exists, that was adopted, that is being 

enforced in the State of Connecticut and we're going 

to ignore that, too . 
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Let's at least fix this. Let's at least fix 

this. If an undocumented alien has a felony conviction 

in one of the compact states, part of the compact that 

we're a party to. I think we ought to know that. I 

think the DMV ought to know that. 

Why should an undocumented alien get more rights 

and an easier path to a driver's license than a legal 

resident, or a documented resident? How does that 

make sense? Is that what we're looking to do? Are we 

looking to unbalance the playing field or actually 

trying to help people? 

You don't help people by unbalancing the whole 

thing. So let's follow the laws that exist. Let's 

abide by the Interstate Drivers License Compact that 

we are party to, and if we're going to forward with 

this bill, let's adopt this Amendment. Thank you, 

Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Thank you, sir. Will you remark further on the 

Amendment before us? Will you remark further on the 

Amendment before us? The House will be at ease. 

(CHAMBER AT EASE.) 

The House will come back to order, and the Chair 

recognizes Representative Ziobron of the 34th. 
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Thank you, Madam Speaker, I have a question to 

the proponent of the Amendment, please, through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Please frame your question, madam. 

REP. ZIOBRON (34th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. My question to the 

proponent is regarding the felony and background 

check. 

Through you, Madam Speaker, do we currently pay 

for background checks in any other legislation that 

we've dealt with, and why is that not a proposal in 

this Amendment? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Carter, will you respond, sir. 

REP. CARTER (2nd): 

Thank you very_much, Madam Speaker, and through 

you to the good lady. The Amendment itself, the only 

thing that changed was allowing us to look at felonies 

from every other state. It didn't specifically 

address background checks in any way with the 

Amendment . 
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In fact, it was a strike all of the bill that we 

see, but the only thing it changed was that one part 

where it talks about any felony. Through you, Madam 

Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

You still have the Floor, madam. 

REP. ZIOBRON (34th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. And just to get to 

that portion, if the good Representative would be so 

kind to indulge me for a second. 

How does the new part of this Amendment catch all 

those felonies? Through you, Madam Speaker . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Carter. 

REP. CARTER (2nd): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, you know, similar to 

the same bill, I think that the gentle lady has a good 

question. The original bill itself, Madam Speaker, 

I'm having trouble hearing. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

I apologize, sir. Would the House please take 

conversations outside of the Chamber? It's difficult 

for the proponent of the bill to remark. Thank you, 

sir. 
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Thank you, Madam Speaker. The original bill 

itself did not address exactly how the Commissioner 

would find out 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Excuse me, sir. Can we please lower the volume? 

Thank you. You may proceed, slr. 

REP. CARTER (2nd): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. The original bill 

itself did not address how the Commissioner 

specifically would find out who was a felony overall, 

with the exception of looking at the Connecticut 

Judicial website. 

Now, I do know from personal experience with my 

friends in law enforcement in my area, that it's very 

simple to do a check and find out if somebody has a 

felony conviction in the system. I hope that would 

answer the good lady's question. Through you, Madam 

Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

You still have the Floor, madam. 

REP. ZIOBRON (34th): 
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Thank you, Madam Speaker, and I think once this 

Amendment moves forward, I may have a similar question 

to the proponent of the underlying bill. 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Thank you, madam. Will you remark further? Will 

you remark further on the Amendment before us? 

If not, will guests please come to th'e Well of 

the House. Will the Members please take your seats. 

The machine will be opened. 

THE CLERK: 

Good morning. The House of Representatives is 

voting by Roll. The House of Representatives is 

voting by Roll. 

Will Members please report to the Chamber. Thank 

you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Have all Members voted? Have all Members voted? 

Will Members please check the board to determine if 

your vote is properly cast. 

If all Members have voted, the machine w1ll be 

locked and the Clerk will take a tally. Will the 

Clerk please announce the tally . 

THE CLERK: 
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Bill Number 6495, House Amendment "C" . 

Total Number Voting 127 

Necessary for Adoption 64 

Those voting Yea 46 

Those voting Nay 81 

Those absent and not voting 23 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

The Amendment fails. 

Will you remark further? Will you remark further 

on the bill as amended? Representative Smith of the 

108th. 

REP. SMITH (108th): 

Good morning, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Good morning, sir. 

REP. SMITH (108th): 

I've listened to this dialogue from late last, I 

guess early evening yesterday and through the morning 

and half asleep, half awake, so here we are and we're 

still discussing it. And one thing is clear to me, 

ladies and gentlemen 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Excuse me. Would the House please lower the 

volume? Thank you. 
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REP. SMITH (108th): 

One thing that is clear to me, Madam Speaker, is 

that this -bill is premature. If there's any doubt in 

anyone's m1nd today, this morning at 5:05, that this 

bill is not premature then you haven't been l1stening. 

There's been many questions asked that cannot be 

answered. And while I was in agreement with 

Representative Cafero when he opened up his remarks 

about the intrigue of this idea, about the need to do 

something with our undocumented persons, and how 

wonderful it could be if we led the nation, actually, 

in doing something that we could be proud of . 

There was a study that was proposed that was 

rejected. The study would have been done in time for 

all of us to vote on this again next Session, but that 

was dismissed and it was dismissed so we could ram 

this through and have a piece of legislation that is, 

in my m1nd, Madam Speaker, not only vague. It is one 

of the most poorly drafted pieces of legislation that 

I have seen in mx limited time here in this Chamber. 

We've gone through those holes. We've gone 

through that vagary, and we keep voting to move this 

legislation forward without amendment . 
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It amazes me, Madam Speaker, that in the year of 

the study as coined by my colleague over here, we 

decided not to study the impact of what we're doing 

today and how we could do it better. Isn't that the 

idea? 

How can we do this better? How can we make it 

right? How can we stand here and be proud and answer 

the questions that will be asked of us about this 

bill? 

And to be honest with you, Madam Speaker, in 

listening to the dialogue for the past several hours, 

I still have a very sincere question of what the 

purpose of this bill is. 

I understand the concept. I understand the need. 

I understand the reason. But what is the purpose? 

What are we trying to do here tonight? No, it's not 

tonight. What are we trying to do here this morning, 

today? 

And that is my first question to you, Madam 

Speaker is, what is the purpose of this blll? Through 

you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

I'm sorry, the Chair's not clear who the question 

is for? I'm sorry. We're off the Amendment. Still 
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asleep. Representative Candelaria, would you respond, 

sir? 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, the purpose of this 

bill is to ensure that every driver in the State of 

Connecticut has the proper qualifications, proper 

training to drive in the State of Connecticut. 

And what this bill does, it gives the authority 

to the Commissioner of DMV to issue a driver's license 

for driving purposes only to those individuals that 

are currently driving in our state without 

registration, without insurance and without a driver's 

license. 

What this also does it addresses the safety 

concerns of many of our residents in our state. They 

can rest assured that once we adopt this bill, they 

will have the peace of mind that the individual that's 

driving next· to them w1ll have the proper training and 

safety guards that we require of every other citizen 

in the State of Connecticut. Through you, Madam 

Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Smith, you still have the Floor, 

sir. 
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Thank you, Madam, and I appreciate the answer, 

but I'm wondering if the answer is really accurate, 

and I say that in this sense, because I do not see 

anywhere, and I've read this bill because I've had 

plenty of time to read it, I do not see anywhere in 

the language of this bill where I would feel that it 

makes me safer, it makes you safer, it makes the good 

gentleman safer because unless I'm missing something, 

I do not see any language in here that requires the 

person who is issued this license to have motor 

vehicle insurance . 

Now if the good gentlemen could point that out to 

me, I would feel a lot better about what I've heard 

today. 

So through you, Madam Speaker, could the good 

gentleman point that out, where in this bill does it 

require that upon issuance of a license, one has to be 

insured? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker. It's not 

specifically detailed in the bill, but as most 
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individuals that acquire a driver's license, they go 

through that rigorous process of studying the manual, 

learning how ~o identify a stop sign from a yield 

sign, memorizing those questions in the booklet to 

pass the exam to acquire a driver's license. 

Because, you know what? They want to drive their 

nice vehicles without concern that you know what, I'll 

be pulled over by a police officer and I don't have 

insurance or anything like that. 

But here for this specific purpose that we're 

doing this bill is because we're issuing the driver's 

license to an individual for driving purposes only and 
/ 

the assumption is that that individual being a 

responsible resident of the state will acquire 

insurance for his vehicle. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Smith. 

REP. SMITH (108th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker, and as I listened to 

the response, what I heard is, there is nothing in 

this bill, not a single word in this bill that 

requires one who is issued a license pursuant to this 

bill to have insurance. 
r 

·" .. , 
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Now, unless I heard that wrong, and I'll ask 

again, through you, if my statement is accurate, that 

there is not one word in this bill that requlres 

anyone who is issued a license pursuant to this bill 

to have insurance. 

Is that accurate? Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, the good gentleman is 

accurate in his statement and·the same would apply to 

current legal residents that acquire a driver's 

license within the State of Connecticut. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Smith, you still have the Floor, 

sir. 

REP. SMITH (108th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker, and I do know that if I 

wish to drive a vehicle on these roads of the State of 

Connecticut I am required to have insurance. 

I also know that I'm required to have 

registration. But what has been happening is, as the 

good gentleman has indicated is that we have many of 
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these persons who are driving without the insurance, 

without the registration, and there's no indicated to 

me that I've heard over the past several hours that 

would lead me to believe that those persons will take 

the next step and go purchase insurance, which they 

may or may not be able to afford, to register the 

vehicle. 

In fact, what we did hear was a comment in the 

study I believe it was referred to by Representative 

Shaban that in one of our states, which has 

relinquished this right, this privilege, I should say 

to drive, that the, in fact the accidents went up and 

the people who were uninsured went up. Old not 

decrease. 

So I'm trying to justify in my mind, Madam 

Speaker, how is it then that if we have a bill that's 

being passed that does not require insurance, we can 

expect one to suddenly run to the insurance agency and 

say, guess what? I now have my license, please give 

me insurance. 

What comfort do we have? Do we have any studies, 

any proof, anything that we heard in a public hearing 

that would say, Representative Smith, you're wrong, 

these are the reasons why we think they will purchase 
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insurance? Could I have some indication, through you, 

Madam Speaker, from the proponent of the bill as to 

why I should believe that these people will purchase 

insurance? Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, the probabilities of 

an individual that acquires a driver's license who 

currently does not have one, but acquires one, the 

probabilities that they will for purposes of 

registering their vehicle, they will have to present 

proof that they have insurance for that specific 

vehicle. 

Madam Speaker, there's more of an underlying 

bill, there's more to the issue that I think we 

haven't discussed and understanding that we are in the 

wee hours, I don't want to burden you with additional 

information that was presented to us at the public 

hearing in the form of testimonies and having 

conversations with individuals that currently don't 

have the driver's license, but they operate a vehicle 

and sometimes these vehicles that they do operate, are 
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vehicles that may have been registered in other 

states. 

What format that is? We probably don't know. 

But what does this ensure is, that if they take the 

time to register these vehicles in other states, and 

we as a state are providing them the privilege to 

issue a driver's license and they reside in the State 

of Connecticut, and they work in the State of 

Connecticut. They take their children to the schools 

within the State of Connecticut, that the 

probabilities will be t~at they will acquire an 

insurance in this state . 

These people have suffered for so long and so 

much. They have been taken advantage of. People 

charge them, you should hear the stories, exorbitant 

amounts to register their vehicles, and then you have 

to bring me an additional monthly fee just to keep 

that car registered because if you don't give me the 

money that I want to register your vehicle, you know 

what? I'm going to call the police and I'm going to 

yank that registration from you and in some cases, 

even take the vehicle from the individual. 

Those are the injustices that these people are 

living currently that we don't talk about. 
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So from a humanistic side of things, it's a good 

thing that we issue a driver's license so that these 

individuals who are currently suffering so much, who 

are.currently hiding under the shadows, who are 

actually being exposed under this bill, because this 

creates a database within the Department of Motor 

Vehicles, who are taking that risk, which nothing in 

this bill says, you know what? There's nothing that 

you can do. You can come into the State of 

Connecticut, you know, and say, I want that list. 

Nothing in this bill stops that from happening. The 

people are willing to take the risk . 

Why? That's the question we have to answer. 

Why? Because they want to be to whatever standard of 

the law, abiding. Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Smith, you still have the Floor, 

sir. 

REP. SMITH (108th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker, and I appreciate the 

passion behind the gentleman's comments, but the 

passion doesn't equate in my mind, to the reality of 

what's happening in other states . 
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Now we heard comments before by our colleagues 

that seemed to indicate that despite the passion, 

despite what the gentleman may think, the reality is 

that they haven't registered the vehicles. They 

haven't insured the vehicles. 

Now, one of the reasons why I think we should 

address this issue in a more comprehensive fashion is 

because the fact that they are not registered and they 

are not insured, exposes every single one of us, our 

constituents, our families, to a great deal of danger. 

So it should be addressed, but it needs to be 

addressed in a comprehensive manner, not pursuant to a 

rush through piece of legislation that we are looking 

at here tonight or this morning, now. 

Now, Madam Speaker, I'm wondering, and simply 

it's because I do not know. I'm going to propose a 

scenario where I'm an undocumented person. I'm issued 

one of these driver's license pursuant to this bill. 

I'm driving down the street. My tail light is out. I 

get pulled over. I present the driver's license that I 

have to the police officer. 

At that point, can the police officer do anything 

else to me as an undocumented person because I'm not 

here legally? I have a driver's license that's been 
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issued by the State of Connecticut but I have no other 

right to be here other than the privilege to drive. 

Is there any consequence or exposure that I as an 

undocumented person would have as a result of just 

being pulled over? Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, there's a lot of 

exposure. We have to comply with secure communities. 

That's a program that has been implemented by the 

federal government so the acting officer will have to 

apply current law and if there's any federal law that 

mandates that officer to act or to report, they will 

have to comply with that as well. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Smith. 

REP. SMITH (108th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker, so as I understand the 

answer, this license does not make the undocumented 

person legal in any way. Is that accurate? 

Through you, Madam Speaker . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

006037 



• 

• 

• 

pat/gbr 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Representative Candelaria . 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

688 
May 22, 2013 

Through you, Madam Speaker, the gentleman is 

correct. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Smith, you still have the Floor, 

sir. 

REP. SMITH (108th): 

And if that, if the license does not make the 

undocumented person legal, can the police officer then 

detain that person and potentially deport that person 

as a result of that person being here improperly? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, there might be some 

provision within federal government where the officer 

can do that under the Secure Communities Act. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Smith. 

REP.SMITH (108th): 
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If that's the case, and thank you, Madam Speaker, 

if that's the case, then I suspect the underlying 

reason, purpose behind this bill is simply to provide 

someone with the ability to dr1ve, but it does not in 

any way based on the answers that I've heard, provide 

any additional protections to that individual under 

state or federal law? 

Is that accurate? Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

If I understand the question correctly, yes . 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Smith. 

REP. SMITH (108th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker, and just to circle 

around then. So back to where we started, the main 

purpose of this bill as I now understand it, is one, 

to allow a person to drive. Two, in the gentleman's 

mind to encourage or hope that as a result of the 

ability to drive one would now get insurance and make 

all of us a little bit safer because they're insured . 
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Is that a fair assessment of the dialogue we just had? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, the gentleman is 

correct. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Smith, you still have the Floor, 

sir. 

REP. SMITH (108th): 

And we have no documentation from any source that 

I've heard tonight that would verify the purpose that 

we're trying to establish here that upon issuance of a 

license one would take the next step to get insured? 

I have heard nothing to that effect. Is that 

accurate? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, the gentleman is 

correct . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 
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Representative Smith, you still have the Floor, 

sir. 

REP. SMITH (108th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. And I think ladies and 

gentlemen, that's an important point. What we just 

heard is that really we have a hope, we have a desire, 

perhaps a prayer, that upon issuance of a driver's 

license the undocumented person would take the next 

step to register the vehicle, insure the vehicle. We 

then in turn would be a little bit safer, in fact, a 

lot more safer. 

But the bill is based on a promise, a hope, a 

prayer and nothing more. The evidence that we did 

hear through some studies that have been done in other 

states who have enacted similar legislation is that 

that is not the case. 

Now, that concerns me. I don't know how we 

improve that. I don't know how we change that. I 

think that's one of the things that the study could 

have done had we taken that step, to ask those 

questions, to perhaps require upon issuance of the 

driver's license, that they also provide 

simultaneously a certificate of insurance. That's not 

that hard. That would satisfy me, at least. 
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Here's your license. Here's proof of insurance, 

proof of registration, good luck, God bless. 

But colleagues, we didn't do that tonight. We're 

relying on hope. And I pray, too, that these persons 

are as conscientious as the good Representative 

indicates they want to be. If they are, we'll be a 

little safer. If they're not, we will be where we are 

today. Same result, except now they have a license. 

Madam Speaker, I have a series of questions about 

the language of the bill itself, which if I may, 

propose those to the proponent of the bill? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. SMITH (108th): 

And some of the dialogue I am sure has occurred 

and I apologize in advance because you've stood here a 

long time answering questions and I commend you for 

that. The intent here is not to repeat the questions. 

I did step out of the Chamber a little bit, tried to 

listen in the other Caucus room and I heard most of 

it, but I'm sure I missed some of it because of the 

conversations around me, so I'm going to apologize in 

advance . 
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And I know we talked about, especially right from 

the start what makes a document valid in terms of the 

primary proof of identity and I'm not sury if I ever 

heard the answer to the question. Is a copy of any of 

the items that are listed in Section 1, subsection 1 

a, b, and c, would a copy of any of those documents be 

valid? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, no . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Smith. 

REP. SMITH (108th): 

I apologize, Madam Speaker. I did not hear the 

answer. I apologize. I did not hear the answer. 

Could he rephrase that, please? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, no. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Smith. 
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Thank you. And you know, that gives me certainly 

a little more comfort than what I heard because, so if 

we were to read the word valid, and I think that's 

what the good Representative was talking about at the 

get go, as far as for legislative intent purposes, to 

be valid it must be an original document under 

subsection 1. Is that accurate? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, valid having legal 

force as the gentleman explained. Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Smith. 

REP. SMITH (108th): 

I apologize, Madam Speaker, I did not hear the 

answer. It could be the fact that it's early in the 

morning and we're all out of energy a little bit, so 

maybe if he could just rephrase it, I'd be happy. 

Thank you.· 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 
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Representative Candelaria, would you repeat your 

response, sir? 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, valid having a legal 

force to the document. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Smith. 

REP. SMITH (108th): 

Thank you, and I appreciate the answer, but I 

don't think it answers the question. The question, 

Madam Speaker through you is, must the document be an 

original document to be valid? Through you . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, yes. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Smith. 

REP. SMITH (108th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker and thank the gentleman 

for his answer. 

I am looking at again, subsection 1 dealing with 

the primary proof of identification and one of the 

potential proofs is a valid unexpired consular 
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identification document. Must there be a timeframe on 

that document to keep it valid such that if the 

document was dated 1990 and here we are in, I think 

it's still 2013, would that be valid? Through you, 

Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, if the document is 

unexpired. Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Smith . 

REP. SMITH (108th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker, and I guess that begs 

the question, because I'm not familiar with this area. 

How long would a consular identification document be 

valid for? Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, I don't have 

knowledge of that. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Smith. 

'' 
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And again, these are the concerns that causes me 

to step back when I'm thinking about this bill is 

because we're talking about passing a significant 

piece of legislation without the answers. 

Now it says an unexpired consular identification. 

Now the consular identification could last for ten 

years, it could last for five years, it may last for 

one year. I have no idea. The good gentleman doesn't 

have an idea and I suspect that no one in the Chamber 

has an idea, but yet it's one of our criteria that can 

be met to prove a primary proof of identity . 

Does the good gentleman know, and I'm looking a 

subsection c of the same subsection 1, what a consular 

report is? Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, a consular report to 

my understanding is just basically a document that the 

individual can request from the consulate office that 

states the applicant's, that the individual's birth is 

in a foreign country.· Through you . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 
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Thank you, Madam Speaker, and thank the gentleman 

for his answer, again. 

I also notice as I'm just stepping back, it says, 

it talks about a valid forelgn passport, which we 

determined must be an original through the dialogue we 

just had, but it also says expired for less than three 

years. 

My question, through you, Madam Speaker is, why 

does it have to be less than three years? Why not 

just unexpired? Through you . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria. 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, this, I will probably 

answer this in two phases. But then, in consultation 

or in providing some of the information that was 

provided to us through the Department of Motor 

Vehicles, they have no serious concerns with that 

provision because although it can be expired within 

you know, one year, three years, four years, as long 

as it validates the identity of the individual . 
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Now, Madam Speaker, there was really no hard 

opposition from the people within the Department of 

Motor Vehicles looking at this document that this was 
' 

an issue for them, so I mean, that could-have been 

extended to less than that or more than that, but we 

arrived at that three years. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Smith. 

REP. SMITH (108th): 

And I understand the answer to mean, thank you, 

Madam Speaker, that the three years was just, I guess, 

a period that was chosen. The Commissioner did not 

seem to have an issue one way or the other whether it 

was three years, four years, two years, unexpired or 

not. 

It would give me greater comfort to know that it 

was a valid passport that was unexpired, that was 

real, that it wasn't fake, that it wasn't forged. I 

think we've all been made aware that these types of 

documents get forged and they get forged on a regular 

basis and yet what we're saying here tonight is, 

listen, as long as you provide a passport and it's 

within three years of supposedly being valid or 
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unexpired, then we'll recognize that as proof, a 

primary proof of identification. 

I think what we're trying to do here is to make 

sure that the person who's applying for the license is 

the person that he or she says she is. 

If we're going to have a primary proof of 

identification, then we ought to actually do that, and 

not water it down. Now, we watered it down quite a 

bit already but we did conclude that it at least has 

to be an original. It does not have to be certified, 

though, does it? 

Through you, Madam Speaker . 

My question, I'll rephrase it because the 

gentleman seemed to be confused by my question and he 

probably is and I can understand why. 

My question is, does the documents, any of the 

documents set forth --

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Can you press your button, please, 

Representative. Thank you. 

REP. SMITH (108th): 

There you go. I thought it was the good Cha1rman 

from the Labor Committee was putting a hex on me . 
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Thank you, Madam Speaker, and I apologize for the 

interruption and delay. The question is, through you, 

while the document has to be an original document, 

does it have to be certified or verified in any way 

such as a medallion, signature or certification, this 

is true and accurate. We see these types of terms in 

our other legal documents. I'm just wondering if this 

document, which requires primary proof of 

identification has to be certified or verified in that 

way? Through you. 

\DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Candelaria . 

REP. CANDELARIA (95th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker, they will have to 

look at the documents to insure they're valid 

documents. There are specific features within 

documents that can verifiable to its authenticity. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Representative Smith, you still have the Floor, 

sir. 

REP. SMITH (108th): 

Madam Speaker, thank you so much and I want to 

thank the gentleman for his answers. I did have a lot 
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of other questions. I was looking through them again 

while we were exchanging our conversation. I believe 

most of the questions have been answered previously. 

I certainly do not want to take up the Chamber's time 

any further in having the same quest1ons repeated ad 

nauseum so I thank you at this early morning, and I 

thank the gentleman for his time. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Thank you, sir. Will you remark further on the 

bill as amended? Representative Noujaim of the 74th. 

REP. NOUJAIM (74th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker, and good morning to 

you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

Good morning to you, Representative. 

REP. NOUJAIM (74th): 

Good bye, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER MILLER: 

I think those are the best words I've heard all 

morning. Will you remark further on the b1ll as 

amended? Will you remark further on the bill as 

amended? 
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If not, will staff and guests please come to the 

Well of the House. Will the Members please take your 

seats. The machine will be opened. 

THE CLERK: 

The House of Representatives is voting by Roll. 

The House of Representatives is voting by Roll. 

Will Members please report to the Chamber 

immediately. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Have all the Members voted? Have all the Members 

voted? Members please check the board to make sure 

your vote is properly cast . 

If all the Members have vo~ed, the machine will 

be locked and the Clerk will take a tally. The Clerk 

please announce the tally. 

THE CLERK: 

Bill Number 6495 as amended by House "A". 

Total Number Voting 129 

Necessary for Passage 65 

Those voting Yea 74 

Those voting Nay 55 

Those absent and not voting 21 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

The bill as amended passes. 
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Mr. President, if the Clerk would call as the next 
item, Calendar Page 34, Calendar 647, House Bill 6495, 
from the Transportation Committee. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk. 

THE CLERK: 

On Calendar Page 34, Calendar Number 647, Substitute 
for House Bill Number 6495, AN ACT CONCERNING THE 
ISSUANCE OF MOTOR VEHICLE OPERATORS' LICENSES,~ 
amended by House Amendment Schedule "A," Favorable 
Report from the Committee on Transportation. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Maynard . 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

Yes; good evening, Mr. President. Thank you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Good evening. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

I move the bill and seek leave to summarize. 

THE CHAIR: 

On acceptance and passage, will you remark? 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

Yes; thank you. 

Mr. President, this bill, which came out of the House 
last week with a strong majority, seeks to extend to 
undocumented immigrants in our country, in our state I 
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should say, a, the right and privilege to drive . 

I have to say, having Chaired the field hearing, along 
with my Co-chair, Senator [sic] Guerrera and our 
distinguished Ranking Member, Senator Boucher, down at 
the Wilbur Cross High School, I have never in my seven 
years here in the Legislature seen a greater 
demonstration and commitment by people seeking to 
avail themselves of the legislative process than I did 
on that evening. The extraordinary commitment to 
trying to establish the legal right to drive, to be 
able to comply with the law and to extend to their 
families the stability that comes with being able to 
drive, to be able to transport their children was so 
evident in all of the testimony that we received. 
Some 4000 individuals showed up to testify; in fact, 
there was such a crush of people in attendance that we 
had to have three overflow rooms established for those 
who wished to come and offer both testimony and 
support for the cause. 

And I'm-- I'm delighted to have with us tonight 
members of that team of folks who have been so 
diligent in -- in pursuing this legislation and making 
their case here at the Legislature, all the great 
folks from CONNECT, the sisters who have joined us 
here as well, many of the folks who would benefit from 
the legislation and those who have been just stalwart 
supporters. 

CONNECT is an organization that was founded in 2011, 
at a convention in Bridgeport of 1500 community faith 
leaders and seeks to take action on issues of mutual 
concern for the common good. Much like ourselves, it 
is dedicated to the ideas that we should work 
mutually, across party lines, across ideological 
lines, across faith lines to find common-sense 
solutions to the issues that face us. And so the bill 
that's before us today seeks to do that. 

Very briefly, I've outlined the intention of the bill 
and walk our-- our colleagues through that, if you'll 
just bear with me for just a moment. 

THE CHAIR: 

The Senate will stand at ease. 
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(Senate at ease.) 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

Thank you, Mr. President. Sorry for the delay. 

THE CHAIR: 

The Senate will come back to order. 

Senator Maynard. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

Pardon me, sir? Oh, thank you, very much. 

So under the bill, applicants must submit proof of 
current residency in the state. They must submit 
either two forms of primary proof of identity or one 
form of primary and a secondary proof of identity; 
file an affidavit with the Commissioner indicating 
their, that they have filed an application to legalize 
their immigration status or will file such an 
application as soon as they are eligible; that they 
have not been convicted of any felony in Connecticut; 
and, that they've passed a driver's test. 

Now,, it seems to me, Mr. President, that it's in the 
interest of all of Connecticut's citizens to have 
safe, registered, and insured drivers on the roads of 
the State of Connecticut. Currently, there are some, 
54 -- estimated 54,000 drivers who are undocumented, 
unlicensed, and have not had a driver's test and may 
be driving uninsured vehicles as a result, because 
they are unable to get those documents and to have 
that insurance in place as a result of our current 
laws. So I'm hoping that tonight we can lay out the 
case that this is a common-sense, public-safety 
oriented bill that would be to the benefit not only of 
those who seek to get these licenses but all those who 
use Connecticut roads. 

In addi.tion, on renewability, standard licenses are 
issued for six years, but licenses issued under this 
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bill will be valid from three to six years in their 
initial period of -- of issuance, as requested by the 
DMV to stagger out the renewal schedule. And after 
that, the licenses can be renewed every three years, 
with an appearance and proof of residency. So we ask 
that those who have those licenses when renewing them 
in the third year return in-person to a DMV office 
with the required proof of residency. 

The licenses, themselves, will not be acceptable for 
federal identification purposes, for voting 
identification purposes, and for eligibility for 
public benefits; they are purely for driver benefits, 
driver identification. 

I should point out that other states that have issued 
these type of licenses are Colorado, just this past 
week, Illinois, New Mexico, Utah, Washington, and just 
today, California passed it through its House Chamber, 
awaiting action by the Senate. 

I could go into some detail, and I'm sure we'll take 
it up, but primary proof of identity means the 
documentation standardly accepted by the DMV; a valid, 
foreign passport issued by an applicant's country of 
citizenship; a valid, unexpired consular 
identification document; a consular report of an 
applicant's birth in a foreign country. 

And secondary proof of identity is, again, those types 
of identification normally accepted as secondary; a 
valid, unexpired motor vehicle operator's license from 
another state; a valid, foreign, voter registration 
card; a certified copy of a marriage certificate; and, 
a variety of other documents that are commonly used; a 
baptismal certificate, et cetera. 

Proof of residency, whlch lS what is required, would 
have to be a proof that the applicant has lived for at 
least the past three months and is a current resident 
in -- in the residence that they cite. And the driver 
must be at least 16 years of age -- I'm sorry; no, 
that's a different area. Pardon me; I'm just 
summarizing. 

But I think, I think we've laid out, Mr. President, 
that these are thoughtfully considered areas that the 
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DMV has thoroughly reviewed, and there will be a -- a 
task force assigned. It'll be at least another year 
before these licenses will become in effect, in 2015. 
We'll have time for many of these specific issues to 
be addressed more fully in terms of the actual 
procedures that DMV must set up in order to ensure 
that we are complying with all of the requirements of 
the statute. And I think there's more than ample 
protection within the procedure that we're 
establishing to ensure that that's the case before 
drivers get on the road. 

So, with that, Mr. President, I'm happy to take any 
questions from our esteemed members. And --

THE CHAIR: 

I'm sure you're taking questions. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

-- thanks . 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator. 

Remark further on the bill? 

Senator Boucher. 

SENATOR BOUCHER: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, I appreciate the opening remarks by the 
esteemed Cha1rman of the Transportation Committee from 
the Senate. It has been truly a pleasure to work with 
such a gentleman on all manners of issue, in a very 
bipartisan and positive way. 

However, in this case, I do rise to oppose this bill 
as the Ranking Member of the Transportation Committee 
for the Senate. Indeed, as was described, this bill 
had an extensive public hearing in New Haven and later 
was never brought up for a vote in the Transportation 
Committee, as it was determined that there was not 
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enough support by members of that committee to make it 
successfully through. 

In fact, the bill barely passed the House, a short 
time ago, for 21 House members did not cast a vote but 
were absent. If these members were present or in the 
Chamber and voted in the negative, the measure would 
likely have failed. 

It should be noted that the majority of Connecticut's 
general public is opposing the passage of this bill. 
In a most recent poll, this spring, it was shown that 
nearly 70 percent did not feel that this would be a 
bill that could be safely implemented. 

As was explained by my esteemed Chairman of the 
committee, recent reports indicate that four states 
have passed this measure just recently. However, the 
states of Hawaii, Maine, Michigan, Tennessee, 
California have reversed their decisions on bills such 
as this and no longer allow the privilege of a valid 
driver's license to those residents in this country 
illegally. The states of New Mexico and Washington 
are also in the process of repeal or considering 
repeal. In fact, the changes to reverse their 
decision have been initiated by both the Legislative 
and Executive Branches of those states. 

You might ask: Well, why would they go about 
repealing something that they probably worked so hard, 
against some public pressure and other obstacles, to 
put in place? The reasons for the opposition, as was 
researched, are much the same for those that oppose 
this bill in Connecticut. The Real ID program that 
was mandated by the federal government to be enacted 
in Connecticut and other states by May 1, 2011, is one 
reason for this opposition. In fact, this bill would 
put us in noncompliance or in conflict with the Real 
ID program that requires much stricter residency and 
identification requirements. 

There are many high-profile identity fraud cases at 
the Connecticut DMV and many outlined in the other 
states that were about repealing this particular 
statute. Voter fraud, especially in light of same-day 
voter registration and voting is another concern 
that's been described by many, even though there are 
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some indications in this bill that would prescribe 
that it would be stated on the back, very much like 
your eyeglass restriction is on there, that it 
shouldn't be used for those purposes but is not on the 
front of this particular identification, making 
enforcement very difficult. 

There are those that are concerned that it would be 
magnet for illegal immigration from surrounding states 
or bordering states, and in some cases the 
demographics in some states show that this is often 
the case. There's a concern about undocumented 
immigrants taking jobs from U.S. citizens and 
residents immigrating to this United States legally, 
and given the kind of recessionary period we've been 
undergoing and the lack of jobs, that's probably 
heightened the anxiety on many's parts. 

Another concern is consistency with the other 45 
states that do not have this law on the books, making 
Connecticut once again a state not in line with the 
majority of the states on many of -- can you, can you 
hear --

THE CHAIR: 

We can --

SENATOR BOUCHER: 

-- me now? There we go. 

THE CHAIR: 

-- hear you now. 

SENATOR BOUCHER: 

There we go; thank you. Must be the necessity for a 
cell tower somewhere close by. 

There was also much that was made in the 
Transportation public hearing on this with regards to 
the insurance coverage issues that, in fact, is a 
problem for many motorists, particular if there's an 
accident and certainly for the protection of those 
that are driving. However, in researching this issue, 
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insurance companies throughout the country are stating 
that they have not experienced any savings that were 
noted in testimony in favor of this bill, that they 
cannot find any savings that were realized in states 
that have enacted this particular measure. 

And, finally, there's been significant political 
pressure in opposition by the public in the majority 
of the states regarding this bill. And I can tell you 
that is the one thing that seems to elicit a lot of 
responses to any e-mails that I get here in the State 
Capitol. 

The concerns raised by many immigrants that have had 
to wait their turn and go through proper channels, 
which took years to navigate, are also very real and 
they're very compelling. There are some in this 
Chamber, including me and my family, that are examples 
of those that have had to take the very long, arduous 
legal path to citizenship. 

My family, like millions of other families, sold all 
that they had, a small farm and meager belongings. 
They had to navigate a complex and difficult labyrinth 
of paperwork, background checks, sponsorships, proof 
of identity, and document who would be responsible for 
them -- in other words vouch for their character -- as 
well as notations on the ship's manifest confirming 
that a job and an employer was waiting for them on the 
other side of the ocean. 

This maze of legal paperwork was certainly 
intimidating and frightening for a father who was a 
farmer with a fifth grade education and a mother 
without any education. They were responsible for me 
and my brother, who were five and seven at the time. 
We were terrified of leaving the only world we knew 
and thrust into a new environment and culture that was 
very foreign and uncomprehending. 

Yet five years later, when it was legal to do so, we 
nervously faced a judge in New Haven, put up our right 
hand, after answering some questions, and proudly 
became naturalized citizens. The pain of struggles, 
obstacles, and prejudice for those who were 
impoverished and illiterate still linger for so many 
who worked so hard to overcome the barriers of that 
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poverty, language, and discrimination . 

This is the same story retold, time after time, for 
those who enter this cover -- country legally, and I'm 
sure illegally as well, and now find themselves 
disappointed and some, yes, even angry over bills such 
as this one that circumvents the laws of this country. 

For immigrants, America represents a country with a 
body of laws that bring fairness and equity not 
experienced in their home country or, in fact, 
anywhere else in the world. Here, you are judged 
equally, not as haves or have-nots. They feel that as 
least in America the laws are not just for some but 
for all. 

This bill, however, is in direct conflict with federal 
law. I speak for so many in my district that support 
changes in the federal law, the DREAM Act that would 
make it possible for a legal path to citizenship. 
This would allow immigrants not in Connecticut legally 
to embark on a path to obtain a valid Connecticut's 
driver's license . 

The President of the United States, through an 
executive order, has already taken a step in this 
direction by ~llowing states to provide IDs to 
undocumented young people. Known as the "Deferred 
Action for Childhood Arrivals," this program applies 
to those who enter this country prior to the 16th 
birthday and who are under the age of 31, as of June 
15, 2012. The applicant must currently be in school 
or must have completed high school, obtained a GED 
certificate, or have been honorably discharged from 
the U.S. Armed Forces. 

This program has caused some confusion among the 
states. Some have implemented this new policy change, 
including Connecticut. And, in fact, our DMV tells us 
they did spend some time on it and they have this set 
up, and it seems to be working, while others have 
successfully removed this provision, such as Nebraska 
and Arizona. 

And, in fact, although Arizona was taken to court when 
they decided to remove this policy, the court sided 
with the state in denying IDs to undocumented 
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residents. This happened just recently and also is 
why it's so much more important that the DREAM Act is 
decided at the federal level, creating a level playing 
field for both undocumented residents, our businesses 
that would like to employ them -- which our State 
Constitution prohibits, by the way -- and for our law 
enforcement officers and our states. 

All indications are that a bipartisan effort has been 
successful in passing the DREAM Act in the U.S. 
Senate. This strong support is remarkable, you'll 
have to agree, given the great division in Congress 
that exists today and the problems erupting from the 
scandals at the IRS regarding targeting of 
conservative groups and businesses who favor 
Republicans or donate to them. But even with this 
outrage, U.S. Senators can find common ground on the 
immigration issues; I'm thankful for that. 

Connecticut House members recently proposed a very 
good amendment, downstairs, that would establish a 
task force, that was alluded to in our Co-chair's 
opening remarks, to study the issue concerning the 
issuance of motor vehicle operator's licenses to 
individuals who cannot establish legal precedence in 
the United States. This was a very good amendment 
and, in fact, is encou~aged even by this legislation 
and brings to question why we aren't doing this bill 
as a study this year to be implemented in· the next 
Legislative Session, hopefully with the passage of the 
DREAM Act that puts the proper protocols in place. 

The amendment that was drafted and voted on downstairs 
but failed with the votes would first examine 
logistics around the requirements for the DMV for th1s 
type of policy. It would examine other states' 
policies and procedures -- although there's not a lot 
of them out there -- but we can certainly benefit from 
what is, been happening there. It would study the 
impact on state and local law enforcement who would 
have a very difficult time overseeing this. It would 
talk and about issues of federal compliance, the 
impact, in fact, of that federal in-compliance and the 
impact of federal immigration reforms that was just 
mentioned, such as the DREAM Act and the federal Real 
ID program . 
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The task force would have reported back on January 1, 
2014, just in time to enact legislation next year and 
I know would be highly supported by members of the 
Transportation Committee. 

The desire to wait for the DREAM Act to pass at the 
federal level is vital in my view, as it relates to 
public safety at the very highest levels and 
significant fraud that's been experienced in many 
other states. 

Background checks are essential, as 
already experienced problems at the 
in the aftermath of September 11th. 

Connecticut has 
DMV in Bridgeport, 

We have to look 
back, because there are new members, younger members 
in this General Assembly that may not have recalled 
what took place during that very difficult, difficult 
time in our nation's history. 

In 2004, it was reported that the state spent a year 
trying to catch DMV workers selling fake driver's 
licenses to illegal immigrants. Hundreds were sold 
illegally. Lawmakers at the time were concerned that 
Connecticut had become a national clearinghouse for ID 
cards for undocumented immigrants. Department 
employees were charged with accepting bribes in return 
for licenses. 

At that time, our Lieutenant Governor was Kevin 
Sullivan. He was stated, for the papers at that time, 
of course it's an embarrassment to the state, a huge 
embarrassment. Department officials did not act 
quickly enough. 

Seven employees at-the Bridgeport DMV branches pleaded 
guilty or were convicted. There 2000 illegal licenses 
were sold by those employees during the time in 
question. The employees were charged with 
racketeering, bribery, and forgery. Rhode Island 
experienced similar problems. The states overturning 
their laws, mentioned previously, have also seen 
widespread fraud that is leading them to revise their 
statutes. 

Now, again, let's look back a bit for those too young 
to remember the nation's concern about public safety 
and terrorism in the last decade. They should be 

003529 



• 

• 

• 

mhr/gbr 
SENATE 

288 
May 29, 2013 

reminded, because the closest they've gotten is to the 
problems that Boston had just recently, during their 
marathon. 

September 11th, considered one of the deadliest and 
most heinous attacks on American soil; those attacks 
were a series of four, coordinated terrorist's attacks 
launched by the Islamic terrorist group, Al-Qaeda, 
upon the United States in New York City, Washington, 
DC, and on September 11, 2001 killed -- no, not 
killed, incinerated -- five members of my church were 
incinerated and left 11 children fatherless. And all 
we have is a stone in the entrance to that church. 
Nearly 3000 men, women, and children; so safety is 
definitely a concern and a priority. 

It's interesting to know that the hijackers 
successfully entered the United States, 33 of 34 
attempted times that they tried to enter, with the 
first arriving officially on January 15, 2000. Two 
applied earlier, due to the need for training and 
flight schools. In the allotted six months of their 
tourist tenure that these immigrants were granted, 11 
of the 19 were able to obtain drivers' lic~nses in 
various states; eight were obtained from Florida, 
valid driver's license; two were obtained from 
California, valid; one valid driver's license from 
Arizona -- while they failed to obtain a valid 
driver's license in Virginia --while 14 of 15 
operatives and all of the pilots acquired one or 
multiple forms of other U.S., state-issued 
identification. 

When we compare this to the 90 days in which a current 
illegal immigrant would have to prove residency in 
order to obtain an issuance of a driver's license that 
is in this bill, one has to stop and pause, 
particularly if our threshold is so low and the 
prospects of·adjoining state residents would find this 
very attractive option. 

Every example reported in the now-declassified 
government documents describes the fraud in issuing 
drivers' licenses to illegal immigrants. Under 
certain conditions, a tourist stay of one of the 
hijackers was considered legal residency in the United 
States, yet the immigrant overstayed their visit. The 
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immigrant never filed an application to change his or 
her visa status when, for example, changing an 
occupation from tourist to student or vice versa. 
They obtained their visas through fraudulent 
identities. 

Some would argue that under the present-day security 
provisions, the assailants responsible for the 9/11 
attacks would have been cleared to enter the country 
and receive drivers' licenses and other forms of 
identification because they all entered the United 
States legally. Technically, though, none of them 
carne legally because they all committed fraud on their 
visa applications. More importantly, though, at least 
two of them overstayed their visas and remained here 
illegally. 

One of the four hijackers of Flight 77, which flew 
into the Pentagon, and the other, the pilot of Flight 
77 was believed to have murdered the real pilot, by 
slitting his throat with a box-cutter, were unlawfully 
present in the United States when they obtained a 
driver's license and/or an ID card . 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator, could you excuse me one second? 

Just to note for members in the gallery, there's no 
picture taking or videotaping, otherwise we'll have to 
have you removed. So please turn off your videotapes 
and no pictures. 

Thank you. 

Please proceed, Senator. 

SENATOR BOUCHER: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Additionally, the Real ID Act includes provisions 
which would not have stopped these terrorists because, 
again, they entered the United States legally 
according to their paperwork. As this is a case of 
serious fraud, what would prevent current illegal 
aliens in committing fraud as simple as offering an 
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incomplete or inadequate e-mail address, as stated in 
this bill, to the DMV to prove their 90-day tenure or 
even offering a different name? 

As these Al-Qaeda operatives were able to slip past 
security provisions in the U.S. After, a threat 
advisory was immediately sent by headquarters of the 
Immigration and Naturalization Service, the INS, 
called for a hard inspection of certain visitors from 
Middle Eastern countries if these people were referred 
to as secondary inspection, which a few, a -- a few of 
the terrorists actually were. What would prevent this 
from happening in the future, given the new process 
that would be put in place by passing this bill? It 
gives one pause. 

If the United States security provisions could not 
stop illegal immigration and immigrants from obtaining 
drivers' licenses and other forms of identification in 
2000 and 2001, and it has been speculated again and 
again that these assailants would be able to acquire 
similar ID, even after the much-higher hurdles in the 
Real ID Act, it would be very difficult to present -
for the present-day U.S. Immigration officials to 
prove fraud by the -- I must -- have been -- everyone 
should recognize by a very few number of individuals, 
but on the other hand, very dangerous individuals, the 
few that there, that are there, who are bent on 
perpetrating a crime and to prevent the issuance of 
drivers' licenses to them. 

Looking back on the attacks of 9/11, a similar attack 
could be unintentionally facilitated with lower 
oversight, precautions, and regulations in obtaining 
valid IDs. In fact, this is what has led to the 
federal government mandating, as we talked about 
before, enacting the Real ID program which strengthens 
identification and residency requirements. And we all 
needed to do that by May 11, 2011. This is a major 
reason we should proceed cautiously and have a system 
in place after Congress passes the DREAM Act that 
includes a system of background checks. 

And, by the way, when we did entertain this particular 
proposal, there was great urgency on the part of the 
DMV and before the Transportation Committee, and they 
presented to us the real reasons that they had to push 
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this through. It was that Congress adopted the Real 
ID Act in response to 9/11, and the goals was to 
prevent terrorism, improve transportation security, 
improve reliability and integrity of the state-license 
process. 

In fact, I have a fairly detailed description of what 
was required in the Real ID requirements of -- of that 
particular bill that would be in great conflict with 
some of the provisions in this bill. Because there, 
they would have to, in applying, and the documents 
that the applicants would provide, would subject them 
to very stringent rules, such as mandatory 
facial-image capturing, a declaration that an 
application was signed under perjury to present an 
application that is true and correct. It would 
establish an identity, but at least many of the 
various documents, including birth certificates and 
consular report of birth aboard -- abroad; a valid, 
unexpired, permanent resident card. 

Again, valid, unexpired, permanent resident card; 
unexpired employment authorization; unexpired foreign 
passport, whereas this bill actually does include 
language that would allow you to have an unexpired 
passport as part of your identification process. And, 
of course, the standard Certificate of Naturalization 
issued -- which is what I have -- a Certificate of 
Citizenship form; a Real ID, driver's license or 
identification card; and, many other hurdles, when it 
comes to your date of birth, Social Security numbers, 
the various forms. They're all IRS forms, in fact, 
that talk about the various W-2s, the 1099s, and so 
forth. 

But most importantly, it says here that in this 
process, the Real ID process, evidence of lawful 
status in the United States. A DMV may issue a Real 
ID driver's license or identification card only to a 
person who has presented satisfactory evidence of 
lawful status, again, putting us in direct contact or 
conflict with the federal rules and regulations. 

In the aftermath of this, many regulations were 
changed and were improved in order to reflect this in 
our statutes. And I would like to ask, if I could, 
through you, Mr. President, a question for the, for 
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the introducer of this particular bill, if I could, my 
distinguished Chair of the Transportation Committee. 

We have regulations on the books right now that talk 
about residence of the applicant for an operator 
license, commercial driver's license or identity card. 
And those regulations are fairly stringent. It talks 
about if the applicant is unable to present any such 
document, or if the document or documents presented 
indicate the applicant is no longer entitled to be 
present in the United States; the applicant is unable 
to present evidence that he or she has been granted 
employment authorization, only duly applied for an 
extension of the stay in the United States, the 
department shall decline to issue an operator's 
license, commercial driver's license or identity card 
to such an applicant, as well as if the Commissioner 
receives reliable information or becomes aware of a 
noncitizen who has been issued an operator's license, 
commercial driver's license or identity card is no 
longer entitled to be present in the United States, 
the Commissioner may revoke such license by identity 
card . 

So, through you, Mr. President, how will these 
regulations be changed if this bill is passed? 

Through you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Maynard. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

I apologize to my distinguished Co-chair or Ranking 
Member. Could you just repeat the finaf portion --

SENATOR BOUCHER: 

I certainly --

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

-- of that question, please? 

SENATOR BOUCHER: 
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Mr. President, through you, we have a, some fairly 
strong regulations with regards to legal status, and 
if they are no longer considered legally in this, in 
this state or this country, that the Commissioner of 
the DOT has the right to revoke such license or 
identity card. How would these regulations be 
anticipated to change or does this bill in any way 
address this? 

Through you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Maynard. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

Does the bill address the current ability of the 
Commissioner to address this if immigration status is 
no longer -- I'm trying to make sure I get the -- the 
essence of your question -- no longer valid? 

SENATOR BOUCHER: 

That's correct, through you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Boucher. 

And Senator Maynard. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

Well, the -- the bill as written would be designed to 
help people who had no driver's license, had not been 
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a licensed driver because there was no vehicle for 
that. 

So I'm not sure how the people that you indicated-
are you talking about people who had a legal driver's 
license, let their immigration status lapse, and then 
were, had their license revoked? 

Through you, Mr. President. I'm sorry. 

SENATOR BOUCHER: 

Through you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Boucher. 

SENATOR BOUCHER: 

The -- the regulations currently state that if the 
Commissioner receives reliability information or 
becomes aware that a noncitizen who has been issued 
this driver's license was really in this country 
illegally, they have the right to revoke such license. 
I would think that this bill would be in direct 
opposition to this. How would that be handled, if you 
have any answers to that? 

Through you, Mr. President. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

The 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Maynard. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

I think I -- I get the thread of it; thank you. Thank 
you, Senator Boucher. 

And through you, Mr. President . 

The, I believe the -- two things, I would, I would 
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point out. One, the task force that is being set up, 
which will give us a year to address many of the sort 
of technicalities that may arise from some of these, I 
think will do, go far toward addressing those sort of 
the aberrant situations. I, the law, itself, is -
through you, Mr. President -- is designed to address 
the issue of the many, many thousands of people who 
have not availed themselves of any or have not had the 
ability to avail themselves of any license. So I 
think that will appropriately be the subject of the 
task force work, as we go forward in the next year. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Boucher. 

SENATOR BOUCHER: 

Thank you, very much, Mr. President. 

And I thank the Chairman for his response. 

I'm just going to spend just a couple of minutes just 
walking through the bill slightly to give the Senators 
in the Circle a little bit more detail as far as some 
of the definitions that are placed in this that give 
some individuals some concern. 

When we first look at this bill, it presents a number 
of definitions. The first one is the primary proof of 
identity, and it does change for a number of previous 
definitions that we've been functioning under here at 
the State of Connecticut and the DMV. Stated in this 
bill, the primary proof of identity would be a valid, 
foreign passport issued by an applicant's country of 
citizenship that is unexpired -- which is good -- but 
it also goes on to say or expired for less than three 
years before the application for such motor vehicle 
operator's license. So one of the issues that we 
might have trouble with is the fact that -- that in 
the past only unexpired, current identification was 
considered primary proof of identity, but here a -- an 
expired passport could be used, and they could be in a 
position where they have maybe lost their ability to 
stay in this country legally. Also, a valid, 
unexpired consular identification document issued by 
the applicant's country of citizenship; and, finally, 
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a consular report of an applicant's birth in a foreign 
country. 

A secondary proof of identity would involve a valid, 
unexpired motor vehicle operator's license, which is 
interesting because in this case we're talking about 
not having access to an operator's license; but, also 
a valid foreign voter registration card, if you vote 
in another country could be one of those documents; 
(C), a certified copy of a marriage certificate, 
issued by any state or territory of the United States 
or any political subdivision; and, (D), a certified 
school transcript; and, (E), a baptismal certificate 
or any similar document. 

Under proof of residency, one of the more troubling 
aspects of this bill, that I did receive a number of 
questions on, was that proof of residency could be an 
electronic mail that includes an applicant's name and 
address and indicates that such applicant resides in 
the state and is dated, unless otherwise indicated, 
not earlier than 90 days before an application . 

There are two aspects of this language that is find 
that many find troubling; one, that an e-mail, 
essentially, could be a proof of residency; and, 
secondarily, that we're only talking about three 
months, 90 day, which seems like a very short period. 
But we all know that we all create our own electronic 
mail and we all put in our own signature and telephone 
numbers, including addresses and so forth. So this 
would seem to some to be open for any amount of 
fabrication or otherwise and was troubling, as I said. 

And also as proof of residency, any two of the 
following: A bill from a bank or mortgage company; 
utility company; credit card company; doctor or 
hospital; a bank statement or bank transaction 
receipt, showing the bank's name and mailing address; 
a preprinted pay stub; a property or excise tax bill, 
dated no earlier than 12 months before such 
application; an annual benefit summary statement from 
the Social Security Administration or other pension or 
retirement plan, dated no earlier than 12 months 
before such application; Medicaid or Medicare benefit 
statement; current homeowners' insurance or renters' 
insurance; residential mortgage or similar loan 
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contract; any postmarked mail; change of address 
confirmation from the United States Postal Service, 
indicating an applicant's current or prior address; a 
survey of the applicant's real property, issued by the 
licensed surveyor; and, any school records showing 
enrollment. 

There's another section of this bill that is of 
concern and- I think will get some further testimony 
and discussion during this evening, and that is that 
the Commissioner of the Motor Vehicles shall not 
decline to issue a motor vehicle operator license to 
any applicant who notes the licensure requirements 
provided in this section of the General Statutes but 
who cannot establish that he or she is legally present 
in the United States or does not have a Social 
Security number of such applicant, if such applicant 
submits a proof of residency in the state, submits 
either two forms of primary proof of identity or one 
proof or form of primary residence and one form of 
secondary proof of identity. 

Now, this is the piece that is problematic. In 
Section C it states: Files an affidavit with the 
Commissioner attesting that such applicant has filed 
an application to legalize his or her immigration 
status or will file such an application as soon as he 
or she is eligible to do so. This is the area that we 
do have some issues with, because it appears that if 
we provided for a DREAM Act that was passed at the 
federal level, it would make sense and it could be 
done. However, right now it would seem that this was 
-- be an impossible thing to do, that you literally 
would have to return to your home country and try to 
get back in, which, again, they would be prevented 
from doing so. 

So we're really in a Catch-22 with that particular 
language, and I'm sure that we'll have some discussion 
about that. I'm just pointing out some of the areas 
of concern that we have in this bill. 

Another area of concern that got tremendous amount of 
discussion -- and I think the public has some issues 
with this because they still can't get their heads 
around it, and I will leave it to others to ask for 
the questions -- but the Commissioner shall not issue 
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a motor vehicle operator's license under this section 
to any applicant who has been convicted of a felony in 
Connecticut -- in Connecticut, which means, I think we 
all could surmise, that if you have committed a felony 
in any other state, it's okay, but not in Connecticut. 

Connecticut is surrounded by Rhode Island, 
Massachusetts, New York, New Jersey; again, 90 days 
for residency, n-ot commit ted a felony in Connecticut, 
but it's okay in another state. Certainly that picks 
up people's attention and is of some concern and 
would, I think, find it more comforting if, in fact, 
the language were to read that if you committed a 
felony in anywhere in the United States, or for that 
matter, as is done typically when you go through the 
legal process, in the country of origin as well when a 
background check has been done. 

Now, in this section, we also talked about the fact 
that this particular type of -- of operator license 
would not be acceptable for feather -- federal 
identification purposes. Well, that's pretty much a 
requirement, because if we, as we learned from the 
federal Real ID, they have very high standards when it 
comes to proving identity and residency; however, how 
do you prevent this from happening? 

This is one of the issues here is there is a huge 
enforcement issue; in addition, that the original 
driver's license could be anywhere up to six years, 
and certainly that is a very low hurdle, particularly 
when our current visa standards oftentimes are much 
lower than that. Two years is what many student visas 
and so forth are granted. So this -- this is an area 
of concern. 

In addition, we have a provision in this bill that is 
actually very, very good. There's much concern over 
voter fraud as was mentioned, particularly that we've 
passed same-day registration in voting. And there's a 
low hurdle there to prove your identity of your 
residency there, so it makes sense that an individual 
that is not in this country legally shouldn't be 
allowed yet the privilege of voting until we pass a 
DREAM Act that can give them that path to citizenship . 

However, from what I understand, this restriction will 
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be much, likely like my driver's license restricts me 
to wearing glasses; so, you have to turn that driver's 
license to the back and actually find that there is an 
eyeglass restriction, and it would be the same for 
voting. Many of the states that have entertained this 
have found that the public is very concerned about 
this. 

And to protect the integrity of our voting process is 
huge; it's huge, because if we devolve and lose that 
creditability, we really become no better than some of 
the other countries that have made the voting process 
not creditable; that have made a voting process that 
is seen as a rubber stamp of those that are currently 
in office, that maintain power for a long period of 
time. 

So we need to protect that, both for the benefit of a 
candidate running for office, for that public at 
large, and for the very survival of a democracy that 
has integrity still: So there is a great deal of 
concern, certainly on my part, about the voting 
process . 

There is a section in this bill that talks about an 
exception for an applicant, that's described in this 
act, for a new motor vehicle operator's license shall 
in the discretion of the Commissioner file with the 
application a copy of such applicant's birth 
certificate or other evidence of date of birth and 
evidence of identity. So it is, does take away the 
requirement for a birth certificate in this 
legislation, although the Real ID is one that 
prescribes that we actually have a birth certificate 
of that individual. 

In Section 3 of the bill, and it's really close to the 
end, is actually one of best parts of this bill. It 
is establishing a working group to examine, to examine 
the methods to verify foreign documents; in other 
words, the integrity of the documents, to say that 
there's no fraud committed in putting together false 
documents for this particular, very important 
identification. 

And they, this working group will examine all of the 
things that are good, that would make this process 
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work properly, including but not limited to the review 
of methods used for verification of foreign documents 
by other states and the federal government and an 
analysis of issues concerning the implementation of a 
foreign verification process. 

Many would scratch their heads and say, Well why; why 
are we doing this? Isn't this the cart ~efore the 
horse? Let's get that study done and put the proper 
procedures in place and then pass a process. 

Looking back at the attacks of 9/11 and similar 
attacks, we ought to be very, very cautious. We've 
looked at some of the -- the parts of this bill that 
give us pause and concern from a -- a safety, a 
public-safety standpoint. And I'll just quickly 
summarize now to conclude my remarks, because I know 
there are many in the Circle that want to weigh in on 
this issue and may have some very good points and even 
some good amendments. 

Some of the major problems that I just discussed, in 
summary, is that first of all residency required is 
only 90 days~ leading to Connecticut becoming a magnet 
for neighboring state residents and is the reason that 
many states have reversed their policies; it puts us 
in direct conflict with federal laws, as one cannot 
file for legal status unless the person would return 
to their home country; three, that a felon from 
another state can obtain a valid license in 
Connecticut, but not a felon from Connecticut; four, 
that these licenses cannot be used for voting and 
employment benefits, yet this provision is impossible 
to enforce as a simple notation on the back of a 
driver's license, just like the restriction of 
eyeglasses is difficult to locate. 

For proper enforcement, a notation should be placed on 
the front; this bill does not do this. The other 
concern is that it is valid for three to six years, 
not two years, as is the custom for visas and other 
visitors to our country that are coterminous with 
their stay; also, that expired passports can be used 
as a form of ID; and, finally, this should not be 
enacted on a state-by-state basis but dealt with on a 
federal level . 

003542 



• 

• 

• 

mhr/gbr 
SENATE 

301 
May 29, 2013 

You know, I'm going to conclude with this thought for 
you and why it's important not to do it on a 
state-by-state, in a haphazard way but is definitely, 
of all issues, it's a federal issue. We're a very 
small state. Our people work across state lines 
every, single day. They travel extensively around the 
country and around the globe. If there was ever an 
issue that should be legislated at the federal level, 
this is it. 

A driver's license is the universal form of 
identification for almost all activities. That is why 
it is so sought after and unfortunately forged 
illegally in order to perpetrate crime and terrorist 
activities. It is also the reason why we should be 
extremely cautious in how drivers' licenses are 
provided and should not be done in a way which skirts 
federal law and careful oversight. 

That is the reason why this legislation should be 
delayed until a thorough study can be conducted and 
the federal government can provide an actual, legal 
path through the DREAM Act, the DREAM Act, a process 
for full citizenship that can grant our undocumented 
residents with the full rights and privileges that 
they worked so hard to attain. They've gone through 
an awful lot; I know that. After all, I am an 
immigrant, just like them, but I had to follow the 
law, and my family and I had to wait our turn. 

Let's stop turning our backs on the rule of law that 
only serve to weaken our democracy. We need to 
support our immigrant population by showing them that 
the whole country is behind them; all of us are behind 
them by strengthening our federal laws and giving them 
the right path to citizenship. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Meyer. 

SENATOR MEYER: 
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Thank you, Mr. President . 

The implication of the opponents of this bill is that 
the issue is whether or not an immigrant should have a 
right of privilege to a driver's license. And I want 
to urge you to look at this, not in terms of 
immigration and not right or privilege but instead to 
look at it as a pure safety issue for each one of us 
and our families and our constituents. 

I have -- some of you know -- I have six children and 
13 grandchildren now. I have, like you all do, almost 
a hundred-thousand constituents. Their safety, their 
safety, whoever is driving is my first concern. I 
wouldn't -- like you -- I wouldn't want to get in an 
airplane with a pilot who doesn't have a license; 
whether that pilot is an immigrant or not is 
irrelevant. 

I wouldn't like to get in a boat, in a speedboat with 
a boat driver that doesn't have a license. I have, I 
have a boating license that I -- I had to take a 
full-day course to get this license; okay? That makes 
sense. I know what red and green meet out there now, 
what they mean out there now. Licenses are -- are 
good. 

And my office and my good aide went to DMV to talk 
about what's involved in learning safety for drivers 
in Connecticut. I'll tell you, this is arduous. Let 
me, let me tell you some of the things that a driver 
has to do; and that driver applies to an immigrant or 
a nonimmigrant. As I say, the issue is not 
immigrants; the issue is safety. 

Under DMV law, you'd have to have an adult learner's 
permit. Then you'd have to make an application for a 
noncommercial driver's license. You would have to 
have a Driver Education Certificate, verifying the 
completion of driver training. You'd have to have a 
properly registered and insured motor vehicle; the 
vehicle must have a valid registration and valid proof 
of insurance. You have to pass a written test. You 
have a pass a road test. 

With respect to the education, the materials that we 
got from DMV shows that there are three types of 
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education that are required, any one of which is 
required or a combination. The first is a commercial 
driving school, where you'll have to have 30 classroom 
hours of training, and that one must include a 
safe-driving practices course or you can have horne 
training. Horne training under the regulations of DMV 
involve a 22-hour classroom training and an 8-hour 
safe-driving practices course. This is serious stuff. 
This is safety. 

Alternatively, for a high-schooler who's old enough to 
drive, the high-schooler would have to take 30 hours 
of classroom training, which would include a 
safe-driving practices course. 

And then, you know, I -- I asked to get a copy of the, 
of the written test, the -- the written test. It's -
it's, you know, it's not that easy; you're going to 
have to learn a bit about how to drive a car. It asks 
questions like: At an intersection with a four-way 
stop, which driver can go first? Nice to know that 
the people on our roads in our communities and 
neighborhoods know that, know which goes first . 

Another question says: When a large truck wants to 
pass you, what should you do? And it gives the 
alternatives of speeding up -- I don't want a driver 
who's going to speedup-- or slow down. The right, 
the right answer in that is you should slow down to 
shorten the time required for the truck to pass you. 

Another question is: Under what, under most 
conditions, what is a safe following distance? And 
the answer, the right answer is three seconds or more. 
Another question: How many drinks of alcohol does it 
take to affect your driving? Of course, the answer to 
that is is one; many, many other questions there. 

What we're trying to do in Connecticut is preserve our 
lives on the road, preserve our safety, preserve 
ourself from injury. And -- and we have to ask 
ourselves very carefully when we're told, we take as a 
premise there are thousands of people in the State of 
Connecticut driving those roads who are immigrants, 
who have not gotten a driver's license, who have not 
had the training, the background that I've described 
to, who don't have a registration and don't have 
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What this bill does -- and I -- I commend the Chair of 
Transportation for bring1ng this out and describing it 
so well what this bill does, it gives us a great 
measure of safety. 

Support this bill; it's the right thing for us and our 
families and our constituents. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Senator McLachlan. 

Senator McLachlan: 

Thank you, Mr. President. Nice to see you there this 
evening. 

The issue of drivers' licenses for illegal aliens or 
undocumented immigrants, whatever way they are 
described, depending upon who is speaking, is 
controversial, to say the least. There are people, 
rightfully so, advocating on behalf of people who are 
here illegally and don't have the benefits of American 
citizens or those who are here legally. 

There's no question that Senator Meyer has raised an 
issue of safety. I would agree that someone driving 
an automobile who has not been trained is not a good 
idea. 

And in my hometown -- I live in Danbury; I live in 
downtown Danbury, in the center city -- and many of my 
immediate neighbors are affected by this proposal, 
frankly, many whom I am friendly with and know what my 
job is here, and in some cases have spoken to me about 
this bill. And I will say that the concerns on both 
sides of the argument are important and relevant. 

But my concern is that this discussion is 
inappropriate for the Legislature of the State of 
Connecticut, because immigration is a federal matter 
not a state matter. Now what's the immediate response 
to that? Well, the federal government isn't doing 
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their job; we have to fix our problem on the ground 
here; let's do it. 

Well, there's an inherent problem with that, as 
evidenced by many concerns that have been brought up 
on this bill, both in the House of Representatives and 
by the Ranking Member of the Transportation Committee, 
Senator Boucher. So there are many concerns on both 
sides of this debate. 

But let's look a little closer, if we may, at why 
what's before us and in legislation tonight is not 
responsible. If we look at a suggestion that a state 
government agency is going to issue a legal 
identification document to an individual who is 
undocumented, what is the Catch-22 there? What is the 
irony there? A legal document for an undocumented 
individual. 

So let me be more specific. If someone is asked to 
provide -- as shown in Line 15 of -- of File 854 
before us -- a certified copy of a marriage 
certificate, why now is a marriage certificate 
considered a valid identification when a marriage 
certificate can be obtained in the State of 
Connecticut without the high bar, if you will, of 
identification? And now it's being allowed to be used 
as an important document in this process. 

On Line 8 -- 17 and 18 it talks about a certified 
school transcript. For those of you that are not 
aware, I'm told by my superintendent of schools that 
by federal law anyone can walk into a school, public 
school in the State of Connecticut, register as a 
student with only proof of residency. There is no 
proof of person necessary. So if there has been no 
proof of person set forth at the time that you entered 
school, why now are we allowing a school transcript to 
prove who you are? That's what this bill does. 

A baptismal certificate or any other similar document, 
in Lines 18 and 19. A baptismal certificate in my 
church, the Catholic Church, does not require a photo 
identification to become baptized. In fact, my parish 
in Danbury is a very active parish, serving 
undocumented immigrants in the City of Danbury. They 
are not required to have a photo identification for a 
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baptism, first communion, confirmation or marriage, 
other than a marriage license. 

So here's where I'm setting up my point here is that 
in this bill before us, we're asking for documentation 
that doesn't require when you obtain that document any 
proof of who you are, certainly not legitimate proof 
granted, once you are given a certified state 
identification document, which is what we are 
proposing here tonight. 

In Lines 27 and 28, one of the documents that is 
allowed for proof of residency is a preprinted pay 
stub -- pay; are you missing something here? An 
undocumented -- undocumented immigrant in the State of 
Connecticut and in the United States of America can't 
legally work, so how do they get a pay stub? 

We all know that there's an underground economy and 
that the folks that I personally know who are affected 
by this work for cash. So right away, if we're saying 
a preprinted pay stub, then we're doing wink-wink to 
some employer out there who hired the individual 
illegally. 

On Line 29 and 30, an annual benefit summary statement 
from the Social Security Administration. Now I must 
say that the opponents of this legislation would zero 
right in on that and say, Well, do you mean that an 
undocumented immigrant is allowed Social Security 
benefits? No, they are not. So if an undocumented 
immigrant is not allowed to have Social Security 
benefits, why are we including an annual benefit 
summary statement from the Social Security 
Administration as one of the allowed proof of 
residency? 

On Line 32, Medicaid or Medicare benefit statement. 
It's a violation of federal law for an undocumented 
immigrant; as I understand it, it is a violation of 
federal law for on undocumented immigrant to be 
granted or take Medicaid or Medicare benefits. So if 
the individual that we're seeking to help with this 
legislation is unable to have Social Security 
benefits, Medicaid or Medicare benefits, why are we 
asking them to provide us documentation from a federal 
agency that forbids them to have their benefit? 
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Do you see where I'm going with what this language 
looks like? This bill really was not well thought 
out. Line 41, any official school record, showing 
enrollment. Well, that goes back to my point about 
the whole issue of when you register in a school, you 
are not required to prove your full identification, as 
you would in many other cases as an American citizen. 

In fact, it is policy and I believe federal law that 
public schools in Connecticut, and I believe across 
the country, do not ask the question are you a citizen 
of the United States and if you are not, are you here 
legally or illegally; that question is not asked. 
Now, that's a policy of the federal government, as I 
understand that policy is driven by federal law. Once 
again, that is not a matter for this legislative body 
to entertain, whether it's right or wrong, but that is 
the policy. But we're putting school records as help 
to prove who you are, and then you get an official 
government document with your photograph saying who 
you are. 

When we ask for these documents in this legislation, 
I'm not seeing in what way they are asked for, very 
specifically. In Connecticut, we have a relatively 
new program known as the "Real ID Act." There is a 
Connecticut sort of franchise name for that; the 
Department of Motor Vehicles has given it a -- a name 
here in Connecticut -- the name escapes me; everybody 
else calls it Real ID. 

So we have this program in Connecticut, which is now 
across the country, where there is a higher degree of 
certification of who you are to get a driver's 
license. You get a gold star on your driver's 
license, and that means beginning in 2017, that you 
can enter any federal building with this 
identification and board an ~irplane with this 
identification, this single driver's license. 

And so for a Connecticut resident now to obtain that 
gold star driver's license, they have a higher degree 
of documentation necessary for renewal. If you choose 
not to go through that process, which frankly is very 
simple, the requirement is you must provide a U.S . 
birth certificate if you're born here or a U.S. 
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Passport, and in my case of the other available 
options, it would be a Social Security card with a 
signature. And so I can get a gold star on my 
license, I guess -- I haven't gone through this yet 
if I provide that documentation. 

Now, for a married person who has changed their name, 
they also have to have a paper trail on how many, a 
paper trail on name changes, marriage certificates; so 
there has to be further proof that has to be done in a 
case like that. So that's the gold star driver's 
license in Connecticut. 

The Real ID Act of federal law allows states to have 
two levels of drivers' licenses, the gold star or 
regular. Now, regular license in Connecticut would 
likely require you to have some other documentation to 
get on an airplane in 2017. But now we're proposing a 
third kind of license in Connecticut, and the third 
license in Connecticut is requiring types of 
documentation to prove yourself, which wouldn't be 
acceptable in any of those other two forms of 
documentation . 

So here's the problem and this is the point to ponder. 
Are you who you say you are? That's really the 
security question. Senator Meyer talked about a 
safety question but there is a security question here. 
Are you who you say you are? And if we can't somewhat 
clearly determine that, why are we granting an 
official document telling someone who, telling 
everyone else who they are? 

We're making American citizens and Connecticut 
residents and Connecticut residents who are here with 
appropriate visas jump through lots of hoops to get 
verified drivers' licenses here in the State of 
Connecticut, and the bar seems to be so much lower 
here to prove who you are. 

Now, granted, the easier, softer way for an 
undocumented immigrant to get this new license is to 
have a passport from their country of origin. Now, I 
must tell you that in my role as a State Senator and 
my previous, professional role, immediately prior to 
coming to the State Capitol, as Chief of Staff to the 
Major of the City of Danbury, I had a lot of 
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interaction with people who were undocumented, living 
in my hometown. And I mentioned earlier that I also 
have many immediate neighbors who are undocumented, 
and so I've had lots of conversations with them about 
their challenges. And I can't tell you how many 
how few -- are here with a passport from their 
country. 

So if a passport is not readily available, that means 
that the next sort of level down to qualify would be a 
document for the consulate. Generally, the consulate 
in this area is in New York City. Some countries, 
though, have temporary, active consulate offices right 
here in Connecticut; Brazil; I believe Ecuador now, 
have consulate offices set up here in Connecticut, 
both full time and part time. 

So now the, we're relying on the consulate office to 
assist the State of Connecticut in identifying who the 
individual is. And I would agree that that, generally 
speaking, can be a secure process, we think. It's 
been my experience that they do have to jump through 
hoops to get their identification that way. But if 
they don't, are we still lowering the bar too far to 
get over the -- the hump of a driver's license? And I 
think that we have to look more carefully at that 
whole process. 

Here's another issue. Motor Vehicle offices in the 
State of Connecticut on a regular basis deal with 
foreign nationals, people here on visitor visas or 
or work visas. They often deal with providing 
drivers' licenses to noncitizen people in the State of 
Connecticut. 

But Senator Maynard told us that there are 54,000 
residents of Connecticut that are going to want a 
driver's license from the Department of Motor 
Vehicles. We're not ready for that; 54,000 people. 
And here's the point about that. These are 'not easy 
documentation verification processes. So who 
currently takes care of that elongated process of 
document verification? Does each Motor Vehicle office 
have the appropriate, trained personnel to take care 
of that kind of thing? 

Now, I will tell you that consulate offices do have 
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those kind of personnel readily available. I imagine 
that the home, the main office of the Department of 
Motor Vehicles in Wethersfield probably has duly 
qualified people for that purpose, but if you're 
trying to serve 54,000 new customers for a driver's 
license in a relatively short period of time, how are 
you going to deal with that? And how much time does 
it take for one of those customers to get their 
driver's license? 

See, those are the kinds of things that I don't 
believe have been vetted; I don't think we thought 
through that process. I would be very surprised to 
hear that Commissioner Curry has already chimed in 
with a very detailed plan of how the Department of 
Motor Vehicles is going to handle this. 

Perhaps when I sit down, someone is going to jump up 
and say Motor Vehicle already has a plan. Well, if 
they already have a plan, why wouldn't that all be 
vetted and on the table and clear as a bell to 
everyone who's concerned about the process being 
proposed tonight? 

If this program says that an applicant will be 
disqualified if they have been convicted of any felony 
in Connecticut -- Senator Boucher talked about, this 
briefly, but I -- I really think it's appropriate to 
expand upon it, expand upon the concern -- federal 
immigration had a program known as "287(g)," which 
President Obama has essentially put out of business. 

And 287(g) was a program that was, unfortunately, 
somewhat controversial in the City of Danbury, because 
we were trying to identify serious criminals who were 
in the country illegally, but, unfortunately certain 
advocates blew that whole thing out of proportion and 
it became a very controversial idea. 

Here's the postscrip~: 287 (g) worked; it worked. 
Was there a problem in implementation? No; the 
problem was before implementation really, the problem 
that occurred there. But here's my point: The reason 
why it worked was that we were able to identify in the 
City of Danbury some pretty serious criminals that 
were under the radar, in the country illegally, were 
scooped up, taken away by federal agents, and they're 
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gone, out of the country. Well, actually, they're in 
federal jail, I guess, in -- in some cases. 

But here's my point: If we're already dealing with 
undocumented immigrant, we don't really know who for 
sure they are. And now you're saying, well, we're 
just going to do a background check on the Internet 
web site for the state Judicial Department to see if 
they've been convicted of a felony in Connecticut. 
What about the undocumented immigrant who is 
transient? 

And I have several neighbors who I don't see from 
Christmas to now. They're gone in the wintertime. 
Why? Because they're -- they're a mob1le, transient 
labor. Two of the guys that live very close to me are 
construction laborers, and they're gone to warmer 
climate. So they're back in Connecticut. They're 
going to show proof of residency and for 90 days, but 
they spend 40 percent of their year in another state. 
You're not going to check anywhere else; you're just 
going to check Connecticut to see if they've got a 
felony? 

These two guys I'm talking about, by the way, are salt 
of the earth. I'm-- I'm mentioning them because 
they're transient, sort of like the snowbirds. So if 
you've got a snowbird and they have a residence 
elsewhere, why aren't we doing an appropriate 
background check? If you're even going to bother to 
do a background check, why would you just do it in 
Connecticut? 

In the State of Connecticut we have a challenge, and 
unfortunately we have a challenge in many other states 
across America with unlicensed, unregistered, 
uninsured drivers. Now, they're not exclusive to 
undocumented immigrants. I personally know of someone 
who is an American citizen and had a DWI and had his 
license suspended and got caught some time again -
not drinking; thank God -- but driving a car without a 
license, without a registration, and with no 
insurance. 

But when you have 54,000 potential customers who are 
undocumented immigrants without a license, a lot of 
them are driving a car now. And so if you're doing a 

003553 



• 

• 

• 

312 mhr/gbr 
SENATE May 29, 2013 

background check on someone and you're going to give 
them a license, you mean to tell me you're not going 
to check to see if they've already had one of these 
problems? That's a responsibility check. It's not a 
felony, but you mean we're not even going to check 
that? 

Can I tell you how many times -- and I'm sorry I 
couldn't tell you how many times -- constituents of 
mine have said, Mike, when are you going to do 
something about the unlicensed drivers crashing into 
me with no insurance, because they had one of those 
experiences? And I'm not saying -- and I -- I opened 
this comment specifically by saying that I personally 
know someone who's an American citizen and was guilty 
of those three motor vehicle violations; it's not 
exclusive to undocumented immigrants. It is more 
prevalent in some cases, in some areas because of the 
problem we face. 

Now, that's one of the arguments in favor of this 
bill; isn't it? We have so many people out there 
unlicensed, uninsured, unregistered that will 
leg~lize; okay? They will? Has that -- what's 
happened in other states when this legislation is 
passed? Have we talked about that? Have we talked to 
insurance companies to find out are you going to 
insure a driver who is undocumented? Can someone get 
insurance on a car now if they don't have a driver's 
license? Have we asked all those questions? Once, 
again, I point back to I think we have more homework 
to do. 

If -- the Office of Fiscal Analysis talks about some 
of the costs; when you take a first, quick glance at 
this idea, it appears that it's going to pay for 
itself. So even if we take the point of it's 
revenue-neutral, this idea, is it the right policy? 
It feels good. 

There's a lot of people in this country who want the 
federal government to fix the immigration problem in 
America. But fellow State Senators, that's not your 
job to fix immigration in America, and, furthermore, 
doing what you're doing with this proposal, I suggest 
to you, is not the responsible action to take at this 
time, because I don't think we've been able to answer 
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It may come to a point, and I hope it does, that our 
federal government is going to find an answer to the 
immigration problem in America. But I don't work in 
Washington and I don't want to work in Washington. I 
like dealing with state issues, and I like to think 
that I'm focused on what's appropriate for state 
government to be spending their time, limited 
resources and energy on what's best for the residents 
of Connecticut. 

And I'm not feeling the balance leaning in favor of 
this proposed legislation. I'm not saying that I 
wouldn't get there someday, I'm just suggesting that 
the proposal that was offered -- and I hope to be able 
to offer later this evening -- to postpone this 
decision and study more carefully what is the impact 
of the decislon you're wanting to make tonight and 
what is the impact on the -- the verification process 
in Connecticut, and how does it affect our 
relationship to the Real ID Act? Are we going to be 
in compliance with Real ID as a result of this third 
level of driver's license in Connecticut? Are we 
doing what our constituents are asking us to do? 

Now, we have representation here tonight -- I'm glad 
they're here --who are advocating in favor of this 
bill. I got to tell you, I have a lot of constituents 
at home that don't want this to happen. And the 
reason why they don't want it to happen -- and this is 
what they're telling me -- is that this action that 
you seek to take tonight, like you did with discounted 
tuition for undocumented immigrants, is rewarding 
people who are here illegally. And there are a lot of 
people in this state and across this country that 
don't like that idea. 

Now, it's clear to me that the Majority Leadership of 
the Democratic Party in the State of Connecticut 
disagrees. It's clear to me there are advocates for 
the undocumented of Connecticut who disagree. But 
when are you going to look and see that you're the 
minority and not the majority? 

Now, if we need to find a way to ultimately make this 
happen, then let's do it after we have more answers to 
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some of the questions that I've asked tonight . 
Obviously these questions were asked downstairs when 
it was debated there. Sometimes you wonder when it's 
such a controversial issue like this; I'm sure people 
look in on the outside, in at the State Capitol and 
what happens here. Some of them say, Well, why do you 
go through that process twice? I mean, you know, they 
passed it in the House; well, you got to do it all 
over again? Yeah, we have a -- a legislative process. 

And we're supposed to be as elected representatives 
and Senators, we're supposed to be offering our input 
from our constituents, and I ·urge you tonight to slow 
this ball down a little bit and consider further 
review and further study of what are the impacts of 
this decision. And if at that point you decide that 
it's appropriate to make this decision and move 
forward, then so be it, but you're not there yet. So 
please take some more time to discover it. 

(The President in the Chair.) 

SENATOR McLACHLAN: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. 

Senator LeBeau. 

SENATOR LeBEAU: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

I rise to speak in favor of the bill that is in front 
of us at this time, but let me speak for a moment 
about East Hartford, the largest town in my Senate 
district. 

The population is over 50,000. The number of 
foreign-born residents in East Hartford is 
one-in-five. The number of households where language 
other than English is spoken is one-in-three, and, 
interesting, the average commute time is between 20 
and 25 minutes. 
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Now, it's been estimates there are a 120,000 illegal 
aliens in Connecticut and that about 85,000 are in the 
labor force and that about 54,000 of them are driving 
on our roads. I don't know how many undocumented 
immigrants there are in East Hartford, if any, but I 
am sure that there are some. I'd be kidding myself if 
I thought that the number were zero. And I'd be 
kidding myself if I thought there were none of them 
who drive to work and to and from the jobs that they 
have, wherever they are. 

So the question is for -- for us- tonight, and the 
question is, as always, what do we do? Option one is 
we could do nothing. We can pretend this problem 
doesn't exist. We can pretend undocumented immigrants 
do not exist in America, and if they do, just deport 
them, all 11.5 or 11.1 million of them, including the 
120,000 illegal aliens in Connecticut. 

Option 2 is before us today. It's very limited in 
benefit but comprehensive in its effect. The goal is 
to get undocumented immigrants on a path to 
citizenship, which they have to pledge to do and to 
comport with our law requiring a driver's license to 
conduct yourself on Connecticut's roads. To get a 
license, they will have to pass a knowledge test, a 
DMV test which already is given in 21 different 
languages, including French, German, Greek, Hebrew, 
Italian, Polish, Portuguese, Russian, and Turkish. 

And what happens when you pass that test and get that 
license? Well, it's logical to assume you'll be a 
safer driver, and it's been shown that in other states 
where similar legislation has passed, that the number 
of accidents has gone down significantly. So they're, 
they, people do become safer drivers, which is why we 
have the driver's test to begin with. 

It's also logical to assume that if someone is not 
ensured or driving an unregistered vehicle, they might 
be more likely to get their insurance and register 
that vehicle. As a matter of fact, you can't go down 
to DMV and to, and to take your test without having an 
-- an insured and registered vehicle to take that test 
on . 
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Meanwhile, we'll create a working group to further 
study the issue. And I also want to note that before 
1994, Connecticut allowed to drivers to apply for 
licenses, regardless of their immigration status. 
Right now, just four other states provide licenses to 
undocumented immigrants, and I think this has been 
cited earlier, Illinois, New Mexico, Utah, and 
Washington; Connecticut could become the fifth. 

So for all these reasons, I plan to support the bill. 
I think it's fair, and I think it's just. More 
important and-- and the reason I'll be voting for 
this bill, it increases the safety for all of us, 
which is, I think, the pre-eminent concern that we 
have within this Circle. 

Thank you, madam, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. 

Will you remark? 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

This entire debate leads a discussion into 
immigration, and a couple of Senators have talked 
about it already, but I really need to wrap my arms 
around some of the policies we have here in 
Connecticut. So, through you, if I may, I have a 
number of questions to the proponent of -- of the 
bill. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Maynard, prepare yourself. 

Senator Kane --

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank --
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THE CHAIR: 

-- please proceed. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

I know, Senator Maynard, in your opening remarks you 
talked about the intricacies of the bill, but some of 
the proponents, in fact Senator LeBeau just now, 
talked about public safety and the drivers on our 
roads. But also we talk about getting people from out 
of the shadows and having them identified. 

So my first question to you, through you, Madam 
President, would be: How do we identify undocumented 
citizens now; what is the process currently? 

Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Maynard. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

Well, I'll have to answer that I'm not an expert on 
immigration law, but I can say that is one of reasons 
behind this, and it addresses some of the things that 
Senator Boucher has addressed and Senator McLachlan. 

We have the difficulty right now of people being 
pulled over for minor traffic infractions, running a 
stop sign, maybe exceeding a speed limit modestly and 
being pulled over with no way for an officer to verify 
their -- their ide_ntity. And it can take hours. And 
it, frankly, ties up law enforcement officials 
unnecessarily for what are really, frankly, minor 
traffic infractions. So it's one of the reasons we'd 
like to move this forward. 

But to the specific of our question, I don't know 
precisely, without immigration documentation, other 
than those documents that are listed within DMV as 
valid identifiers and -- and locaters of address and 
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-- and that confirmed one another in terms of, you 
know, a signed lease, for example, or an insurance 
document and a pay stub. Those are the kinds of ways 
I think identity can be established at the moment. 
But I don't -- I'm not sure our law enforcement does 
it in a scenario such as you suggest. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Yeah, I mean, when we talk about a law enforcement 
stop or infraction, and I could understand it'd be 
difficult to identify the individual without proper 
identification, do you then know the process as to 
which, what takes place after that; meaning, is the 
individual held? Is the individual released? 

You know, I'm wondering if at all during the public 
hearing process law enforcement came and testified in 
-- in regard to the bill and said, yes, this would be 
helpful because we can identify the person or no, 
because we still need to verify the individual. And 
I'm just wondering if this verification that we hope 
takes place is valuable, because I'm not quite sure 
that the proof of identity that is in the bill goes 
far enough to identify these individuals either. So 
I'm, that's why I'm trying to ascertain whether the 
law enforcement that we speak of uses the same 
criteria that we are going to use in this legislation. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Maynard. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

Yes; thank you, Madam President. 

I appreciate the question. And, in fact, yes, that 
that we did receive testimony and there's extensive 
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study on this. In fact, law enforcement is eager to 
see this tool be made available to them, because it 
does provide the best possible way for taking people 
who have not yet federally been able to gain 
documentation to be here legally but who are 
nevertheless here. 

And even the-- I'll cite, and it's worth, I think, 
folks checking -- the Yale Law School, Jerome N. Frank 
Legal Services Organization has done extensive 
research on this, and it's established in their 
research that expanding access to drivers' licenses 
can have benefits even for national security, since 
the Department of Homeland Security has found that 
drivers' license databases are more current even than 
their own. 

So this is a means of bringing otherwise folks, as 
as has been suggested, that are somewhat in the 
shadows without their federal immigration status 
resolved, because of the difficulties we've had in 
Washington, at least on the issue of them having legal 
presence on our roads, legally registered cars, and 
insured vehicles will do, will go a long way toward 
rectifying that, which we do have control of. 

I recognize what Senator McLachlan said. This is an 
immigration issue and we are not immigration, you 
know, we do not act on immigration issue; we act on 
the issues relating to safe usage of our roadways, 
insurance issuing and -- and making sure that cars are 
properly registered. That's why it's a Transportation 
bill. I suppose it would be a Judiciary bill if it 
were, if we had the ability to act on their legal 
status. 

So I -- I guess and the, and the short answer is 
police have indicated their enthusiasm for providing 
at least a measure of identifying people that are now 
unidentifiable. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 
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Thank you, Madam President . 

And -- and I appreciate the fact that it is a 
Transportation bill and I -- I understand the 
necessity that is assumed by the proponents of the 
bill and for the legislation. 

I guess my question is: I think it was brought up 
earlier that this may go against federal law, so you 
said, I believe, that there is studies out there that 
this would help in the identification of individuals 
who may be undocumented or here illegally. And I'm 
just wondering if this policy then would coincide with 
federal law or contradict federal law. 

I 

Through you, Madam President. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

Excuse me. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Maynard . 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

Yes, thank you, Madam President. Excuse me; I have a 
bit of a tickle, if you'll bear with me. 

On two items that come to mind, one, with respect to 
identification, when Senator McLachlan was going 
through the bill, I think, yeah, he pointed out a 
number of areas that he found questionable because it 
seemed we were corning up with valid identification 
methods. Those are actually taken directly from the 
DMV, and they're available on the DMV web site. Those 
are the accepted forms. What's in the bill, even 
referencing the Social Security stubs, et cetera, are 
the accepted identification forms currently used by 
the Department of Motor Vehicles. So when it comes to 
those issues of where did we get these lists of 
possible validating documents, that -- that is where 
we got it. 

I think more directly to your question-- I'm sorry, 
Senator; you -- you asked a slightly different 
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question . 

SENATOR KANE: 

No. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank -- thank you, Madam President. 

I -- I, and I'm going to get to the DMV issue in a 
second, but yes, you're right. I asked if this 
legislation will be, will coincide with federal law or 
contradict federal law. 

Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Maynard . 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

It, I would, I would-- I I'm not a lawyer on these 
immigration issues -- but I would think it would be 
coincidental with federal law. We are doing that 
which we can do as the State of Connecticut to bring 
our citizens into compliance with those laws that we 
enforce, driver laws, et cetera, and -- and 
registration laws, et cetera. And I think it is 
certainly consistent with the goals of federal 
authorities to help bring people into greater 
compliance with local laws and to do that which they 
can, which they are seeking to do by the signed 
affidavit they must submit to avail themselves of 
immigration policies that are either just coming 
available to them or may in the near future. So it 
it seems to me that our efforts are coincidental with 
state law -- with federal law, but I -- I couldn't 
answer the question on a legal basis . 
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THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

That's fair, and -- and I accept that, since you 
brought up the DMV issue and you said that many of 
these, the forms of identification and validity are 
through DMV. 

But it's my understanding that the inability to 
provide proof of legal presence in the United States 
or possession of a Social Security number is a 
disqualifier for a driver's license. Am I not 
correct? 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Maynard . 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

I would have to check on that specific question, that 
specific area. I would comment, though, that as we 
pointed out, the bill effective upon passage would 
require the appointment of a task force to look into 
those areas of specific identification verification 
and utilize all of the best practices already in place 
with the seven other states that have now gone down 
this road and would not -- and would issue their 
report in February of 2014, and no action will be 
taken until January of 2015 -- so we would have that 
time to get some compliance across the, across the 
federal, state issues. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam President. 
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Let's, I believe that's the case and-- and if -- if 
I'm incorrect, then I'll apologize. But assuming 
that's the case, let's say-- because I believe the 
intent of this legislation is to allow individuals 
without Social Security numbers to obtain a driver's 
license, and I -- so I think current law states that 
you must have a Social Security number in order to 
apply for a driver's license. 

So let's say you're, you are the average citizen, a 
Connecticut citizen; you were born in Connecticut, 
raised in Connecticut, and you enter the DMV for a 
driver's license without a Social Security number. 
Are you able to obtain that? 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Maynard. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

I -- I apologize. I have some pertinent information, 
but I -- I would ask the distinguished --

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

-- gentleman 

THE CHAIR: 

--would you repeat (inaudible)? 

SENATOR KANE: 

My question was along the same lines, because I 
believe the current law states that you must have a 
Social Security number in order to obtain a driver's 
license. And there may be some either confusion or 
some, or lack of clarity for that issue . 
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But my, I guess my hypothetical question to you would 
be: If you were a Connecticut citizen, born and 
raised here, and you went into the DMV to obtain a 
driver's license without a Social Security number, 
would you be allowed to? 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Maynard. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

I believe the answer to that is yes, because there's 
some youthful drivers that have not yet obtained a 
Social Security, Social Security number, but that is 
just my understanding. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane . 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

I would like to get clarification on that issue, if we 
could, because I don't believe that's the case. I -
I do believe that you are unable to get a driver's 
license currently without a Social Security number. 
But if you want to speak to that, you -- you may. 

THE CHAIR: 

(Inaudible. ) 

SENATOR KANE: 

If not, we can move on. 
else, but --

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

Yes 

THE CHAIR: 

I can go on to something 
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Senator Maynard. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

-- if I may, and we're --we're having staff check on 
the specific of the Social Security law that the 
Senator is referencing. 

But if I may just briefly reference in the testimony, 
the Department of Homeland Security Secretary Michael 
Chertoff spoke directly to this issue and said, in 
2007, To the extent that New York issues a class of 
license that is not based on lawful presence in the 
United States, federal law does allow states to make 
that choice. Congress has spoken to the issue; the 
option is open to the states. Therefore, utilizing a 
two-tier system, Connecticut can both offer drives' 
licenses to undocumented immigrants and continue to 
comply with the Real ID Act. So, to that extent, the 
Secretary of the Department of Homeland Security has 
issued a remark that we would not be in direct 
violation. We do have, as a state, the right to do 
it. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

I'm actually on the DMV web site; it was provided to 
me by my good friend, Senator Chapin, who is quick 
with research. And what it does say-- because it's 
under frequently asked questions -- and the question 
says: Do I need to provide a Social Security number 
when applying for a driver's license or a learner's 
permit or a nondriver identification card? And it 
says: Yes; in accordance with the Social Security Act 
42 U.S.C. 666, blah, blah, blah, it will be required 
that the Social Security number of any person applying 
for a new driver's license, learner's permit or 
nondriver identification card be recorded on the 
application. If you do not have a Social Security 
number, you must obtain a letter from the Social 
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Security Administration that states you are ineligible 
for a Social Security number. The letter must be 
submitted to DMV when applying for your driver's 
license, learner's permit or ID card. 

So I believe I am correct in the fact that currently 
you must have a Social Security number in -- in order 
to obtain a driver's license; if not, provide 
something from the Social Security Administration. So 
my question back to the good Chairman of 
Transportation Committee is: Are we changing that law 
through this legislation? 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Maynard. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

Thank you, Madam President . 

Well, the Senator is correct, and I was just handed 
the very same document that you were referencing, 
Senator, through you, Madam President. And it is, in 
fact, the case. 

I think, to the 1 best of my understanding, this is by a 
DMV regulation, and the -- the statutes allow the 
the Commissioner discretion in determining wpich 
documents are acceptable. So while this is stated in 
the DMV web page as -- as a requirement under the 
Social Security Act cited, our statutes offer the 
Commissioner some discretion on -- on acknowledging 
which documents are -- are necessary. 

So I guess it would, the answer would be yes; there 
would be a certain change in the law from what exists. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. 

Senator Kane . 

SENATOR KANE: 
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And just for clarification, through you to Senator 
Maynard. 

So the act that I referenced says that it is at the 
Commissioner's discretion? 

Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Maynard. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

No. I believe what you referenced was U.S. code -
let me make sure I'm reading this correctly. I will 
have to get you a -- a lawyer's answer to that 
question, because there does seem to be to some 
discrepancy between the citing of the U.S. code on 
here and our own statutes, which indicate the 
Commissioner has some discretion . 

We may have a conflict there but appreciate the 
question. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

And I won't belabor the point, but what I will say is 
if we are changing the law and .we are allowing 
individuals to get a, obtain a driver's license 
without a Social Security number, then we should hold 
them to that very same standard, which is something 
from the Social Security Administration that says why 
they are not able to get a Social Security number. 
Because if you or I walked into the DMV without a 
Social Security card, we would be required to go back 
to the Social Security Administration and provide a 
reasoning for the, why we don't have a Social Security 
number. Yet in this legislation, it's, only says that 
they are allowed; these individuals are allowed to 
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obtain a driver's license without getting a Social 
Security number. 

So I think there, alone, is one step that we allow 
individuals under this legislation to obtain a 
driver's license that we do not allow individuals who 
are our very own citizens. You and I could not or are 
not offered that same benefit or that same 
opportunity. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Maynard. 

SENATOR KANE: 

No; that wasn't a question. I'm sorry--

THE CHAIR: 

Oh, I'm sorry. 

SENATOR KANE: 

-- Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

I'm sorry. 

SENATOR KANE: 

But he's welcome to respond, but that -- that, it 
wasn't a question. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

Yeah, I'll -- I'll wait for a question. Thank you, 
Senator --

THE CHAIR: 

Okay; and I 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

-- and Madam President. 
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THE CHAIR: 

I apologize. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Go right ahead. 

SENATOR KANE: 

I know I, you know, sometimes my -- my questions 
get 

THE CHAIR: 

(Inaudible. ) 

SENATOR KANE: 

As far as the affidavit, it says in the legislation 
that the applicant files an affidavit with the DMV 
Commissioner attesting that they have applied to 
legalize his or her immigration status. Currently, if 
an individual is here illegally and is undocumented, 
how do they apply for or to legalize their immigration 
status? 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Maynard. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

I -- I would have to confess, again, that the, that 
the intricacies of immigration law are not my 
specialty. I am the Transportation Committee Chair 
and dealing with this from a road-safety issue, so I 
would defer to other minds on that one . 

THE CHAIR: 
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And -- and I understand it's a Transportation bill, 
'yet this is all part of the legislation that's in 
front of us. So, unfortunately, it -- I, to -- to me 
and I think to a lot of the people on our side of the 
aisle, it -- it's not necessarily just a 
Transportation issue but an identification issue and a 
benefit issue and an issue that really needs, as 
Senator McLachlan stated, a good, long look as to how 
we are processing these individuals. 

I -- I don't disagree with you on the Transportation 
side. I -- I think that all individuals should take a 
driver's test, should register their vehicles, and 
should have insurance; I agree with that. So from a 
Transportation aspect, if that were part of, just the 
only parts of the legislation, then I would be in 
agreement with the Transportation Chair . 

However, this bill goes much farther than that and 
speaks to the validity of the individual and the 
identification of the individual and the -- the 
registration, if you will -- for lack of a better word 
-- for these individuals. Because I, you're going to 
hear a lot of questions in regard to that subject. 
The -- the good Chairman wants to address that, then 
he's more than welcome to. 

Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Maynard. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

No, I appreciate that. You know, I -- I think this is 
going to be some of the gavotte we are engaged in 
tonight will be, which -- which is our focus. And 
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clearly for me, it is about safe driving, safe roads, 
affording people the opportunity to move out of 
illegal operation of vehicles and unsafe operation of 
vehicles to that. 

It happens to, as the Senator has -- has indicated, 
also bump up against federal law, which we have no 
control over, and the issues that are being debated 
right now in Washington, related to people's 
immigration status. But I'm not qualified to answer 
many of those questions nor do I think it appropriate 
for this body to take up an immigration debate 
primarily. I understand that the issues are -- are 
related, but our issues are -- are quite simple. 

I'll -- I'll say this, though, with respect to the 
documentation. That is precisely why this task force 
is being set up, to ensure that we have the tightest 
of documentation; the -- only, valid, original 
documents can be utilized for establishing any of 
these. Only those documents which the DMV has already 
listed as its primary documenting identification forms 
are -- are able to be utilized, and ultimately, any 
document can be rejected by the DMV for any reason 
that it deems appropriate if -- if there's a question 
about its validity so we -- we continually leave that. 

I would just put it to those in this, in this Chamber 
and anyone listening, I don't think DMV is ever 
accused of blithely going about the business of 
renewing licenses, validating registrations, and 
quickly pushing people through the system. With all 
due respect to Commissioner Currey and the great work 
that she's doing over there, DMV still goes through a 
very, very laborious process, even for those of us who 
are long-standing citizens of this country and who've 
been in their doors countless numbers of times. They 
are very methodical. 

So to that question, I don't think we have to worry 
that people are going to be sneaking past the DMV with 
insufficient documentation. How many times have we, 
ourselves, perhaps had to return more than once, twice 
or three times, because of a lack of appropriate 
documentation? 

Add to that the fact these are folks who have 
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something as risk here and would not want to be 
conducting themselves in a manner that might lead to 
them being convicted of a felony, which is subject to 
deportation immediately. So I -- I think we've got 
sort of self-interest also working on -- on our 
behalf, where these folks are going not try to do 
something that's silly and foolish and would subject 
them to deportation. 

So I think, you know, there's sufficient safeguards 
coupled with the task force, co~pled with the time 
frame that we give, which is almost a year and a half, 
before any of this would go into effect, coupled with 
the Commissioner's ultimate discretion. So each of 
those, I think, provides an adequate backstop to -- to 
any question about the illegal documentation. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam President . 

With all due respect to the Chairman of the 
Transportation Committee, when you say these 
individuals not do anything silly or foolish, they are 
currently already breaking the law by driving 
illegally, by not registering their cars and not 
having insurance. So I would argue that they're 
already doing something silly or foolish, yet let 
alone what you say is they were not going to do 
something silly or foolish in applying. But currently 
they're already doing something against the laws that 
we already currently have on the books. But that's 
not the debate I'm looking for right now. 

The debate I'm actually go into is about that 
verification, because I agree with you on -- on the 
Transportation side; I -- I'm with you. When you want 
to talk about safe roads and registering vehicles and 
making sure that individuals have insurance, I'm with 
you a hundred percent. 

The -- the problem I'm having -- because you did 
mention that you and I would be -- how many times have 
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we been turned away from DMV because we didn't have 
the proper paperwork or we didn't have this or this; 
we all know the frustration of dealing with the 
Department of Motor Vehicles, some of us more than 
others, but certainly we all know that. My questions 
are in regards to I believe this bill provides these 
individuals with an opportunity that is lesser than 
what you and I have to go through. 

I already gave an example of the Social Security, that 
already we know that you and I could not get a 
driver's license in the State of Connecticut without a 
driver's license [sic] or without obtaining something 
from the Social Security Administration, whereas this 
law states that they don't have to do that. They can 
get a driver's license without that. 

So what I am arguing is very pertinent to the bill, 
because it talks about the safety and security of the 
citizens of the State of Connecticut and properly 
identifying individuals that we are providing a 
benefit for. So I do think it is, it is a -- a cogent 
argument and something that has to be discussed . 

I apologize that it -- it is the Transportation 
Committee that is bringing out the bill, but you 
happen to be the person who is the proponent, and so 
my questions can only go to you. If -- if we, if 
someone else would like to take a yield and answer 
those type of questions, then I'd be more than willing 
to provide those questions to that individual. But 
at, as of this time, unfortunately this is, this is 
where we are. 

So let me just go back to what I was stating on the 
affidavit, if I may. The affidavit, itself, what is 
that; meaning the, you know, I walk in, the person 
walks into DMV and signs a piece of paper and says 
yes, I will apply for, to be eligible to legalize my 
immigration? It is notarized? Is it something that 
has to be witnessed in front of an attorney? Is it 
something that it is witnessed at the DMV? How are we 
securing or making sure that affidavit is a true, 
legal document to which it is supposed to be? 

Through you, Madam President . 
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I don't think there's any, I -- I don't think there's 
any questlon that an affidavit is a well-established 
legal document. It's, it carries with it a sworn 
oath, if I'm not mistaken and is, I think it also 
carries with it a potential for perjury, which is a 
felony, if I'm not mistaken. Again, I'm not a lawyer, 
but it -- it strikes me that these are serious, sworn 
documents that people will be submitting, the very 
violation of which would subject them to deportation 
for committing such an act. 

So these are serious things. These would not be 
things done -- I -- I recognize I used the world 
"silly," and maybe driving without a license m1ght 
fall into that; that's not a felony. These are felony 
counts and I think anyone serious about securing their 
immigration status here would not risk that by doing 
things like trying to commit voter fraud. As -- as 
wonderful as I all think we are, I don't think anyone 
is going to go to the polls and try to vote for us, 
recognizing that being caught at doing that might 
subject them to deportation. 

Similarly, swearing out an affidavit that is not 
valid, I think would be a wholly serious act that 
none, no one would take lightly. Again, I would have 
to defer to legal counsel on how one legally swears an 
affidavit and -- but it would have to be acceptable 
for the Commissioner of the Department of Motor 
Vehicles, so the procedure would be established and 
would have to be sound and -- and could not be easily 
or even with great difficulty circumvented. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam President . 
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Can the good Senator provide me the section that 
speaks to the affidavit process in the bill? 

Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Maynard. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

Yes. If you'd just give me one moment, we've got 
to --

THE CHAIR: 

The Senate will stand at ease. 

(Senate at ease.) 

THE CHAIR: 

The House will the Senate will come to order. 

Senator Maynard. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Yes, I believe the -- the reference to the affidavit 
falls in Section 1, under Paragraph -- let's see -
Section 1, it's Paragraph -- no -- 3, in Lines -- if 
you have a copy of the --

SENATOR KANE: 

I do. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

Yes. 

SENATOR KANE: 

003577 



• 

• 

• 

mhr/gbr 
SENATE 

That's okay . 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

336 
May 29, 2013 

It -- it indicates the -- the documentation and the 
procedure for applying and simply states that the 
applicant must file an affidavit with the 
Commissioner, attesting that such applicant has filed 
the application, et cetera. It does not reference the 
manner in which such affidavit will be, will be 
presented. But that's, that will be up to the 
Commissioner, and -- and as we've indicated 
repeatedly, we do have the committee working on 
establishing these forms of verification. 

So these, I mean, these are some of the items that we 
admittedly decided to address with thorough scrutiny 
to where, to -- to -- you know, it's interesting to me 
that those who resist any kind of forward movement 
always say that we need to wait longer. We need to 
wait; we need more information and we need to wait. I 
think in this instance we feel compelled to act on 
this . 

These folks have been here for many years, and they're 
trying to comport with the laws of this state. 
They're trying to make, take care of their family, to 
provide an income, to drive legally, to access 
citizenship when the federal government permits that 
to happen. They're seeking to do the right thing, and 
our answer to them over and over and over again for 
the last several years here and indefinitely in the 
minds of those, it seems, who would oppose this is we 
need more information and we need to ask more, ask 
more questions, and we need to -- to wait. 

And -- and so we decided to move ahead and try to 
provide some momentum for the Department of Motor 
Vehicles to address what is a serious public-safety 
issue in this state. People are having accidents when 
they're uninsured. People are being caused great 
upset in their lives because of their lack of ability 
and to -- to get the licensing and insurance that they 
need. And we've laid out a pathway that the 
Commissioner of the Department of Motor Vehicles has 
accepted as an appropriate course of action for us to 
take. 
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I understand that we won't be able to answer every 
question that comes to us tonight, but what we are 
trying to do is improve the lives and the futures of 
people who live in this state already and who are 
otherwise going to be endangering your children and 
our children with insufficient training behind the 
wheel and insufficient insurance. 

So I will, I would just suggest to the, to the 
distinguished Deputy Minority Leader and Caucus Chair 
that we might have to take a little bit of time after 
the task force is in place to give you all of the, all 
of the answers that you're seeking this evening. I -
I hope that's n6t wholly unacceptable. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

That -- that just, it -- it sounds to me like the, you 
know, the Nancy Pelosi line, that we have to 
vote-on-it-before-we-read-it kind of thing. But --

THE CHAIR: 

Excuse me. Could you repeat that? I didn't hear. 

SENATOR KANE: 

The -- the Nancy Pelosi --

THE CHAIR: 

I was --

SENATOR KANE: 

-- when she, on ObamaCare --

THE CHAIR: 
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I was just --

SENATOR KANE: 

-- Madam President, and --

THE CHAIR: 

-- kidding, Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

-- said I have 

THE CHAIR: 

(Inaudible) answer. 

SENATOR KANE: 

-- to vote on it before I read it; but, I digress. 

The, I accept the fact that Senator Maynard is not an 
attorney nor am I; I -- I don't claim to be, and -
and that's why I have these questions in regards to 
what the affidavit is. And -- and, you know, again, 
we're not arguing public safety. I'm not arguing the 
fact that people should register their vehicles. I'm 
not arguing that people should not insure their 
vehicles. We want safer roads for all of us, as -- as 
been stated by the good Senator from the 18th 
District. 

But what I'm talking about, actually, is is the 
validity and the validation of the individuals 
applying for this benefit, because it is a benefit . 

. Let's-- let's face it; it truly is a benefit. And my 
question was in regards to the affidavit, itself, 
because, you know, anyone can say, Yes, I'm going to 
do this. 

I mean, we've all made New Year's resolutions; right? 
We all said, you know, when we sit in the caucus room, 
we're not going to pick on all the candy and all the 
other things that are given to us, as we, as we hang 
around the caucus all day, but yet we're --we're in 
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there munching around on -- on the chips and the 
candies and everything else. We all make promises 
that, unfortunately, are not kept. 

So I'm, what I'm trying to do is talk about this 
affidavit and make sure that it is either a notarized 
document, something that is witnessed by possibly an 
attorney or -- or someone of the court or at least 
witnessed by Motor Vehicle employees or the 
Commissioner or whomever we deem necessary. But let's 
not kid ourselves and just pretend this is simply 
about, you know, doing the right thing. I think doing 
the right thing is protecting all our citizens and 
making sure that we go through the proper procedures 
for the bill. 

But let me just move on. My next question would be in 
regard to the categories that are acceptable as forms 
of identification. And my understanding of this 
legislation is that we have expanded the categories 
that we will accept for identification. So my 
question to you is: Are we expanding those same 
categories for Connecticut citizens? 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Maynard. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

I'm not quite certain I have the gist of the question. 
If I, if I could ask for --

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

If he could just restate it. 

THE CHAIR: 

-- could you 
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Madam President, I, the -- the bill talks about the 
applicant providing either two forms of primary proof 
of identification or one primary and one secondary 
proof of identification. But the categories to which 
they are allowed to participate in or those 
identifications are, would come from has been expanded 
under this legislation. 

I -- I believe someone talked about that earlier, with 
marriage certificates or school transcripts or 
baptismal certificates. Those are the categories I'm 
speaking of. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

I (inaudible) 

SENATOR KANE: 

And I believe those have been expanded under this 
legislation. So my question is: Are those same 
categories expanded for you and I or just for the 
individuals who would fall under this legislation? 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Maynard. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

Yes; thank you. 

Through you, Madam President . 

I believe -- and I could read it but I -- I don't want 
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to bore everyone, but the -- the document checklist 
provided on the DMV web site indicates all of those 
that are listed; a U.S. Birth Certificate; U.S. 
Passport; non-US-born, foreign passport, legal 
presence noted; Certificate of Naturalization; 
Certificate of Citizenship; Permanent Resident Card; 
Consular Report of Birth Abroad. 

And all the secondaries are the same, right down to 
pilot's license; marriage or civil union ~ertificate; 
baptismal certificate -- I'm just picking out some of 
the ones that were -- military discharge separation 
papers; certified school transcript; et cetera. So I 
believe all of those that are contained with, in the 
bill, because this was worked out with the Department 
of Motor Vehicles, our reference and are, in fact, the 
same and not an expansion. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you. 

Thank you, Madam President; that's the answer I was 
looking for. 

In regards to the duration or time that the license 
would expire or time before it would expire, you 
mentioned in your opening remarks three to six years. 
What does that mean? I mean, that's like, you know, 
is it three years? Is it four years? Is it five 
years? Is it six years? You know, it seems ambiguous 
to me. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Maynard. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

Yes. Through you, Madam President . 
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Yes, I didn't -- what's the word I'm looking for -
hallucinate? Yes; thank you. I thought so, Senator 
Markley. Thank you; I didn't hallucinate on that. 

The -- the period was -- from three to six years -
was requested by DMV. I think it gives them the 
ability to stagger the renewal so that rather than 
having a whole enormous group of people come through 
at the same time and then have them all renew at the 
same time, ~his gives them the ability to -- to give a 
duration of longer -- in the first issuance -- of 
longer than three years. And then each renewal, 
thereafter, will be at three years but on a different 
rotation, if you know what I mean. So each class of, 
each -- each license would be renewed only for three 
years after that first issuance. 

I think it was purely a -- a paperwork issue for DMV, 
and it was, as I say, requested by them. It was not 
the proponents of the bill. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane . 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

And when -- when you talk about this staggered terms 
of these licenses, I mean, how -- how is it determined 
who gets a three-year license, who gets a four-year 
license, who gets a five-year license, and -- and so 
on? 

Through you, Madam President. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

Yeah. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Maynard. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 
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That would be determined by DMV, in their infinite 
wisdom. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Okay; that's interesting. 

In the other states that you mentioned earlier, you 
talked about a few states -- and I don't remember 
which they were -- but in any of those states, are 
these licenses tied to having insurance? 

Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Maynard. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

I do not believe they have tied to require it. 
Licensing is typically not an issue that requires 
insurance; it's the registration of a vehicle that 
requires insurance, so I think that would be where we 
would capture the insurance issue. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

And if an individual gets their license, registers 
their vehicle, signs up for insurance, and the 
insurance lapses, what happens then? 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Maynard . 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 
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The same thing that happens to every other driver; the 
-- the DMV picks up on the lack of insurance, notifies 
the driver that their registration is invalid. Their 
licensing is not affected by that. 

Now, were they to drive and be caught without that, 
there would be the typical penalties that apply, so 
but purely lapsing in your insurance only means that 
your car is not legally on the road. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

But, again, we've already stated that these 
individuals are already driving illegally. They're 
already driving without a license. They're already 
driving without insurance. They're already driving 
without -- an unregistered car. What makes us think 
they're going to abide by the laws afterwards? 

Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Maynard. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

Well, thank you, Madam President. 

I think in the vast majority of the cases we've 
encountered, people are seeking to be in legal 
compliance. They don't like living with an 
uncertainty. They don't like putting their families 
at risk. They don't like the financial insecurity 
that comes from it. Many of them cannot even buy a 
new vehicle legally because they cannot get insurance 
to -- to register it. 

So it's I think the vast majority of cases, people are 
seeking to do the right thing. And you will, as is 
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unavoidable with any law that we do-- and we're 
finding out even among our own citizens -- you can 
make all the laws in the world and people will still 
text while driving, et cetera. So we're --we're 
hopeful, though, that the vast majority of people will 
comply with the law, and we believe they will. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

And in regards to the economics of this legislation, 
we talk about -- well, I -- I, let me ask you this: 
In -- in the states that have these laws, is there any 
data that shows that the insurance costs, the 
insurance rates for these individuals are higher than 
the, any other sector of the population? 

Through you . 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Maynard. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

I have not seen -- through you, Madam President -- I 
have not seen that specific study of insurance. We 
have estimates of what it might mean in the State of 
Connecticut, based on other localities where people 
have registered vehicles. 

It's -- it's estimated that up to $46 million of new 
business will be provided to insurance agencies, based 
on that 54,000-person pool and that some, 1-to-2 
million dollars a year in licensing and registration 
in each category would accrue to the, to the state. 
So we'd have two new pools of money for people, you 
know, now registering their vehicles legally, 
licensing things, and then buying insurance and, to a 
certain extent, those who would now go out with the 
confidence to buy a new vehicle, bringing additional 
revenue in on the sales tax. 
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So there's -- there's a lot to, you know, to be gained 
from that, but I don't have specifically the -- the, 
any kind of statistical analysis of how those things 
have been handled. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

And the reason I asked that question is our insurance 
rates, as we all know, are tied to our driving record, 
our age, but also our credit report. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

Sure. 

SENATOR KANE: 

You know, that's bantered about a lot of times in -
in legislation here. So, I mean, if these individuals 
don't have a credit report or cannot show credit, I 
would imagine their rates would be hired. And -- and 
these individuals may not be able to afford the 
insurance that is placed on them and may look to avoid 
the legislation altogether and say, Hey, I'm doing it 
for nothing now; why would I go buy insurance and pay 
for registration. So that, you know, it -- it's just 
a simple economics that we would have to look at. 
That's not in the form of a question, but I figured 
I'd my own commentary to that. 

As far as proof of residency -- well, actually, let me 
take a step back. A couple years ago, right before, 
well, maybe -- maybe when I first got here, we changed 
the driving laws for teenagers. There had been some 
horrific accidents, and I think we -- we actually put 
together some good legislation on the driving laws for 
teenagers. 

The driver's test that is referred to in this 
legislation, Madam President, what is it, the same as 
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what you and I would take or is it based on age as 
well? So if there's a 16-year-old, they would have to 
go through the very same process that an average 
16-year-old would go through; is if it's a 40-year-old 
with a 40-year; I mean, what is the driver's test, if 
-- if I may? 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Maynard. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

Yes, the requirements would be identical to youth 
drivers and everyone else, as currently exists. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane . 

SENATOR KANE: 

So the -- the, thank you, Madam President. 

So the parental classes, the -- the whole thing, the, 
would be the same as -- as any individual. Okay. 

As far as proof of residency, we -- we talked about 
the categories would be expanded or not and -- and I 
believe you said the categories are the same. I -- I, 
it came to my attention that school records or 
something that is not, something that is acceptable 
for you and I; but, you know, we'll leave that one 
alone. That's just a, one example. 

But as far as proof of residency, when it, what it 
explains in here a piece of electronic mail. How can 
an e-mail show proof of residency? 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

003589 



• 

• 

• 

mhr/gbr 348 
SENATE May 29, 2013 

Senator Maynard. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

Yes. That caught my eye as well, Madam President. 
And all that was saying was that proof, any of the 
legitimate areas of proof of documentation can be sent 
electronically. It didn't mean that one could send an 
e-mail verifying who they were and where they lived; 
unfortunately, I think it was phrased in a way that 
raised that concern. 

It means that electronically produced and -- and sent 
documents could be valid but not, but they would have 
to be a bank statement; they'd have to be something 
that was a -- a substantial document. It -- it just, 
it comports with our existing law; it's not an 
expansion. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

So, thank you, Madam President. 

Well, it's not an e-mail, it is, it is something, 
let's say a bill or -- or something to that effect 
that is electronically mailed to the individual. 

Through you, Madam President, am I correct? 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

Exactly. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Maynard. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

It could. It could be any kind of a statement that is 
official but arrives by electronically . 

SENATOR KANE: 
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Well, thank you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam President; I got ahead of you. 

What about voter registration card? Currently our 
law, we do not even accept out-of-state voter 
registration cards as a secondary ID; this legislation 
would allow valid, foreign voter registration cards. 
So there, thereto, I believe is another benefit 
offered to this segment of the population that is not 
currently offered to Connecticut residents. Am I 
correct in that? 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Maynard. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

I'm just checking our -- our document list here. I 
think that would come under the category of secondary 
documents, but I'd have to get a question, a -- a 
confirmation on that. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

That would not be regarded as a primary document. 

Through you, Madam President .. 

THE CHAIR: 

Sorry; Senator Kane . 
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He, the good Senator is correct. It is; it is 
accepted as a s~condary identification. But more 
importantly, the -- the point I was trying to make is 
that currently the State of Connecticut does not 
accept out-of-state voter registration cards as a 
secondary ID; this legislation would allow valid, 
foreign voter registration cards. So in my, I believe 
that's correct and maybe I'm asking, answering my own 
question, but that certainly is a benefit provided to 
these individuals that is not provided to any other 
resident. 

Through you, Madam President, is that true? 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Maynard. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

Well, I -- I will -- I'm just checking with our 
colleague from DMV who is here with us. That ·-- that 
one is -- is part of why we need the task force to set 
up how foreign documented, foreign documentation can 
be utilized. 

And let me just reference that for a moment, if I 
could. We are talking about setting up standards that 
exist in other states already, are well-functioning, 
and working with other consulates and official 
agencies of these governments to confirm people's 
identity. 

Obviously, it would be beyond the scope of DMV to run 
a check on foreign voter registrations, but the -- the 
task force is specifically appointed to address a 
reasonable means of going about validating foreign 
documents. We do it all the time. We do it now. We 
do it for diplomats and fo~ people who are here on 
on, under various exchanges and for businesses 
purposes who are, you know, not undocumented residents 
but are here who try to avail themselves of, you know, 
using our roadways and streets and -- and need these 
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verifications. So we -- we wish to specifically 
address which of those documents are going to be 
useful and how we go about doing that. And this was 
one that apparently is -- is utilized. But it -- it 
will need proper verification. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

Thank you, Madam President. 

And -- and listen; I know it sounds silly, but there 
are some countries in the world where you -- you stick 
your thumb in the ink and lt shows that you voted. So 
I don't want someone walking into DMV saying here's my 
voter registration card. 

A little levity, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Very little, sir. Sorry . 

SENATOR KANE: 

One last question if I may, through you, to the 
proponent of the bill, and it's regard to proof of 
residency, again. 

And I think my theme, if you will, has been that we in 
this legislation are providing or expanding the 
opportunity for a driver's license to individuals or 
to a population that we don't provide to our regular, 
if you will -- lack, for lack of a better word -
Connecticut citizen or American citizen, I guess, is 
probably a better term. 

And one of the things that is in the legislation as a 
proof of residency, it talks about a bill for your 
mortgage; a bank statement; a tax bill; Social 
Security benefits; Medicaid or Medicare; homeowners' 
insurance; a mortgage. These individuals that are 
undocumented, are they able to provide those things? 

Through you, Madam President . 
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Are they able to provide -- I'm sorry-- what things? 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane, will you --

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, madam; of course. 

THE CHAIR: 

--please (inaudible)? 

SENATOR KANE: 

Of course . 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. 

SENATOR KANE: 

In the proof of residency, it talks about a bill from 
a mortgage company, a bank statement, a tax bill, 
Social Security benefits. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

Sure. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Pension, Medicaid, Medicare, homeowners' insurance; 
those things, I'm, unless I'm incorrect, I'm assuming 
if you are undocumented and you're not providing a pay 
stub and not providing a -- a tax return, you're not 
getting any of those things. So how, I mean, are -
are, is this population able to provide these 
documents? 
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I think I alluded to it before when Senator McLachlan 
raised the issue of why are we including this whole 
litany of things that wouldn't be available to, you 
know, a -- an undocumented resident. It's because 
those are among the entire list of currently 
acceptable forms for anyone who comes forward. So we 
didn't edit out those which would not be applicable; 
we simply brought over the valid forms of 
identification within existing statute and regulation. 
Obviously some of those would not be usable, but -
but many of them would. And all we were saying was to 
the extent that you can provide any of these, whether 
it's a pay stub that's preprinted, a signed lease, an 
insurance, you know, if you bought homeowners' or 
renters' insurance or what have you, any of those 
things would be valid and would establish. 

It has to be on a year-long, on a, on a document of a 
year-long duration of validity. It could be no more 
than 12 months, to ensure that it's current and on any 
other documents we, that we required it to be only, 
not older than 30 days; again, so that you're not 
using stale documentation to establish residency. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

I thank Senator Maynard for answering my questions. I 
know he is the Transportation Chair and not an 
attorney or not the Judiciary Chair to answer a lot of 
any identification issues that are in the bill. But I 
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think more so than the registration of vehicles, 
registration or drivers' licenses and insurance -- but 
we all agree with that -- I think it's about security 
and about offering a benefit to individuals that are, 
quite frankly, not here legally. 

And what we've done, as the good Senator has already 
admitted, because many of these individuals can't 
provide that laundry list that we put in here, so we 
add any postmarked mail. Okay; so if you don't have 
your mortgage statement; you don't have a bank 
statement; you don't have Medicaid or Medicare; you 
don't have Social Security; oh, just any postmarked 
mail, well, that'll do. 

So, what I -- we've expanded the categories to look at 
school records. We we allow these individuals to 
get a driver's license without a Social Security 
number, something that you and I, Madam President, 
could not do without either having a Social Security 
number or getting something from the Social Security 
Administration. That's just another way that we are 
allowing these individuals to get something that you 
and I cannot as legal Connecticut citizens . 

We are still unsure about the affidavit. We -- we 
claim it's a legal document but there's nothing in the 
bill that says it has to be notarized, it has to be 
witnessed, nothing like that. So, you know, I've real 
concerns about this ~egislation. 

And, again, it is not about public safety; we -- we 
agree with that. I think the problem here is (A) 
allowing benefits to individuals and allowing an 
easier access to a benefit that you and I don't get 
and our, the -- the Connecticut citizens and United 
St~tes citizens do not get. But someone who is here 
illegally, we are providing an easier opportunity for 
a benefit that you and I can't do, and that's wr.ong. 
And -- and I think I have very many concerns with 
that. 

If you want to make it an even playing field, let's do 
it. If you want to make everyone go through the same 
process, let's do it. But when you say it's about, 
you know, getting people out of the shadows and -- and 
getting them to documented, this isn't doing it. This 
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-- this is, this is providing ease of access to 
something that you and I work tirelessly for. 

Thank you, Madam President. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

Madam President, I did have a, I did have a response. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senate -- Senator Maynard. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

If -- if I could, through you. I did want to, as 
promised, respond to the affidavit, and it is as -- as 
described as follows: Is a written, sworn statement 
of fact, voluntarily made by an affiant -- I think; I 
refer to Senator Markley for all my pronunciation -
or deponent under an oath or affirmation administered 
by a person authorized to do so by law. Such 
statement is witnessed as to its authenticity of the 
affiant's signature by a taker of oath, such as a 
Notary Public or a commission of oaths; and it goes 
on. But that is the, an affidavit would be sworn; it 
would be sworn with witnesses -- witnesses who have 
the ability to attest to the validity and under oath. 
So it would carry significant weight. 

And I would say only to the final remarks of Senator 
Kane, we both, I think, are committed to trying to 
help provide people with a safe access to our roads as 
-- as we both agreed to. We both want to see this go 
forward. I think the question for some is timing and 
the order in which it's done. 

But, frankly, even if the United States Congress 
finally passes sufficient, significant immigrant 
reform, which it seems to be on its way to doing in 
in as hopeful a direction as I've seen in probably 
over 20 of 25 years, each of our states will have to 
respond to that fact and the fact that we'll have 
people on their way to legal status over a course of 
time . 

And I think Connecticut can regard itself as among the 
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vanguard of people who anticipated that, who took the 
appropriate steps as early as possible and will be 
well ahead of the game when the time comes to welcome 
these people with open arms as fully working members 
of our society. So I -- I thank the gentle lady for 
the time -- or the gentleman from Watertown. 

Thank you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. 

Will you remark? 

Senator Ayala. 

SENATOR AYALA: 

Thank you, and good evening, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Good evening, sir. 

SENATOR AYALA: 

First of all, I'd like to thank the Chairman of 
Transportation for bringing out this bill and 
preparing it and providing the information that he's 
doing, not only for us around the Circle but for those 
folks that are watching on TV as well. 

I also want to thank our Senate leadership for 
bringing this issue to us. I know Senator Looney was 
one of the individuals at the public hearing that we 
had in the City of New Haven where thousands of 
individuals came out to testify and give their reasons 
for supporting or not supporting the bill, although I 
would let my colleagues know that I was there for a 
good portion of the evening, and I would say that 
overwhelmingly, there was more support for this, for 
this bill than those who spoke against it. 

As I sat around and listened to a lot of the comments 
and the debate that has been going on, both from 
individuals who support this measure and those who 
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don't, I -- I can appreciate the comments which are 
being given, because it really, it really talks about 
this struggle that as a nation we're having. Fact of 
the matter is that we have an immigration system 
that's broken. And luckily or well, hopefully -
we'll see --we have federal Legislators that will be 
addressing this and will be able to put individuals 
who are in this country without documents on a pathway 
to citizenship. 

But where we're at this evening is not in an 
immigration debate, because obviously as State 
SeRators and State Representatives, and hopefully when 
the Governor does sign the bill, that's not our duty; 
that's not our job in this Legislature to decide upon 
immigration issues. 

What is within our purview is to regulate the 
roadways, regulate our highways, to talk about what 
our expectations are of individuals who are driving on 
our highways. And the fact of the matter is, whether 
we want to accept it or not, is that we have a group 
of individuals that are using our highways that at 
this point they're not licensed . 

And I know when I take my trip from Bridgeport to the 
Capitol that I have to navigate my way from there to 
here and from here to there. And it is sometimes a 
bit troubling to see the individuals that are driving, 
even with licenses, and how they drive on a highway 
and on our highways. 

So this measure looks to, at the very least, get a 
group of individuals that at this moment in time have 
no actual education as to what the rules are of the 
roadway in the State of Connecticut. This will get 
them educated as to what are the do's and the don'ts 
when you're driving on our highways, and I think that 
that is a good reason to go forward. 

What it also does is -- as mentioned by the Chairman 
of Transportation it really helps to provide, once 
these individuals get licensed and register their 
motor vehicles, it also then puts them into a position 
where they would then have to get insurance. And I 
know that on both ends this is a win-win for everyone, 
a win-win for the individuals that don't have their 
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If they're 
at fault, the 
opportunity to 
personal 

On the other side, the individual who at this point 
does not have a driver's license but may be involved 
in an accident, unfortunately what ends up happening 
in certain instances is that this person leaves the 
scene or is arrested for something that could be taken 
care of administratively. And I don't think that's 
something that we would want, when we know that under 
any other circumstances those individuals would 
essentially have to wait for an officer to come in, 
give their stories, get a police report, report it to 
their insurance, and get their property taken care of. 

Now, I've heard some debate go on, talking about the 
fact that this system seems to kind of make it easier 
for an individual that's not documented to get a bite 
at getting a driver's license. Well, as -- as I, as I 
look here and I look at what the bill calls for, I'll 
read from our ORL report. The bill allows people who 
cannot establish legal presence in the U.S. or do not 
have a Social Security number to -- to obtain 
restrictive licenses if they provide the Commissioner 
with two types of proof of their identity, primary and 
secondary, and a proof of residence in the state. 

Well, it goes on to say, specifically the bill 
requires these applicants to, number one, provide 
proof of residency in Connecticut; number two, provide 
either (A) two forms of primary proof of identity or 
(B) one form of primary proof of identity and one form 
of secondary proof. Now I want to skip down to what 
these primary proof of identity are. Now, I mentioned 
on number two that it says two forms of primary proof 
of identity or one form of a primary proof and one 
form of a secondary proof. 

Well, let's take a look at what the primary proof is. 
Under this bill, the primary proof of identity is, 
number one, a valid foreign passport issued by the 
applicant's country of citizenship; that is (A) 
unexpired or (B) expired for less than three years 
before the application. Well, I would say that out of 
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the 54,000 people who are purported to be the 
individuals that might be able to take advantage of 
this option, I don't know how many of those 
individuals might have those actual documents in-hand, 
and if they do, I don't know how many of them would 
actually be within that 90-day period or unexpired. 

Well, let's move on: Number two, a valid, unexpired 
consular identification document issued by an 
applicant's country of citizenship. Well, I think 
this one might be possible. It might be a step that 
they can take that might be a little bit easier than 
having that unexpired or the 90-day expired passport. 
But that, in and of itself, is not an easy step. That 
requires the individual who is looking to get the 
license to have to go to a consulate office. Now, we 
do have various offices here in the State of 
Connecticut but not all of them. So maybe for a 
handful of individuals that might apply, but the fact 
of the matter is these folks will have to make a trip, 
take a trip to most likely New York to go to the 
consulate office in New York to get the proper 
documentation; not an easy task . 

And the last way, the last form, number three, a 
consular report of an applicant's birth in a foreign 
country. Once again, the same procedure as number 
two. This would actually require the individual to go 
to the consulate office to get the documents that 
would serve as proof. 

So what we're saying here is to be able to gain 
access, they would have to have two out of those three 
options to be able to apply. Yes, the second -
excuse me -- the secondary proof would be applicable 
if they had only one, but as the fine Senator who 
spoke before me mentioned, a lot of those are sort of 
unrealistic to get, because they just don't have 
access to those type of secondary proof of identity. 

So-- excuse me -- so when we're talking about that 
we're making it easy, when we're talking about that 
it's an unfair advantage, I don't necessarily agree to 
that premise. 

I'd like to talk a little bit about some other ideas 
or things that we, the laws that we've done here in 
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this building that I had the opportunity to support as 
well. Earlier we talked about the Connecticut DREAM 
Act, and interestingly enough, a lot of folks at that 
time when we talked about the DREAM Act, they 
mentioned that it was, it would be almost impossible 
to control, that it would take away opportunity from 
folks, that people would not have the same access as 
they had before. 

I think where we're at right now, after a couple of 
years of seeing that law in effect, it really has not 
made such a significant hardship for anyone. Folks 
can still get to the college of choice that they like. 
They still have the opportunities, whether citizen or 
not. All we did was open up opportunity, and folks 
have been able to take advantage of that opportunity 
on a limited basis. 

The fact that the State of Connecticut would entertain 
the idea of having another class of driver be able to 
have access to driver's license, I don't necessarily 
agree with the premise that it will create a magnet 
that will attract more individuals to come to the 
State of Connecticut. Because the fact of the matter 
is the individuals who have come to this great country 
don't come to this country looking for a license; they 
come in search of an opportunity. They come in search 
of being able to do something to take care of their 
families, to do the things that immigrants from the 
time this country was founded until today are still 
searching for, and that's a better way of life; simple 
as that, a better way of life. 

And I don't think that we're standing here saying that 
we're going to give this class of undocumented 
individual a hand-up as opposed to others, because 
fact of the matter, if -- if you look or listen to 
individuals that actually are advocates on this issue, 
there actually seems to be more folks going back home 
than coming into this country, because the job 
opportunities or the economies in the, in these other 
countries are actually a little bit better than what 
there are here today. 

But finally, I agree earlier when this debate started, 
Senator Meyer spoke about the safety issue and then 
also Senator LeBeau mentioned it as well. And when --
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when I stand up here, it's not necessarily because I 
want to give a hand-up to a person who is 
undocumented. I -- I really think about my drive home 
every night when I leave this Chamber, and I think 
about the individuals that are driving next to me on 
that highway. 

I want to make sure that everyone who is using our 
highways is competent. I want to make sure that 
everyone who is driving on our highways understands 
the rules of the roadway, and I want to understand, 
and I also want to know that everyone that's on that 
highway has passed the knowledge portion of the test 
and the roadway portion of the test and that someone 
from the DMV has put their stamp of approval as saying 
that this individual knows enough of the roadway rules 
and has passed the proficiency in driving our, in our 
roadways and that, and that the fact that these people 
are on the roadway and they understand these rules 
will make it that much easier for me to get home to my 
family. 

So at the end of the day, I urge my colleagues to 
support this bill. It's a good bill and it ought to 
pass. 

Thank you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. 

Will you remark? 

Senator Welch. 

SENATOR WELCH: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

I'd like to start tonight by talking about a number of 
things that we all agree upon, and the first is -- is 
that we have an immigration crisis here in this 
country, and I think everybody in the Circle, 
everybody watching on TV would say yes, we do . 

And -- and the second thing is that the federal 
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government has failed to deal with that, to deal with 
that in a way that would address some of the very 
issues we're talking about today or tonight. 

And I think the third is that everybody in the Circle 
would applaud Senator Maynard and those who are the 
opponents of this bill to try to -- to address those 
issues in this great vacuum that the federal 
government has left for us. 

Where I begin, I think, to separate from -- from the 
proponents of this bill is that I am not convinced 
that the bill we have before us is the right policy. 
And -- and I don't think I have to go too far out on a 
limb to say that, because a number of other people in 
other states have already said that. I think that one 
of the beautiful things about, one of the many 
beautiful things about the government that we have in 
the United States, in the federal system that we have 
is states are allowed to experiment. States are 
allowed to try new things, to solve problems that 
either aren't being addressed on a national front or 
might be unique to them . 

In fact, in the last two years I've been here, I think 
the State of Connecticut has been doing a lot of 
experimenting, a lot of trying to get out ahead of a 
number of issues that -- that face our country and 
face our state, but this isn't one of them. This 
isn't one of them. In fact, 11 states have tried 
this; 11 states have passed the bill that we have 
before us. And Senator Maynard mentioned Illinois, 
New Mexico, Utah, and Washington, but the reality is 
that 7 of those 11 have since said, hey, this doesn't 
work; this is bad policy. The police officers who 
thought this was going to help them, when they made a 
stop on the road, found out it didn't. The people who 
thought that -- that there would be more insured 
motorists found out that that wasn't the case. And 
those that were expecting to find safer roads didn't 
find that. So this is not unique, and I think the 
lesson that we ought to be taking from the experience 
of those other states is that it's not wise for us to 
go down this same path. It's not wise for us to say, 
hey, I know this legislation didn't work if your state 
but we can make it work here in the State of 
Connecticut. 
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Ironically, we almost tried that last week when a 
Workers' Compensation bill was brought before this 
Chamber and debate had begun. And I think wisely the 
bill was passed temporarily, but the reality is, is 
what that bill would have done is it would have 
implemented a law that the State of California 
implemented and then rejected because it was going to 
further endanger the financial stability of that, of 
that state and the Workers' Compensation fund there as 
well. 

So there are a lot of lessons, a lot of -- of things 
we can glean from the experience of the other states 
rather than delve into the weeds of -- of the bill we 
have before us. For instance, Associated Press 
reported a story in New Mexico that 17 people with 
different last names applied for a driver's license 
from the same address within a 9-month period. 
Another lesson we can learn from the State of New 
Mexico, before they had this bill, the uninsured rate 
in that state was 26 percent. What's it now? It's 
almost 30 percent . 

So, Madam President, what I struggle with tonight is 
that what we are saying to those living within the 
State of Connecticut that might not be citizens is 

\ 
that we have a policy. We have some hope. We have 
something that's going to help your life. We have 
something that's going to make our streets safer. We 
have something for the police officers that might help 
them when they pull somebody over. We have something 
that's going to increase or decrease -- excuse me -
the number of uninsured motorists in the state; but 
that's not the case. That's not the experience of the 
other states who have tried this. So we're holding 
out a false hope, a false promise. We're holding out 
a false policy. 

Madam President, I -- I, for one, personally, would 
like to do_things that would accomplish the goals that 
have been stated in this Circle. I, for one, would 
like to do things that would address the serious issue 
of immigration that we have in this state, that our 
federal government has -- has failed to address. I 
would like to engage in that discussion. I would like 
to have that debate. I would like to solve these 
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problems, but from what I understand from those who 
have gone before us with this very same legislation, 
this doesn't do it. 

This doesn't do it. It might allow us to say some 
things; it might give us some good sound bites. It 
might make people feel better for a little bit, but it 
doesn't solve the problems. And, frankly, Madam 
President, I have a fear that we might be back here in 
a few years, just like Hawaii, just like Maryland, 
just like Michigan, just like Florida, just like 
Tennessee saying this didn't work. And in the 
meantime, we did a disservice to those living in the 
State of Connecticut. 

Thank you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Will you remark? Will you remark? 

Senator Markley. 

SENATOR MARKLEY: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

My colleagues have raised a series of questions and 
objections and doubts about this program and also 
advantages and concerns that would be addressed. 
There's the matter of the integrity of the documents 
that would be involved in obtaining these licenses, as 
was discussed at some length by Senator McLachlan and 
others. I share some of his concerns, especially 
about the consular documents which have come up as a 
means of identification, which there seems to be 
evidence to have severe doubts about. 

There's been the matter of the practical effects of 
putting this law into place, in terms of the cost and 
the potential burden it might place on the Department 
of Motor Vehicles. There's the matters of safety that 
were brought up by Senator Meyer, earlier this evening 
and -- and by others, I think a very legitimate 
concern, something that Senate Crisco has mentioned to 
me informally as we sit aside one another over the 
last few days. And, finally, there's the fact of the 

003606 



• 

• 

• 

365 mhr/gbr 
SENATE May 29, 2013 

overwhelming opposition of the people of the state 
according to polls, and I would say in my own 
experience and the correspondence I'd received, the 
opposition that I've heard in my own district. 

These practical considerations, let's say, can be 
argued and they can be addressed. They can be 
addressed in the course of the formation of the 
regulation. They can be answered in other ways. I'll 
lay them aside; it's not on the basis of those things 
that I will cast my vote. 

I oppose this legislation because I believe firmly in 
the essential importance of citizenship, and I believe 
there's no other ground on which we can meet but as 
citizens of the United States. As citizens we're 
equal. We stand on the same principles. We stand 
devoted to the same flag. We are subject to the same 
laws, and we are entitled to the same rights and the 
same protections. 

You know, and recently, I think of Senator Crisco 
again, because in his group that -- that governs the 
Connecticut Hall of Fame, in their last class admitted 
to my mind the greatest hero that the state has 
produced, Roger Sherman, really a giant among the 
founders. And let me say about Roger Sherman that he 
was a shoemaker for the first 20-or-more years of his 
life, and he was never a man of great property; he was 
a man who always scraped by. 

And yet he went to Philadelphia to the Continental 
Congress and was assigned along with Thomas Jefferson 
and John Adams and Benjamin Franklin to write the 
Declaration of Independence. He stood in that room as 
an equal to those men because he was a citizen, as 
they were, and there was no higher status to be held. 

I think that was a day in which we perhaps best 
understood the glory of that kind of equality. And I 
believe we have to prize that notion of citizenship 
and not promulgate a set of laws that creates a 
substratum, a second-class citizenship of sorts that 
is not entitled to the same rights and privileges and 
obligations that we are as citizens . 

You know, I will say from personal experience, I feel 
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that I have seen that society in some ways when I have 
visited Los Angeles, a place I have been, sometimes a 
place that fascinates me. It's like a foreign 
country, a different flora and fauna, a different 
light on the landscape, a different place in many ways 
and I think, most disquietingly, in the sense in which 
I see it as a kind of a dual society, separate and not 
equal, a society in which one class sits and eats\and 
the other class serves, divided as I see it by 
language, by culture, by legal status, and worst of 
all, I believe, by opportunity. By opportunity; that 
is what we can't deny people, full and equal 
opportunity. 

That is not the future I want to see for this state 
and this country, but it's where I believe we're 
headed if we continue to treat the symptoms of the 
immigration problem that we have instead of addressing 
and applying the cure. And I believe that citizenship 
is the only cure, the only path that can make us whole 
as a society, equal as Americans and truly brothers 
and sisters beneath this flag, as we need to be . 

And I know that the path to citizenship is a hard 
road. For years I taught citizenship classes, every 
Saturday, five-and-a-half hours at a stretch. If it 
was hard for me, it was harder on those good people 
that sat there and heard me rehearse the entire 
history of the country and every aspect of the 
government at -- at that length. And as you can 
imagine, I loved doing it. I loved sharing that 
history and that, those principles which I care so 
deeply about. And I loved the students who embraced 
that history, who engaged with the history, argued 
with me about it but who were willing to become a part 
of it, to take up their role in it and who sacrificed 
from their scant leisure time and from their limited 
means to go through that process so that they could 
join us as full and equal citizens of the United 
States of America. 

I believe to extend privileges without granting rights 
simply aggravates an injustice, and I think in the end 
it will hurt the very people that we intend this 
evening to help. I think it's wrong-headed and it's a 
mistake that I cannot support . 
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(Senator Duff in the Chair.) 

SENATOR MARKLEY: 

Thank you, very much, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Frantz. 

SENATOR FRANTZ: 

Thank you, Mr. President, and good evening. 

Let me start by saying this, that we are a nation of 
immigrants and we will be in perpetuity. That's our 
DNA; that's part of our founding documentation, part 
of our Constitution, part of our culture. And it's 
the way we should be. We are in so many ways the 
greatest nation in the world, and we can remain so by 
celebrating that part of the American experience and 
the American chemistry. Our population is largely 
traced back to immigrants, one or two generations, as 
well as currently, of the current generation of of 
immigrants. And that is the way it should be. 

But I also think that we're a very successful nation, 
Mr. President, because we have set standards in the 
past, whether it's driving on the right-hand side of 
the road, something as simple as that, or recognizing 
red as the university color in our country for stop or 
caution or slow down; yes, maybe language to a certain 
extend too. But if we start to relax our standards, 
are we not asking for some trouble for, exactly as 
Senator Markley pointed out, for the people that we 
are trying to help? 

We are all trying to help those who come to this 
country and help them lift themselves up, with our 
help, to get to a point where they can be 
self-sustaining and support their families and have 
the wonderful life that many of us have been able to 
enjoy in this country. And I think that is the 
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overall goal that we as Legislators should place as 
the priority going forward. 

However, when it comes to this bill, which -- and -
and I do understand the logic behind it; there is 
definitely some -- some sense to look into this issue, 
and that's why I'll jump ahead a little bit and I will 
say that I'm very much in favor of supporting a study 
of this, a working group going forward. 

It doesn't have to be there for three or five years; 
it can be there for three months and five months and 
figure out a whole lot about this issue and come up 
with. some great policy recommendations in terms of 
what the right thing to do is to deal with this 
challenge of undocumented workers not having a way to 
get to where they need to be for education purposes, 
for work purposes or whatever the case might be. 

So I will, in the case of the bill, Section 3, be a 
big proponent of that. I don't think there are any 
amendments that will carve out, only Section 3, but 
there will be some amendments that do address this 
later, which I will speak in favor of as well . 

And I -- I won't go through the whole issue of 
security that has been very articulately spelled out 
by Senatpr Boucher and others before me, and no need 
to -- to go down that road once again; it would 
definite be redundant. But that is a huge priority 
and it should be for every, for this Legislator and it 
should be for everybody else. All of the incidents 
that were recited, including some of the more recent 
ones here have a bearing in this particular case in 
this issue and in this bill. But let's not go over 
trodden territory again. 

Let's get down to what Senator Meyer and Senator 
Maynard have said are the basic principles of this 
initiative, which is to increase safety; I get that. 
And I believe that is a noble cause and a noble goal 
to have for this particular issue of undocumented 
workers and a lack of a license. But what we have to 
do is get it right. 

We've seen so many programs well-intentioned or 
otherwise fall on their face because they weren't well 
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thought out. I'm not convinced that this bill is 
is the best written bill at all, and we need to take a 
look at this. We know for a fact that there are other 
states out there who have tried this as an experiment. 
I think it's a total of 15 or 16 have done it; 7 have 
repealed it, completely repealed it. And there must 
be reasons for them having done that. 

We need to find out why. I don't have any data, 
myself. I've been looking all over the Internet for 
good data; it's hard to find. There are little bits 
and pieces but nothing that I view as conclusive going 
forward to either argue for or against this. But in 
the meantime, before passing this bill, we need to 
know a lot more. 

Again, I said it before on another bill, statutes can 
become, they can become a matter of law that last for, 
you know, a thousand years. We need to get this 
right. I'm sure it'll be amended in -- in the future, 
but the principle of this is an important one and we 
have to, we have to get this right. 

And, Mr. President, at the end of the day we can't 
forget that this really, genuinely is a federal issue, 
at the end of the day. Micromanaging this in 50 
different states isn't going to help the issue of, 
again, creating a standard which will support a much 
more orderly system of immigration in this country and 
a set of standards that, quite frankly, has allowed us 
to become such a great nation in so many different 
ways, whether it's in research, whether it's in 
education, transportation, military prowess, whatever 
the case might be. It's standards that have allowed 
us to progress as the greatest nation in the history 
of mankind. 

Rhetorically, the -- the question I have is: What 
kind of incentives are we setting up for people? We 
are known in Connecticut as a very generous state. 
There are housing subsidies. There are health care 
subsidies. There are education subsidies. There's 
in-state tuition for undocumented workers. Whatever 
the merits are for all of those different issues, 
adding one more may create an unintended consequence 
of attracting people to the state merely for those 
reasons. 
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And if we lower the standards there in terms of being 
able to make sure that there are taxpayers, making 
sure that they're contributing to the community, to 
the municipality, to the state, overall. If we don't 
have those standards, you know, really what -- what 
are we asking for at the end of the day? A successful 
society. Joe, Senator Joe Markley went down this road 
a couple of minutes ago, talking about the integrity 
of a society or a culture, and it's so delicate in so 
many different ways. We don't realize it because, you 
know, we've been around for 40, 50, 60, 70 years, and 
that's a short period of time in an overall larger 
span of time, and we don't know exactly what the 
effects are longer term on -- on the overall culture 
and the overall society if we, if we change our 
standards and loosen things up too much. 
And it can happen very quickly, and it's very hard to 
recover from traumatic changes. 

I think we do need to do some sort of a cost-benefit 
analysis here; OFA always faithfully comes out with 
their analysis of what it's going to cost the state, 
and in this case it looks like it's somewhat of a 
break even. But, you know, do -- do we really know 
what the costs are? We've seen this in so many other 
issues, whether it's legalizing medical marijuana or 
essentially decriminalizing medical marijuana; what 
are the other costs that we're not really taking into 
account? 

Police officers, Senator Witkos will tell you a lot 
about what the additional costs are that weren't taken 
into account by our own OFA. And not that they're 
meant to do that, because that's probably beyond their 
scope of responsibility, but there are additional 
costs and we need to know what those are. 

We need, we need to, before moving forward, fully 
understand what we're doing here. Fifty-four thousand 
licenses, it could be. It could be; that could be 
another 50 percent on top of that, for all we know. 
We --we really don't know; it's all based on the 
Census and the Census, if it was done again today 
could be substantially different. So we, maybe we 
should at least take a stab at what -- what the real 
numbers are here and what those real costs might be. 
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And in the meantime, even if it takes three months or 
six months or whatever to get this all figured out, we 
around the Circle and -- and downstairs, and even in 
the Executive Branch, have been big, huge proponents 
of -- of mass transport, mass transportation and 
carpooling. 

I'll try to do that every time I can. I've got an 
88-mile drive every day to get up here, and I will 
definitely try to drive someone else up or go with 
another person or two other people to try to make that 
happen. You can save a tremendous amount of money, 
save the taxpayers money, as a matter of fact, as a 
result of carpooling. And we shouldn't forget about 
that as being a noble cause as well. 

So if it's three months or six months for us to get 
this all figured out, and we're asking people who 
don't have a license right now to -- to gang up with 
other people and -- and use some public transportation 
or carpooling, we've got at least a temporary answer. 
And, yes, maybe the answer is, you know, figure out a 
way to issue licenses, but at least we'll know exactly 
how to do it and importantly, you know, get -- get it 
right. 

The standards that we were talking about -- and 
Senator Meyer brought this up before -- he said he 
wouldn't want to get onto an airplane with someone who 
didn't have a license. I, you know, I -- I don't know 
exactly what the knowledge test involves, so I may ask 
you that, Senator Maynard in a minute here, but -
but, you know, is it sufficient? 

And with respect to Senator Maynard [sic] getting onto 
on aircraft, he can rest assured that someone who is 
going to fly him in an airplane is qualified by the 
FAA, who has very strict standards. They've been 
strict for nearly a hundred years now. We're a 
hundred and four years into flight, and, if anything, 
they're getting more and more strict. You have to go 
through initial training that is rigorous, and you 
have to go through recurrent training once if not 
twice a year to stay current in make and model. You 
have to get an FAA medical certificate, which is a 
very, very rigorous medical examination; and, if 
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you're flying commercially, you have to do that on an 
annual basis. If you start to reduce those standards, 
it's pretty obvious what happens; flying becomes a lot 
less safe. 

And we would probably see that on the roads if we 
started loosening the standards, so -- and I don't 
know if we're doing that in this case because I don't 
know about the knowledge test and I don't know what 
the driving test would actually be like and all that. 
But, again, all in the interest of getting this right 
and getting it right for safety's sake, we need to 
make sure that we are having the same kind of 
standards that all of us faced and -- and our children 
are currently facing as they go and get their driver's 
permit and then eventually their license. 

And -- and by the way, I think Connecticut has one of 
the most strict driving laws for younger people in the 
country. I could be wrong but I think we're certainly 
in the top two; and that's a good thing. We have 
deliberated for years to get that right; I think we've 
got it right. It's a six-month period where you're 
only allowed to drive with someone who's over 21 or 
someone in the family, no passengers. After that, 
you're on essentially probation for another six 
months; then you're on another, lighter level of -- of 
probation standards with a curfew and so on. And then 
after 18 months, once you've proven yourself as a good 
driver, then you're on your own. 

Again, you know, are there, are there incentives that 
we're setting up here that are just not in the right 
place or are we not giving people incentive to go out 
and get insurance? If that's one of the big goals of 
this bill, are we not doing the right thing within the 
statutory language of this bill, proposed bill; do 
they really have the incentive to go out and get the 
training? Do they really have the incentive to go out 
and buy the insurance? Insurance is not cheap -- and 
I -- I know for sure -- and I'm not sure that the bill 
gives them all the incentive in the world to go out 
and -- and buy insurance to get them up to the current 
legal standards that we all have to. 

So, again, you know, Section 3 is a good one. I think 
that's one that we should pass or at least amend to 
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pass . 

And through you, Mr. President, I do have a couple 
questions for Senator Maynard, if he's still in the 
Chamber. There he is coming back. 

THE CHAIR: 

Hey, Senator Maynard. 

SENATOR FRANTZ: 

Coming back to --

THE CHAIR: 

Take your seat, sir. 

SENATOR FRANTZ: 

Thank -- thank you, Mr. President. 

Take your time, Senator Maynard. Thank you . 

Through you, Mr. President. 

There are at least seven other states that have 
reversed their policy on this, and each one has been 
different in certain ways, but my question_ for you, 
and through you, Mr. President is: Why did they 
change their stance on this particular issue? 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Maynard. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

Yes; well, thank you, Mr. President. 

I appreciate that, Senator Frantz. I -- I was just 
noting that two of the seven have now reversed 
themselves again and in this session reinstituted a 
driver's license for undocumented immigrants. And 
California, the third of those seven, so it's three 
out of the seven will have -- if California proceeds 
and passes this through the Senate and it's signed 
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They did it over a period of time, from 2003 to about 
2010, often for a variety of reasons. Some was 
claimed difficulties with the Real ID compliance with 
the federal government. Some where they didn't feel 
that they had put in place sufficient systems in order 
to address some of the Real ID problems, that it was 
better just to reverse it during that period. I think 
some of them have worked that through now. 

Three examples, Maine -- I -- I had them here just a 
moment ago -- and two other states, there are just no 
apparent record of what led them to decide to opt out. 
So it is a sort of a curious path for some of these 
states. 

We are working to mirror the best practices, and as I 
said before, there's quite a considerable amount of 
documentation on what other states are doing to ensure 
validation of --of documents from abroad. There's 
new electronic measures that are quite secure. 
Advances in this keep occurring all the time, and with 
our own strength and abilities to, you know, validate 
things through government-to-government channels, 
there's a greater, I think, integrity to the system 
and confidence that it's -- it's producing good 
results. So I think we're seeing a trend, in fact, 
back in the other direction. 

It, I -- I can understand some consternation that can 
cause among people. Why this sort of whipsawing? But 
it is. It has been over a difficult period of time; 
beginning right after the period of 9/11, we were in 
conflict abroad. There was a lot of confusion and 
consternation about immigration in this country, and I 
think that may have led some -- some states to back 
off for a period of time. And now they feel greater 
confidence to move back in the direction. But it's a 
very valid question; I appreciate you raising it. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Frantz. 

SENATOR FRANTZ: 
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Through you, Mr. President, thank you for that answer. 

And out of curiosity as we move forward, regardless of 
what happens to the bill, I would want to know what 
the reasons are for the whipsawing back and forth; and 
-- and some of the states have not reversed themselves 
back and reversed their reversal yet and -- and what 
-- what their thinking is. And, you know, as has been 
pointed out before in the Chamber, these states are 
great experimental laboratory for these different 
ideas, and -- and we could learn a lot from the 
different databases that -- that exist in -- in those 
different states. 

Through you, Mr. President, I'm very curious about the 
economic impacts, that scenario that I've spent a lot 
of time on and -- and have a great passion for. So, 
through you, Mr. President, Senator Maynard, are you 
aware of any studies that show that this may have an 
adverse impact on -- on existing workers in the State 
of Connecticut? Does -- does this invite any sort of 
challenge in terms of economic development? The 
reason why I ask is because I've received some e-mails 
from constituents who are very concerned that their 
businesses are going to be adversely affected 
dramatically. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Maynard. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

Yes, through you, Mr. President. 

I have not seen formal studies, but we do have some 
information and some data that speaks to the impact of 
immigrants in the state in terms of taxation, revenue, 
and so forth. I think it would be fair to say that 
the vast majority of these folks who would seek a 
driver's license are employed, are currently employed 
in the some manner. Presumably they're, you know, 
providing for themselves and their family adequately 
or hoping to, and they are providing a service and 
helping a business succeed. So I think in regard to 
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what role they're playing, they're playing probably a 
fairly positive one in all regards. They're not, you 
know, to the extent that they're employed, they're -
they're meeting their own needs and taking care of 
their own responsibilities and -- and that of their 
families. 

We do have some data from 2010 that indicates -- and 
I'll have to -- oh, it's from the Institute for 
Taxation and Economic Policy that undocument~d 
families already pay about $14 million in personal 
income taxes in the State of Connecticut, about 31 
million in property taxes, and about $75 million in 
sales taxes. So their presence here is obviously a 
positive economic gain for the state. And -- and we 
can only imagine that if their driving status and -
and insurability, having a driver's license and their 
ability even, as I mentioned earlier, perhaps to buy a 
vehicle now that could be ensured legally with a bank 
loan will only add to that. 

So I think, I think on balance it's probably a 
positive thing. Of course, there could be those who 
would say jobs are being, you know, taken by those who 
are not here, and that's, you know, that's a debate 
that has been ongoing. But the numbers at least show 
us a fairly positive outcome. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Frantz. 

SENATOR FRANTZ: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Through you, thank you to Senator Maynard for that 
answer. 

A final question for you is: And I know the number 
has surfaced before, but what do the polls say in the 
State of Connecticut with respect to this issue either 
in favor or against; do you know that? 

Through you, Mr. President . 

THE CHAIR: 
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Senator Maynard. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Well, I think it's well-known in this Chamber that I'm 
not usually one who applies himself to the polls; if I 
had, I would have voted different on a number of 
controversial issues. I try to do that which I think 
is in the best interest of all of our citizens in the 
state, and sometimes that means lending the folks 
within our constituencies our judgment as well as our 
labor. 

So I -- I gather from anecdotal reference that a 
majority of our state residents don't fully support 
this measure. And I think it -- it speaks to the 
importance of representative government that we have 
the ability here to understand, explore, and 
thoroughly engage in a debate of the facts, whereas a 
great many of our citizens, either because of a lack 
of full interest in the matter or a lack of time or 
their inability to access the data as we are able to, 
with full staffs, have the chance to have these kinds 
of open discourses and then make informed decisions. 

So I'm not calling citizens of this state uninformed; 
I'm saying that we have the privilege of being better 
informed on the specifics. And I think a lot of minds 
would be changed if we had them, if they could stay 
awake while watching this kind of scintillating debate 
at night and perhaps hear this kind of colloquy; it 
might help inform them. 

But I'm hopeful as the, as the issues are brought 
forward that people will begin to see it as a 
common-sense element and maybe soften some of those 
original reactions. But you're -- you're probably 
correct that the majority of folks are right now not 
in favor of this. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Frantz . 
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SENATOR FRANTZ: 

Thank you; and I'm done with my questioning now, Mr. 
President. 

Thank you, Senator Maynard for those answers, and we 
will definitely check on CT-N's ratings to see how 
many people are watching this debate tonight. 
Hopefully a lot are; it would be good for everybody's 
sake. 

Let me just conclude by saying the same thing that I 
said when I opened up, which is we are a nation of 
immigrants; that's the way it's always going to be. 
And that's a great thing; it's something to celebrate. 

With respect to driving and licenses for undocumented 
workers, let's get this right so that we really do 
have a system that makes the roads safer, that causes 
people to go out and buy insurance so everybody is 
protected financially. Let's not do something that 
isn't well thought out and isn't necessarily wanted or 
desired by the majority of people in Connecticut . 

And I do appreciate your answer, Senator Maynard to 
this, that in representative government you do have 
the added ability to think a little more objectively 
and get into the issues more in-depth, and I don't 
disagree with that. But then again, it is important 
to take into account what the public does say. 

And, again, let's get this right before voting it. I 
say study bill not -- not a -- a bill that actually 
enacts what's asked for in Senate -- in House Bill 
6495. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Kissel. 

SENATOR KISSEL: 

Thank you, very much, Mr. President. It's great to 
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I can't help but notice here we are and several hours 
into the debate on the bill. It's about 17 minutes 
past 10 on Wednesday, and I see the lightening. And 
very rarely do I see lightening flashing across our 
very high windows, and so I've been alerted that this 
storm, very irnpactful storm has zipped through 
Litchfield County, and now it's probably pummeling my 
district. And I hope my wife Cindy and sons Nathaniel 
and Tristan are safe, as well as the hundred-thousand 
constituents I have in North Central Connecticut, 
because from the windows here, looking north, it does 
look pretty, pretty serious. 

I've enjoyed listening to the debate on this bill this 
evening, and I don't intend to filibuster the bill or 
anything like that. And, in fact, I -- I actually 
don't have any questions at this time for -- for 
Chairman Maynard, who brought out the bill. I've -
I've sat here and I've thought about this, and 
actually, I've -- I've been thinking about this since 
the -- the notion of the bill first carne to my 
attention in news' reports several months ago, trying 
to think about how I would go about approaching this 
particular piece of proposed legislation. 

And as I examine what we have before us, despite some 
of the problems with the details, to my mind it is a 
more fundamental statement as to where we're going as 
a state. And I approach it that it actually raises 
two fundamental points; one is regarding fairness and 
the second is regarding trust. And I'm going to 
address them seriatim that way, with the first issue 
being fairness. 

And I don't think that we nece~sarily have to go back 
to the primordial ooze of Ghana Wandaland when the 
world had one, giant land mass and one, giant ocean. 
But I do think it's helpful to very briefly go back to 
North America. If we're going to talk about 
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There was this great nation, North America, and tribes 
settled here, tens of thousands of years ago. And we 
shouldn't be overly nostalgic about the way that world 
was, because fundamentally -- and I am no expert on 
Native Americans -- but if one looks at Indian tribes 
and Indian nations, there were some that were 
extremely peaceful and there were some that are 
extremely warlike. There were some that were 
extremely sedentary, territorial, and there were some 
that were nomadic. 

When the first settlers settled here, and that in and 
of itself is a matter for conjecture, whether we go 
back to Christopher Columbus or even earlier than that 
with some of the Scandinavian explorers -- and if you 
love those Discovery Channel and SciFi Channel and 
those programs, there is substantial evidence that 
there were folks who discovered America far before 
Christopher Columbus, along the Northeast Coast, north 
and in New England, up into Canada. 

But the nation that Columbus and the other early 
explorers founded was already populated. So the first 
premise is we are all fundamentally, unless we are a 
hundred percent Native America, immigrants in some 
way. Our ancestors carne here from somewhere. And I 
think it's important to start with that touchstone. 

Now how did we get here? Well, the first giant wave 
was primarily English, but then we're all very 
familiar with other waves as well. Were there quotas? 
No, there were not quotas. In fact, let's look at our 
little corner of the world, here in New England. What 
was New England? New England was fundamentally a 
safety valve for Great Britain. 

There's an old adage, if you want to remember the 
kings and what took place in the 17th Century; James 
and Charles and Charles and James all look best in 
picture frames. That'll get you from about 1600 
almost to 1700. James the First carne down from 
Scotland; Charles the First, English Civil War, Oliver 
Cromwell; Charles the Second, and then James the 
Second, waxing evermore Catholic, causing problems 
after the English Civil War and the wars over 
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religion; the Glorious Revolution, James the Second, 
no bloodshed but William, Mary brought in, and a great 
change. 

Amongst that English history there were percolations 
of this and that regarding all different religious 
sects. We are familiar with our friends the Pilgrims, 
the Puritans. But as a safety valve, fundamentally, 
the ruling powers of England and Great Britain said, 
It's okay; we will help you to leave. And they 
settled; Mayflower Compact, 1620, other parts of New 
England throughout the 1600s, different sects. 

Connecticut -- I grew up in Windsor -- we prided 
ourselves on being the first English settlement. One 
of those great, stalked grapevines is ours; we lay 
claim to it. Hartford and Wethersfield lay claim to 
the other ones. 

The nation that the English colonists arrived in, 
especially in New England was tumultuous; I go back to 
the Native Americans. And if you are the least bit 
like me, on occasion you will wander through, to 
gather your thoughts, through an old graveyard, 
because we are filled with them here in New England. 

And I always used to marvel at all the graves with all 
the soldiers and their titles, and they all died in 
King Philip's War. And I'm thinking, who was King 
Philip? I don't remember any King Philip in English 
history. And I had to sort of plow through the 
history books and come to the conclusion that King 
Philip was a great Indian chief of the Wampanoag 
tribe~ We might know him as Metacomet, and the 
Metacomet Trail runs through my district. 

And at that time in the early beginnings of New 
England history, there was a conflagration between 
Indian tribes led by King Philip of the Wampanoags and 
other tribes, such as the Narragansetts, Podunks, 
others, against the English settlers and their allies, 
the Mohegans, some other tribes, praying Indians. And 
this is all around 1676, 1674. And the two factions 
numbered in excess of about 3000, and it was a brutal 
war that engulfed all of New England. Over 50 percent 
of every village in New England was attacked. Over 
one-tenth of every English settler able to serve in 
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defense of their village was killed. But at the end 
of the day, it was King Philip, Metacomet and the 
Indian tribes that suffered the most, in excess of 
3000. So we have a wave of settlers bumping up 
against Native Americans. 

We can move forward through the decades, more English 
settlers, settlers from different parts of Europe, 
Ireland. But now let's not ignore the other huge 
waves; slavery, African Americans brought to this 
nation in chains, subjugated. If we're going to look 
at immigration, we have to take note of that 
immigration as well. 

And what about that other sort of type of slavery that 
was under the radar, coming to America as an 
indentured servant, where you had to work for your 
freedom? And sometimes the rules of the game made it 
so hard that you could never be free, not a formal 
slave, not sold on the block, but always working for 
someone else and never, ever being able to be free. 
So we can move through these waves and look at our 
history and understand that America has always been a 
nation of immigrants, and it has not always been 
pleasant. 

We go through the 19th Century, get past the Civil 
War, and all of a sudden we harken back to our friends 
the robber barons. Whether you want to start off with 
the Commodore Cornelius Vanderbilt buying up all his 
railroads or Andrew Carnegie, over in Pittsburgh, 
building up his steel, wherever you want to go, we can 
touch there, Junius Pierpont Morgan, financial empire; 
John D., Standard Oil. 

Wherever you want, those massive industries moved our 
nation forward, and those massive industries needed 
people power, essentially manpower to propel them. 
And so as the immigrants got off the ships, there were 
jobs throughout the land, not great jobs, very often 
brutal jobs, very often jobs that called the workers 
to rebel, but there were jobs. And there were jobs 
and opportunity; as bad and as tough as it could be in 
America, it was still better than where they came 
from . 

And now as each succeeding wave came into our nation, 
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they would bump up against the preceding one. So 
while the industrialists would welcome the Irish after 
the Great Potato Famine with open arms, then a few 
decades later you would see "Irish need not apply." 
We've had our fill of these folks; we've had enough. 

Italy, Poland, building bridges, building skyscrapers; 
one thing led to another. Andrew Carnegie's steel 
made it possible to build bridges across rivers that 
we could never dream of. And on the other side of 
that river was a city that we could reach up to the 
sky with those skyscrapers. Our nation was built on 
the backs of immigrants. 

And there has been some sad tales, too, because as 
each wave bumped into another, all of sudden Congress 
was implored to have strict quotas. And I'll always 
remember a very heartbreaking story, that there was a 
giant cruise ship filled with.Jewish immigrants trying 
to get out of France prior to World War II, trying to 
find sanctuary in the United States. And our beloved 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt said you, we've reached our 
quota; send the ship back to France . 

And the real-life history is that that doomed many of 
those people, but FOR did what he felt was right. He 
had to balance popular sentiment, couldn't just push 
us into the war. Trying to do Lend-Lease with 
Britain, it was a difficult time. And at that time 
very popular feeling in America was leave us alone. 
We don't want any foreign entanglements; we've had 
enough of it. And we went kicking and screaming into 
World War II; believe me. 

Around 1965 America finally had enough with quotas and 
we· tried to do away with that policy. And as a matter 
of public policy, we started to sort of fumble our way 
forward. And since 1965, what we've had is a mishmash 
and a hodgepodge of federal policies that stop and 
start and stop and start, and at the same time we have 
an unholy alliance between businesses, agriculture, 
and undocumented workers, so many coming up from 
Mexico, Central America, and South America to find 
opportunity in our country. 

And Senator Ayala is correct; America has not 
necessarily been the land of milk and honey over the 
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last few years, but for so many decades we were. And 
as businesses raced to embrace these individuals that 
sought freedom and the benefits of America and wanted 
to put their back into their labor and help out, and 
businesses embraced these workers, government fumbled, 
had no cogent policy, and tried to put together a 
mishmash policy that just doesn't work anymore, 
because it's not just Mexico, Central America, South 
America; it's the Middle East; it's African nations; 
it's Asian nations. 

Because the other great thing that's propelled this 
issue forward was the same thing that Senator Frantz 
touched upon, was our wonderful aircraft industry and 

~ 

airliners that made travel around the globe something 
that is commonplace nowadays. It doesn't take four 
months to cross the Atlantic in a small ship; it takes 
a few hours to cross the Atlantic. You can get from 
one part of the world to the other in the air in less 
than a day. 

So that brings us to the fundamental first question. 
If individuals are here and they're not documented and 
yet the government counts as a work policy that 
embraces them, is it fundamentally fair to allow them 
other benefits? And that is one where we search our 
souls, because when I talk to my constituents, as much 
as I am extraordinarily sympathetic to the plight of 
illegal immigrants, undocumented laborers, I am 
equally saddened by those individuals that had to wait 
in that long, difficult line and go through the 
process, pay the attorneys, get the documentation to 
do it the, quote/unquote, right way. 

And the perception, for better or worse, is do you 
wait in a long line to get to see the movie you really 
want to see? And it may two hours and you might not 
even get in the door, and someone is opening up the 
back door to the theater, saying come on in. That's 
fundamentally unfair. And if some people say, well, 
if I waited in that line I could never get into that 
movie; well, then there's something wrong with the 
people that run the movie. And we know that, and 
that's the federal government. But do we open up the 
back door and say everybody come.on in anyhow? 

And when you look at the problems that a driver's 
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license entails if it's given out in willy-nilly -
and I would agree with Senator Maynard; DMV is not 
going to give anything away willy-nilly -- but unless 
we create the proper statutory structure, we may 
afford problems to happen. I still say when I talk to 
my constituents, as very much as it is a 
heart-wrenching story how so many of these individuals 
have gotten to our state and our nation, who have been 
productive, valuable adults, if not citizens per se, 
young people that want the America dream -- I 
understand all that -- but on question number one, 
slightly on balance, I think fundamental fairness says 
we need to change the system not just make an 
exception for undocumented workers. 

But that's a close call. Let's say you landed on the 
other line. Now we get to issue number two; to my 
mind, that's trust. I think it was President Reagan 
somewhere along the way, when we were dealing with 
Mikhail Gorbachev and disarmament, that said trust but 
verify. It's good policy; I trust you but I need to 
verify what you're doing. 

So I've sat through Judiciary Committee hearings where 
we had other bills -- not this one -- but other bills 
extending the policy of a sanctuary city, like New 
Haven, trying to sort of promote it as a sanctuary 
state. If there's violations found anywhere in our 
state, immigration authorities would not be contacted, 
and I had real problems with that policy, even though 
the people that testified appeared to me to be the 
salt of earth. Young ladies that have been working in 
tough jobs, two jobs, with little kids; illegal 
immigrants, undocumented workers afraid to drive on 
our roads because, God forbid, they get pulled over 
for some stupid thing, all of a sudden they may not 
see their children anymore and be sent off to another 
country. Doesn't happen in practice, but when they 
testified that they were in fear of themselves, I -- I 
had no doubt that they were being honest. 

Or what about the landscape person that I talked to 
somewhere in Connecticut that says, I wish I could get 
good laborers but, really, these folks are the best 
laborers I can find. When you were a kid, John, 
picking tobacco, yeah, a lot of young kids were doing 
agriculture and working in landscaping and things like 
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that; I can't get workers like that nowadays. Well, 
my heart of heart tells me that that's unfair to 
employ people that don't have proper documentation, 
but these business folks sort look at it as I'm 
helping out the workers, I'm paying them good money, 
and if they're here illegally, hm, the federal 
government is not kicking them out, I'm not treating 
them badly. Until Washington takes care of it, what 
are you going to do? That's not good policy either. 

When it comes to the trust issue, I think it comes 
down to that one portion that nearly every Senator 
pointed to. We're going to say you can't have 
committed a felony in Connecticut but we are going to 
turn a blind eye to the 49 other states? That 
violates my second issue, the trust issue, because if 
we're going to trust, we need to verify. 

I don't care whether you watch O'Reilly on Fox, 
whether you watch the regular, major-media news 
outlets; there are too many stories of undocumented, 
illegal aliens who are bad apples, that commit heinous 
crimes. And somehow they consistently slip through 
the cracks, because we have a porous, terrible 
immigration policy in our nation. Well, if we're 
going to extend the olive branch, as I believe this 
Chamber is going to do this evening, then I say if 
you're going to do trust, please do verify. 

If we're going to be sympathetic and afford people 
something so precious, a driver's license -- and 
believe me, that is what's used everywhere -- that is 
a precious document. That is probably one of the most 
important documents a state can give anyone, not just 
for driving purposes. But let's face it; we 
universally use a license for everything. And there's 
not going to be a lot of Columbos out there looking at 
the back and reading the fine print and finding all 
the details. They look at it whether you're at a 
carnival, at a movie, in a bar, being stopped by the 
police -- I would hope the police would take a little 
extra time -- but they look at it. They look at the 
face. They look at the address. If it looks like 
it's not past due, you're okay. We're not going to 
ask everybody in the State of Connecticut to be an 
immigration officer and examine everybody's 
documentation, so the license is pretty much the --
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the key . 

Okay, colleagues, if you want to give illegal 
immigrants, undocumented laborers this golden key, 
let's verify along with trust. And along those lines, 
I would now like to ask the Clerk if he could please 
call LCO Number 8078. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk. 

THE CLERK: 

LCO Number 8078, Senate Amendment Schedule "A." It's 
offered by Senator Kissel. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kissel. 

SENATOR KISSEL: 

Thank you, very much . 

I - 1 I think we would call it Schedule "B." We 
already passed Amendment "A," or no? 

THE CHAIR: 

No, this is Senate Amendment "A." 

SENATOR KISSEL: 

Okay. I'd like to adopt the amendment and ask leave 
to summarize. 

THE CHAIR: 

On adoption, will you remark? 

SENATOR KISSEL: 

Thank you. 

What this does is this addresses the notion that we're 
just going to check for Connecticut felons. And what 
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it does is it strikes, quote, in Connecticut by 
searching the electronic, and it inserts, by 
conducting a national criminal history background 
check of such applicant. 

Ladies and gentlemen, one can argue that if we change 
our policy here in Connecticut, it will not act as an 
attraction to evil-doers in surrounding states. But 
if we have a policy that says in statute we're only 
going to check our criminal database to see if you've 
ever committed a felony, and it's Connecticut's policy 
not to check any other state, that is an open 
invitation for bad people to come here to try to get a 
driver's license. It's as fundamental and simple as 
that; it is common sense. 

I'm not saying 90 percent, 95 percent of the folks out 
there that will avail themselves of this law aren't 
good, law-abiding individuals; I'm not saying that. 
But I'm saying don't be so blind or politically 
correct so as to create a construct that is a great 
lighthouse on a hill that says if you want to try to 
get a -- an ID to do some sort of bad things or if 
you've committed a felony in another state and you 
can't get an ID there, come to Connect1cut. 

Just do what we just passed regarding firearms, 
regarding school bus drivers; we do this with so many 
things. We don't want our children to bump up against 
someone who hasn't had a criminal background check for 
fear of their safety, and yet we won't extend the same 
protections to undocumented laborers? 

The hurdles are already too low. Three months' ID; 
some kind of, you know, junk mail? Here's junk mail 
-- I'm not going to say I'm occupant -- I'm this John 
Doe. I live at this address. Here you go; that's who 
I am. I don't know who, that's who you are. You guys 
said it. We need, we need a little bit more, if we're 
going to give out probably the most precious state 
documentation we as the State of Connecticut can, a 
driver's license. Okay; if you want to trust, trust, 
but verify. Just do the basics, the National 
Information Criminal System, NICS; just do that. 

I was informed that right now our budget surplus 
stands at about $220 million. To do this background 
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check costs $18.50 an applicant. The first wave of 
individuals, it's about $300,000. The high-water 
mark, it might go to 500; then it comes zooming back 
down to about 128. It's cheap. It's inexpensive; 
because if you think -- I don't know -- a dozen, a 
dozen really bad criminals get through the cracks, 
think of the damage they can do to our society. 

And if we do arrest them and put them in jail, it 
would cost more to incarcerate them than the cost of 
doing this for everybody. This is our insurance 
policy. You talk about safety on the roads; okay, I 
will give you safety on the roads. Anybody who avails 
themselves of this underlying law, there's a lot of 
hurdles; it's going to be a lot of work. You've got 
to go and want that license. Okay, I'll grant you 
that. 

But on the one area where it's just so easy to 
implement a check of all 50 states versus just 
Connecticut, under $20 to protect my children, your 
children, your husbands and wives, your neighbors, 
your constituents, if we're going to go down this 
road, we owe it to ourselves and our constituents to 
at least do this. Trust but verify. 

So there's my piece. No questions for the Chair. I 
see the glitches in the bill. Frankly, I have no 
understanding why you would put in criteria that would 
allow for documentation when Senator Kane so aptly 
pointed out -- and others -- that by law, Senator 
McLachlan, you can't get that. If you're here 
illegally, you can't get that, so why is that even in 
the bill? Is that a false sense of security or is it 
just a scribner's oversight? I'll say it's a 
scribner's oversight. 

Okay. This is a brand-new road for us. We're all 
about being first in the country, leading the way, 
brand-new challenges. And, believe me, I believe in 
redemption. I believe in forgiveness, and like I 
said, on the first issue of fundamental fairness, it's 
a·close call. It's a close call. 

If you got here when you were young and you're working 
two jobs just to pay the bills and you've been 
following all the laws and you just want to be able to 
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drive on the road legally, it's a tough call. But, 
unfortunately, history tells us there are some really 
bad people out there. 

Boston Marathon wasn't that long ago. Things like 
that happen; you wonder where'd those people come 
from. Heck, we're fighting people that don't like us 
from countries we didn't even know were countries; 
scary world out there. And I don't mind going into 
that scary world, being a very hopeful idealist and 
thinking the best of our friends and colleagues and 
constituents and those people watching this debate. 

People here in this building, watching this debate, 
fighting for this bill are not the people I'm worried 
about. These are the good-hearted people, want what's 
best for themselves and their family and their 
children. They're going to go through all the hoops 
to get these -- these licenses. They're going to get 
insurance. I've seen that in their faces; I know 
that, these folks in my district. 

But sadly you don't need a lot of the bad ones; all 
you need is 20. And you think, sitting here in 
Connecticut. And think about where we are. Where'd 
those planes that Senator Boucher talked-about 9/11; 
where'd they launch out of? Logan. Boston Marathon 
bombers? Boston, two-hour ride; 91, Mass Pike, boom. 

You want to go three hours' south? Metropolis, 
1 biggest city in the United States, New York. Think 

we're safe? Think no one is going to pay attention 
between Boston and New York? I think we owe it to 
ourselves. 

Mr. President, I urge adoption of the amendment. 

Thank you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator. 

Will you remark on the amendment? Will you remark 
further on the amendment? 

Senator Boucher. 
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Thank you, very much, for your acknowledgment. 

I stand in support, in strong support of this 
amendment. There were a couple of very serious flaws 
in this bill, one of them had to do with a 90-day 
residency requirement, and the other was only 
analyzing the background of those felons that are from 
Connecticut or perpetrated a felony in the State of 
Connecticut and ignored the 49 other states in our 
country. 

This is just common sense, this amendment. It's just 
common sense. And, in fact, it would, it's widely 
cons.idered a common-sense, should have been in it to 
begin with. And, quite frankly, we have yet to get a 
good answer as to why it was excluded in the bill and 
why it was restricted just to Connecticut felons. It 
stands out like a glaring omission. And this 
amendment adequately addresses that and it makes all 
the sense of the world; I can't imagine why anyone in 
this Chamber would oppose it. 

Again, I stand in strong support, Mr. President. 

Thank you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator. 

Senator McLachlan. 

SENATOR McLACHLAN: 

Thank you, Mr. President . 
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I -- I stand in strong support of this amendment. I 
want to thank Senator Kissel for his eloquent 
introduction of the amendment, and it's always nice to 
have a history professor in the Circle. 

This makes perfect sense because I think of 
legislation that was controversial not too long ago 
here at the State Capitol, where this exact same 
background check was required as part of the new gun 
regulations. If it's good enough for a legal gun 
owner, I think it's good enough in this situation, and 
I urge adoption. 

Thank you, madam -- Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President . 

Mr. President, would -- would urge rejection of the 
amendment. I think that we should move forward with 
the, with the bill as it carne to us from the, from the 
House of Representatives. Obviously if there are any 
technical adjustments that -- that may become 
necessary, obviously those could be considered next 
year, since the full implementation of the bill is not 
until January of 2015, but at this stage would urge 
rejection of the amendment and ask for a roll call. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator. 

A roll call vote will be ordered. 

Will you remark further on the amendment? 

Senator Maynard . 
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SENATOR MAYNARD: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

I'm sorry I didn't hear the distinguished Majority 
Leader, but I would urge --

THE CHAIR: 

We asked for a roll call vote already. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

Yes; all right. And we urge rejection of the, of the 
amendment. 

Thank you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Yes, sir. 

Senator McKinney . 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, you know, in in looking at the 
underlying bill and in reading it several times, if I 
had one, there are several things that struck out as 
perhaps problematic in terms of how it's going to be 
implemented by the DMV, inconsistencies that I think, 
quite frankly, should the bill pass -- and it appears 
it will be passed and signed by the Governor-- we'll 
be back at some point in this Legislature in the 
future fixing. 

But one of the things that stood out to me was why 
would we be saying that if someone had been convicted 
or committed a felony in Connecticut they would be 
ineligible, but if they had committed a felony in New 
York a year ago or Massachusetts or Rhode Island or 
New Jersey, they would be eligible. And -- and it 
just didn't make sense to me. And -- and I don't, to 
be honest with you, I don't, I don't know why the 
felony language is in there in the first place, 
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because I think if someone who is an undocumented 
immigrant is convicted of a felony, they're either 
probably in jail or maybe deported by the federal 
government. I don't know how often that happens but 
my understanding is it does. 

But -- and -- and I know it probably doesn't matter to 
those who are anxious to get their driver' license, 
but unfortunately for many of us, the words of our 
bills and how they're going to be implemented do 
matter. And -- and so because I don't understand, if 
-- if you're going to -- let me say this -- if you're 
going to buy the logic and agree that we as 
undocumented immigrants would like to get a driver's 
license in the State of Connecticut and there are 
certain things that we have to prove and do and show 
to get the privilege of that license, and one of those 
things, we understand, is that if we've committed a 
felony in this state we can't avail ourselves of that, 
then why wouldn't that logic extend to whether we've 
committed a felony anywhere? It doesn't make any 
sense. 

So if you agree that commission of a felony should 
make you ineligible -- and in this bill it's in there, 
so if you support the bill, you do agree with that -
then how can you not say that it should be a 
commission of any felony, period, not just a felony in 
the State of Connecticut? 

And for that reason, irrespective of the policy 
arguments behind the underlying bill, I think this 
amendment actually makes the bill more consistent. If 
there were an amendment to strike out the felony 
clause altogether that might be one issue; but, again, 
if you're going to buy the idea that you, a felony 
makes you ineligible, it's n6t consistent. Quite 
frankly, it's not unfair-- it -- it's not fair -
excuse me -- to say that someone may have committed a 
felony and may still be here in this country and moved 
from New York to Connecticut and five years later is 
eligible, but somebody who committed the same crime in 
Connecticut is not. And so therefore, I rise in 
support of the amendment. 

Thank you . 
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THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. 

Senator Maynard. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

Yes, briefly. I just think it's important that people 
in the Circle understand the -- the felony language 
was an accommodation to the Minority members in the 
House who had looked at the bill and thought it needed 
strengthening. 

We accommodated that for no apparent reason because 
there was no support in the House for it, even with 
that accommodation; however, no felony background 
checks are conducted by anyone at any time in the 
State of Connecticut when doing these licensing 
issues. So it was really something that probably 
should have come out for that very reason. 

But, nevertheless, it was left in there in the hope 
that it might provide some security to some. Most, as 
the, as the Minority Leader has said here, most, 
almost all felons who are caught in illegal status are 
deported from the country, some 33,000 a month, in 
fact, at the current rate. So I think we have little 
-- little risk of having that be a significant problem 
in terms of the licensing, but I just wanted to 
provide that. 

And thank you, Mr. Chairman -- Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thanks, Senator. 

Will you remark further on the amendment? 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Just one other thing, Mr. President, in in 
opposition to the amendment. As a, as a practical 
matter, we know that federal immigration authorities 
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are -- are quite aggressive in in pursuing those 
who are undocumented who do, in fact, have -- have 
felony convictions, wherever they may be. So I would 
think it ~ould be unlikely that that category of 
individual would put themselves so much at risk as to 
come forward to -- to seek a license under these, 
under these circumstances, since the -- the 
consequences of making themselves known and visible 
and locatable in this way would be very much not in 
their interests. So I think that it is something that 
would be unlikely to happen but -- although I agree 
that it is an issue that we should revisit next year 
in terms of -- of looking at -- at overall 
consistency. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator. 

Will you remark further on the amendment? 

If not, Mr. Clerk, please announce the pendency of a 
roll call vote, and the machine will be open . 

THE CLERK: 

Immediate roll call has been ordered in the Senate. 
Immediate roll call has been ordered in the Senate on 
Senate "A." Senators, please return to the Chamber. 

(The President in the Chair.) 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Cassano. 

Thank you. 

If all members have voted; all members have voted? 
The machine will be closed. 

Mr. Clerk, will you call the tally. 

THE CLERK: 
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On Senate Amendment Schedule "A", for House Bill 6495 . 

Total Number Voting 35 
Those voting Yea 14 
Those voting Nay 21 
Absent and not voting 1 

THE CHAIR: 

The amendment fails. 

Will you remark? Will you remark? 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

I rise for the purpose of an amendment. The Clerk --

THE CHAIR: 

You proceed, sir. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

The Clerk is in possession of LCO 8030. I ask the 
Clerk call the amendment and I be allowed to 
summarize. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk. 

THE CLERK: 

LCO Number 8030, ,?'enator Amendment Schedule "B," 
offered by Senator Boucher. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane . 

SENATOR KANE: 
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I move adoption. 

THE CHAIR: 
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The motion is on adoption. Will you remark, sir? 

SENATOR KANE: 

Yes, Madam President. 

Senator Boucher's amendment was so good that I decided 
that I would like to offer it. 

Madam President and members of the Circle, this is my 
driver's license. And this driver's license is not 
going to look anything different than the licenses 
that we are going to provide undocumented citizens as 
we are in this bill. If you look at your driver's 
license -- and you all can pull out your very own -
it talks about a restriction. Now mine, it says none. 
But some of you may wear contact lenses; some of you 
may have other restrictions. And then on the back of 
that license, Madam President, it will say 
restrictions, in my case none. 

This is -- we have a high school student who has 
earned extra credit by interning here at the Chamber. 
He's done so well in school, he was allowed to pass 
the rest of his classes because his grades were so 
good, so he's interning here at the Chamber, and I ask 
him for his license. 

So this is Brad's license. Now Brad's license, Madam 
President, is vertical. So as opposed to mine and 
yours and the licenses that we are going to provide 
these undocumented citizens, who are going to look 
like this, Brad's looks like this. 

And what Brad's also says, Madam President, it says 
that he's under 18 until such and such a date. And 
then it also says he's under 21 until such and such a 
date. Now, obviously the -- the reason, there's a 
reason for that. The reason is Brad is under 18 and 
not allowed to vote, and he's under 21; he's not 
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allowed to purchase alcohol or -- or drink. And then 
we put these in purposely as an identification for 
individuals who have either limitations, whether by 
age, especially in this case, so people know for 
certain that Brad and others like him are under 21. 
The license is vertical as opposed to horizontal, and 
it has a clear yellow stripe and a clear red stripe 
that talks about the dates to which he will become of 
age. 

There is nothing in the underlying bill except for 
that very small restriction that I had earlier 
mentioned about voter registration for these citizens. 
There should be at least something on this license 
that says that these licenses are not to be used as 
voter identification. It should be clearly pointed 
out, as the DMV already does by putting this yellow 
stripe and this red stripe and making it vertical 
versus horizontal so those in authority know that an 
individual is under the age of 18 or under the age of 
21. 

There should be that very same indication on these 
licenses that these are not to be used for voter 
identification. So I think this is a good amendment. 
I think this is fair amendment, and I think it's 
what's right for the people of Connecticut. 

Thank you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. 

Will you remark? 

Senator Boucher. 

SENATOR BOUCHER: 

Thank you, very much, Madam President. 

Of course I would rise in strong support of this 
amendment, having felt strongly enough about it to 
actually put it into language that could be brought 
out . 
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We just recently had discussion about one of the major 
flaws in this legislation that concerns me and others 
greatly, the first one being that we are exempting 
anyone that commits a felony in Connecticut from or 
precluding them from getting one of these IDs, these 
valid driver's licenses but not -- not considering 49 
other states and our adjacent states for those that 
might be perpetrating a crime that raises to the level 
of a felony. 

The other major flaw in this bill is protecting the 
integrity of our democracy, which is the voting system 
is the underpinning of that. In fact, the integrity 
of the voting process is that, I believe, the very 
foundation of our democracy and what it's based on. 
Fraud would serve as a way to destroy it. We would 
end up being no better, if it loses total credibility 
than totalitarian governments in other countries or 
countries with a one-party system. 

We've already seen some problems at the federal level 
with state agencies or an Executive Branch that might 
have been seen to possibly target different groups or 
individuals that they may not agree with. This is 
very troubling and might be further evidence to the 
public that they have every right to be suspicious. 
So we must do everything that we can, given this very 
controversial evening and this bill that we're 
discussing, to protect Connecticut and its integrity 
of its voting system. 

The very minimum would be making sure that a person's 
driver's license could be easily identifiable. And in 
some other states, they have done that, the few states 
right now that actually have something like this in 
place where, in fact, it's even color coded on the 
front in very big letters, so it's easy seen. 

Only in this last local election, in my own community, 
I ended up happening to leave my purse and driver's 
license in my car. And running in at the last minute, 
as we had session that day and I just barely got 
there, I walked in and -- and the registrar said, 
Well, that's no problem; just sign this form. And I 
laughed because everyone of course knew who -- who I 
was, but it -- it really was very interesting to 
actually participate in this new process where you 
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just show up and you just sign this sheet of paper . 
And I -- I did that. 

And, of course, if they didn't know who I was, there 
was no computer there at all to double-check to make 
sure I was who I said I was. And we voted that very 
night, right after the town budget meeting was held, 
and the vote was counted. 

So imagine that now we have a system where someone can 
present a driver's license. And I do have one with 
restrictions, by the way, because typically when I'm 
driving my car, I wear my glasses, and you have to 
turn it around to really see that. And -- and 
typically, it's not something that commonly is done. 
In fact I present -- and we present our driver's 
license almost everywhere, and as was said earlier 
this evening, that it is one of the most universal 
forms of identification and entry into almost any 
activity that we do as a society. So this is very 
important. 

Unfortunately, the system that we're embarking on does 
open the door to all manners of fraud, but the, for 
me, the most critical is the protecting the integrity 
of our voting process. So I think that this amendment 
would help in just a small way to protect this very 
sacred and vital part of a free, a free government and 
actually a free society. 

So, of course, I support it heartily and I hope that 
others might deliberate a bit on this, especially 
given the failure of the last amendment was -- which 
was also a very important aspect to at least garner 
some further support by a general public that is still 
scratching their heads, wondering why we're doing this 
-- this bill tonight. 

Thank you, Madam President . 

. THE CHAIR: 

Will you remark? Will you remark on Senate "B?" 

Senator Maynard . 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 
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Yes; thank you, Madam President. 

Just briefly, I am holding in my hand a State of 
Connecticut mail-in registration voter form that also 
indicates that you must be a United States citizen to 
-- to register to vote. If you sign this statement, 
even though you know it is untrue, you can be 
convicted of and imprisoned for up to five years and 
fined up to $5000. It is a felony even to register to 
vote, so a person potentially seeking to legalize 
their status here certainly isn't going to commit a 
felony like that for the purpose of being able to have 
the privilege to sneak in and vote. I -- I doubt it 
very much. 

And, secondarily, going in to vote at a voting booth, 
having committed one fraud already, you would be 
committing another, both of which are punishable by 
fine, imprisonment, and a potential deportation. I 
think it's a very unlikely scenario in the amendment I 
urge a rejection of, because I don't think it's 
required. It's rather nonsensical, in my view . 

Thank you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Will you remark further? Will you remark further? 

And I apologize. Was there a roll call vote called? 

SENATOR KANE: 

Yes, 'Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

I apologize. 

SENATOR KANE: 

I -- I'd ask 

THE CHAIR: 

I don't really know. 
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SENATOR KANE: 

-- for a roll call vote, if we could. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. I apologize because I wasn't in the 
Chamber. 

A roll call vote has been called. Will you all -- at 
this point, any other, further comment? No. 

Mr. Clerk, will you call the roll call vote, and I 
will open the machines. 

THE CLERK: 

Immediate roll call has been ordered in the Senate. 
Senator, please return to the Chamber. Immediate roll 
call on Senate "8" has been ordered in the Senate. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk, will you call a roll call vote again, 
please? 

Thank you. 

THE CLERK: 

Immediate roll call has been ordered in the Senate. 
Senators, please return to the Chamber. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. Thank you. Senator Duff, you want to 
vote? Oh, you're up here. Sure, I can't vote; go 
ahead. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. 
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If all members have voted; all members have voted? 
The machine will be closed. 

Mr. Clerk, will you call a tally, please. 

THE CLERK: 

Senate Amendment Schedule "B" for House B1ll 6495. 

Total Number Voting 
Those voting Yea 
Those voting Nay 
Absent and not voting 

THE CHAIR: 

Senate "B" fails. 

Will you remark further? 

35 
14 
21 

1 

Senator McLachlan. Good evening still, sir . 

SENATOR McLACHLAN: 

Good evening, Madam President. 

We've had a -- a lengthy discussion this evening on 
many aspects of this idea, and we seem to have tried 
somewhat desperately to share with the Majority party 
that there are many questions unanswered in the bill 
before us. And I had suggested earlier this evening 
that it may be a good idea for us to serious entertain 
postponing action for now and allow for further study. 

So, Madam President, the Clerk should have an 
amendment I'd request he call, LCO Number 8077. And I 
seek leave to summarize. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk. 

THE CLERK: 

LCO Number 8077, penate Amendment Schedule "C," 
offered by Senator McLachlan, et al. 
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THE CHAIR: 

Senator McLachlan. 

SENATOR McLACHLAN: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

I move the amendment and request a roll call. 

THE CHAIR: 

The motion is on adoption of the amendment, and there 
will be a roll call. 

Will you proceed, sir? 

SENATOR McLACHLAN: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Madam President, this idea is a strike-all amendment, 
and we're asking the Circle to entertain the idea of 
looking much more carefully at this wider proposal of 
drivers' licenses in Connecticut for undocumented 
immigrants. Why? Because we have raised time and 
time and time again, over the last many hours, many 
questions, many of which are still unanswered, some of 
which the responses were yes, we see that there may be 
a need for a fix later on, but because this doesn't, 
underlying bill doesn't take effect until 2015, we 
will fix it next year. 

And that statement in and of itself is good reason to 
further study the topic; let's get it right. And then 
if we determine following this study that it's still 
the right thing to do, then move on and feel more 
comfortable with it. 

So the task force that we're asking to be convened 
addresses the questions that in my opinion still 
remain unanswered or not carefully answered; that is, 
what are the logistics of issuing the drivers' 
licenses under this new program and shouldn't we look 
much more carefully at the policies of other states 
who currently and formerly issue drivers' licenses to 
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Shouldn't we look carefully about compliance with 
federal law; namely, how will this program comply with 
the federal Real ID Act, which Connecticut adopted 
several years ago? And shouldn't we look at what's 
the impact of this underlying bill on federal 
immigration reform? A number of issues that need to 
be addressed, and I believe that it's appropriate that 
-- that we seriously postpone and try this study 
first. 

Let me just raise a couple of issues that may allow 
you to take pause and agree with me that a task force 
is the Fi~ht way to go. In Illinois, where they do 
have issuing drivers' licenses to undocumented 
immigrants, they've changed their system there, where 
now in Illinois photos are entered into the state's 
facial recognition database to verify identity. That 
idea is not in the Connecticut bill. 

In Utah, they amended the law in 2011 to include 
fingerprints. I don't have all the details. I'm 
assuming that if they're using fingerprints, it must 
have something to do with a more-detailed background 
check. 

In New Mexico, Governor Martinez is urgently urging 
repeal of their law. And the Governor there said, It 
leads to fraud, human trafficking, organized crime, 
and significant security concerns. Those are not my 
words; those are the words of the Governor of New 
Mexico who is asking for repeal of this law in her, in 
their state. 

In Washington, in 2011, there was a proposal to repeal 
the law but it failed. So obviously there are people 
in Washington that have concerns about this as well. 

Now, there are a number of states that had drivers' 
licenses for undocumented immigrants and have since 
repealed the law in their states. Hawaii repealed the 
law in 2010. Maryland repealed their law in 2009. 
Maine repealed their law in 2008. Michigan repealed 
their law in 2008. Oregon repealed their law in 2008. 
Tennessee ~epealed their law in 2006. And California, 
who probably in the United States of America may very 
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well have some of the most urgent and complicated 
undocumented immigration challenges, repealed their 
law in 2003. Ten years ago California figured out 
this was a bad idea for them. 

So just in the last five years, we've seen a wide 
number of states of all different sizes had gone 
through the process that you're doing here for the 
State of Connecticut in the underlying bill and they 
said oops, doesn't work. 

This task force that I'm proposing in this amendment 
will allow us the time to go and look for carefully at 
those states I just mentioned, talk to New Mexico, 
talk to Illinois to find out why they've done what 
they've done with facial recognition, talk to 
Washington, who some would say is probably one of the 
most progressive states in the country or one of them, 
and find out why they're trying to repeal there, and 
all these Dther states. 

If other states -- and we are in the United States of 
America, a laboratory of states, if you will -- if 
other states have experience, why don't we listen to 
them? We often talk about model legislation that 
we're adopting here at the State Capitol in 
Connecticut, and we refer to model legislation from 
other states and say how well it's worked there; it 
should be done here. This leads me to believe that 
perhaps this didn't work so well and we ought to check 
with them first before we rush down this road. 

So, Madam President, I hope that I've convinced at 
least some of the naysayers on this idea to 
reconsider. Perhaps they didn't know so many states 
have considered what you're trying to do here tonight 
and have since repealed that law. And now that you 
know that, maybe you'll say, yes, let's study this 
some more before we make a final decision. 

This task force amendment requires a report back to 
the General Assembly not later than January 1st of 
next year. That gives you, the General Assembly, a 
wh.ole year after the report is filed here at the 
General Assembly to go forward with legislation if you 
decide to do that. But let's do that after we have 
all the information. 
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Senator Guglielmo. 
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Just a, I'll be very brief, just want to indicate, as 
Senator Kissel said, this is a tough call for me and 
for many of us, because we are, we are a family of 
immigrants; almost all of us here come from that kind 
of background. You know, I heard my mother's stories 
about her father and how hard he worked and came here 
from Italy with, like most of the peasants, no ability 
to read or write, worked with his hands and his back, 
struggled. You know, my grandmother lived with us in 
a four-room apartment in Stamford. I watched her 
struggle with her English over the years, so I'm very 
sympathetic toward immigration and immigrants. I 
mean, we're a family of immigrants. 

I had a recent reminder. Some even -- you know my 
youngest daughter and her husband adopted two 
children; one from China; one from Guatemala. So 
and we went, my wife and I, to pick up both those 
youngsters -- so I get to see immigration in 
assimilation working every day. And I have no doubt 
that these two little guys will be a productive 
American citizen, no doubt at all. So it's a tough 
call. 

But, as Senator McLachlan said, it's a big step; you 
know. And we've watched some states do some really 
unusual things. It's very unusual for state 
Legislators in my time here to switch positions in 
such a short period of time, to go from yes to no . 
And I was talking to Senator Maynard, and he mentioned 
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that some of the states that's -- went yes now are 
going yes again. That's, so that means that some 
individual Legislators sitting in those state 
Legislatures have voted yes, no, and yes. 

So wouldn't it be nice to know why? I mean, I'd like 
to know why. And a few years ago, about ten maybe, I 
sat on a panel up here, that we had a Legislator who 
had problems. And there were six of us in the Senate, 
and we set up a task force, basically, to study what 
the other 49 states were doing with those kind of 
problems. And we had a lot of information in a very 
short time, in a matter of weeks. We wrote to 49 
other states, asked them what they did with similar 
cases; all but one got back to us, like I said, in 
weeks, not months, not years. And we had a clear 
picture of what was going on across the nation with 
that topic. 

Here, we have only 11 states to look at. Doesn't it 
make some sense to take a look, see what they did and 
why, and then make the call from there? 

Thank you, Madam President . 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. 

Will you remark? 

Senator Maynard. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

I think it's important to answer. 
you, very much. 

I know -- thank 

I think Senator McLachlan, you know, raises some 
concerns and says that we're not, he's not, he doesn't 
think we have the answers. I think unfortunately, 
Senator, you're just not listening to the answers; I 
have them all here for -- for anyone to consider on 
this whole issue of what have other states done . 
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The fact of the matter is that seven states at some 
point over the last decade, from 2003 to 2010, decided 
for whatever reasons to reverse their policy on 
drivers' license. Three of those in this calendar 
year have reversed themselves again, and I think that 
has to do with improved standards of verification of 
documentation. 

We are in close contact with them; Illinois, 
Washington State, and New Mexico currently have 
immigrant drivers' licenses, and Maryland and Oregon 
have just reversed their rejection of them to 
reinstate them. And California, just today, passed it 
in the House. So I think the trend is actually in the 
direction of people recognizing that this is where we 
need to be going. 

I might, I think it's important, because New Mexico 
was cited -- and I'll be very brief -- just to say 
that the rate of attempted fraud in New Mexico is 
quite low. The fraud in drivers' license application 
has only been detected in five percent of the overall 
applications submitted for investigations to the Tax 
and Revenue Department for review. The rate of 
successful identity fraud is even lower. An ongoing 
audit found that more than 99 percent of foreign 
national drivers in New Mexico who received drivers' 
license used their true identity. In over 90,000 
cases of licenses issued to foreign nationals, there 
were only 4 instances of people fraudulently obtaining 
a driver's license. 

Finally, in terms of the politics of it, the 
Republican Governor, Susana Martinez is a very long 
known, viniferous opponent of this, and even though 
the Senate in New Mexico has passed further fraud 
prevention measures, the Governor has opposed these, 
preferring instead to try to repeal the law. So I 
think it's important to put these facts on the table. 

When people cite New Mexico as an example, I think 
it's a canard, and the fact of the matter is a -- a 
suit was brought and these cases were thrown out. So, 
you know, New Mexico is not a good example because it 
is an internal, political issue that continues to be a 
struggle for them, for a variety of reasons. But I 
would urge rejection of the amendment. 
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And I think a roll call vote was called for. 

Thank you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Already called for, sir. 

Will you remark further? Will you remark further? 

If not, Mr. Clerk, will you call for a roll call vote 
on Senate "C." The machine will be open. 

THE CLERK: 

Immediate roll call has been ordered in the Senat~. 
Senators, please return to the Chamber. Immediate 
roll call on Senate "C" has been ordered in the 
Senate. 

THE CHAIR: 

Will you please call it one more time, sir? 

Thank you. 

THE CLERK: 

Immediate roll call has been ordered in the Senate. 
Senators, please return to the Chamber. Immediate 
roll call in the Senate. 

THE CHAIR: 

If all members have voted; all members have voted? 
Oh, wait a moment. 

If all members have voted; all members have voted? 
The machine will be closed. 

Mr. Clerk, will you call the tally, please. 

THE CLERK: 

Senate Amendment Schedule "C," for House Bill 6495 . 
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THE CHAIR: 

The amendment fails. 

Will you remark? 

Senator Witkos. Good evening, sir. 

SENATOR WITKOS: 

Good evening, Madam President. 

34 
15 
19 

2 
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I'd like to start off my comments with thanks to the 
tenacity of Senator Maynard for bringing out the bill, 
to Representative Candelaria for -- for bringing it 
out in the House. I know it's a, it's a bill that's 
been heavily debated today. 

And it's not about paper; the bill is about people . 
And I don't believe that the bill is about 
immigration, because that is beyond the purview of 
this body. Only Congress can confer their right to 
legal, permanent resident status or citizenship, not 
the Connecticut General Assembly. 

Congress has created pathways for nondocumented folks 
to live in our state, to obtain documents that those 
of us who are natural-born citizens to obtain, through 
the executive order by President Obama last year, the 
--I-- I call it the "DACA," the Deferred Action for 
Childhood Arrival program, and hopefully, later on, in 
the DREAM Act. 

The people that we're talking about, we refer to, 
these are folks that live in our neighborhoods. They 
work in our businesses. Some of their children attend 
the same schools that our children attend too. These 
aren't people that on the fringe that we can just sit 
here and talk about; they're part of our communities. 

So if this bill isn't about immigration, what is it 
about? Well, I've heard time and time again from 
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different speakers tonight that it's about public 
safety. It's about getting somebody the ability to 
obtain a driver's license so they can register a car 
and then get insurance. But, Madam President, I will 
have to tell you that that, I think, is wrong. 

It's not about public safety, because if we look to 
the facts, the average amount of infractions given in 
the State of Connecticut over the past two years were 
451,000; out of that, 742 violations for operating 
without a license, so one-sixteenth-of-one-percent of 
the violators were operating without a license. So 
let's not kid ourselves and say it's because people 
don't have a license. 

You all know I was in law enforcement for 28 years, 
and I probably -- I wasn't a big ticket-giver -- but I 
probably averaged one or two 
operating-without-a-license tickets every years. And 
there's thousands of police officers in the State of 
Connecticut. And if last year only 742 tickets were 
given out for operating without a license, those were 
not all to undocumented immigrants. No siree, they 
were not . 

So let's not put a false face on an issue. Let's not 
make, let's not have a solution looking for a problem. 
Because if we look at all the motor vehicle cases in 
the State of Connecticut, at the end of July 1, 2011, 
there were 40,000 motor vehicle cases that went 
through our Superior Court system, that were pending. 

Through that year, over a hundred-and-eighty-nine 
thousand cases were disposed of. The Migration Policy 
Institute estimated under the -- the DACA Act that 
there are 1.4 million people in our country that could 
avail themselves of that. 

Let's talk about making it fair for everyone, every 
citizen that lives in this state, because that's all 
we have control over are the people that reside within 
the borders of the State of Connecticut when we deal 
with policies. And as I read through the bill, I -- I 
found some areas that I felt were not fair. But, 
unfortunately, the way politics are in the State of 
Connecticut, as we reach our adjournment date of June 
5th, one week from today, the thought is let's not 
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change it, even though we know there's a problem; 
we'll come back next year. That's not good policy 
making. 

If we recognize the problem, let's deal with it. If 
we really wanted to fix it, we'd do it tonight, we'd 
send it back downstairs, and -- and then we'd have a 
bill that would have bipartisan support. I want to 
vote for this the bill; I had a hard time in my caucus 
saying that I -- I couldn't. I have two amendments 
I'm going to offer in a few minutes, Madam President, 
that I think if I, they pass tonight, I would be 
sponsoring this bill; I'd co-sponsor it. 

Because when I went back to my district and people 
asked me, How are you voting on this bill, Kevin? I 
said, Well, I'm thinking about voting for it. And 
they said, Are you kidding me; why? And then when I 
had the opportunity to explain why, they understood. 

And they all thought, well, why are we allowing the 
illegal immigrants getting something for free. And I 
quickly-- you're not getting something for free; they 
are paying for it. We are asking them to go to our 
Department of Motor Vehicles to take a test, to take a 
knowledge test, to do everything that every driver 
must do in the State of Connecticut. And then we're 
asking them to show proof of identity and proof of 
residency. And that's where one of my amendments 
deals with, because we're not on the same playing 
field, Madam President. 

And, through you, Madam President, the Clerk in has -
has in his possession LCO Number 8080. I asked that 
it be called and I be allowed to summariz'e. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk. 

THE CLERK: 

LCO Number 8080, Senate Amendment, Senate Amendment 
Schedule "D," offered by Senator Witkos. 

THE CHAIR: 
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Senator Witkos . 

SENATOR WITKOS: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

I move adoption. 

THE CHAIR: 

The motion is on adoption. Will you remark, sir? 

SENATOR WITKOS: 

Thank you, Madam President; I will. 

In Section 1 of the bill, it lists in Subsection 1 and 
Subsection 2, the primary proof of identity and the 
secondary proof of identity. And then Subsection 3, 
it lists the proof of residency, and it lists all the 
different categories that are applicable. 

But one thing it doesn't do, which is required of 
every other resident of the State of Connecticut, that 
when you go to the Department of Motor Vehicles, you 
cannot have a photocopy. In fact, on the Department 
of Motor Vehicles' web site, which I visited recently 
for my 16-year-old daughter, Kyra, who went to go get 
her driver's license test, it says no form of proof of 
identity or proof of residency submitted by an 
applicant shall be a photocopy, a notarized photo copy 
or a noncertified copy of any document. 

The bill before us is silent on that. So what I'm 
asking is that this group of people that apply for a 
Connecticut driver's license should be held to the 
same standard that every other person that applies for 
a Connecticut driver's license. The bill is silent; 
this just makes it nonsilent and asks for the same 
thing tha~ we all must adhere to. 

And I ask for the Chamber's adoption, and I'd like the 
vote to be taken by roll call, Madam Chair. 

THE CHAIR: 

A roll call vote will be taken. 
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Just wanted to thank my colleague, Senator Witkos, for 
-- for offering that. He is correct that it doesn't 
reference it, but I've just been speaking with the 
Department of Motor Vehicles, and they do not accept 
photocopies. That's on the document checklist as is, 
headed in -- in bold print. Photocopies, notarized 
photocopies and noncertified copies are not 
acceptable. It's part of the department policy, so I 
think we can reject the amendment, although I 
appreciate its intent on the basis that the, it's 
already rejected by DMV. 

Thank you, Madam President . 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. 

Will you remark further? Will you remark further? 

If not, Mr. Clerk, will you call for a roll call vote, 
and the machine will be open. 

THE CLERK: 

Immediate roll call has been ordered in the Senate. 
Senators, please return to the Chamber. Immediate 
roll call on Senate Amendment Schedule "D," has been 
ordered in the Senate. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Kathy. 

If all members have voted; all members have voted? 
The machine will be closed . 

And Mr. Clerk, will you please call by roll call? 
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THE CLERK: 

Senate Amendment Schedule "D" --

THE CHAIR: 

Oops; now it is. 

THE CLERK: 

Senate Amendment Schedule "0," for House Bill 6495. 

Total Number Voting 
Those voting Yea 
Those voting Nay 
Absent and not voting 

THE CHAIR: 

The amendment fails. 

35 
14 
21 

1 

Will you remark further? Will you remark further? 

Senator Witkos. 

SENATOR WITKOS: 

Thank you, Madam President; I will continue. Ladies 
and gentlemen, I spoke earlier about pathways, and 
under President Obama, through executive order he 
issued a program known as the DACA, and Connecticut 
has adopted DACA as a means for folks to get the 
identity identification that one could bring to the 
Department of Motor Vehicles and use for a driver's 
license. 

And what is it that the DACA does? Well, if somebody 
must apply to be accepted into the program, and if the 
federal government approves that individual, they can 
issue a Social Security card and a work authorization 
card. Now, many folks around the Circle earlier said, 
How could they be working? Because we provided 
pathways, as I've said earlier. 

But one of the pathways that is required in the DACA, 
which we don't address in this bill, which Senator 



• 

• 

•• 

003660 
mhr/gbr 
SENATE 

418 
May 29, 2013 

Kissel brought out in an earlier amendment, he spoke 
of felonies. But our federal government said not only 
we are interested in felonies but we should be 
concerned about significant misdemeanors as well. And 
they identified in the federal government program that 
a significant misdemeanor are domestic violence, 
sexual abuse, exploitation of children, unlawful 
possession of a firearm, drug distribution, 
trafficking; we've had many of those bills on our 

I 

Calendar this year arid last year. Don't we want the 
same types of protections in our state that the 
federal government is requiring in all 50 states? 

Madam President, through you, the Clerk has an 
amendment, LCO 8095. I ask that it be called and I be 
allowed to summarize. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk. 

THE CLERK: 

LCO Number 8095, (3enate Amendment Schedule "E," 
offered by Senator Witkos. 

THE CHAIR: 

Sorry, Senator Witkos. 

SENATOR WITKOS: 

I move adoption, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

The motion is on adoption. Will you remark, sir? 

SENATOR WITKOS: 

Thank you, Madam President; I will. 

Ladies and gentlemen, the amendment basically takes 
the language of what the DACA requires for approval 
into the program, and we adopt it here in the State of 
Connecticut. If you meet these qualifications, you're 
eligible to get a driver's license. 
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I think we should ask no less, and I'd ask the 
Chamber's adoption of the amendment. 

Thank you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Will you remark? Will you remark? 

Senator Boucher. 

SENATOR BOUCHER: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Madam President, I rise to support this amendment. I 
think it is a good one, and it is a step towards the 
full DREAM Act that was just recently passed. And the 
State of Connecticut has put that in effect; and, in 
fact, these safeguards were put in there by those that 
really tried to make this work. 

And, in fact, Connecticut's bill that we are 
contemplating today actually has a serious flaw that 
was outlined and discussed at length, just earlier, 
that would allow those that commit felonies in other 
states, which is even higher bar than what the federal 
government -- or the lower bar -- than what the 
federal government has proclaimed. So this particular 
safeguard, I think, is critical. It is critical to 
protecting the safety of the public in Connecticut. 

We have embarked in the last couple of years down a 
path that will let violent criminals out of jail early 
for good behavior. We've legalized illicit drugs. 
We've reduced penalties on all manners of crime. And 
now this bill even further could potentially encourage 
felons to actually come to a neighboring state to 
obtain a means of legal identity that could 
potentially have some unlawful results. 

So I think this is a very important safeguard. I take 
very seriously our colleague who was a former law 
enforcement officer -- very greatly respected for a 
number of years -- and understands this issue probably 
better than anyone who has been shown to be extremely 
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compassionate and even on many issues maybe even more 
moderate than some of us in our side of the aisle and 
in our caucus on a number of issues. So for him to 
bring this out, I take very seriously and find that it 
should be something we should also take very serious, 
seriously and support. 

Thank you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. 

Will you remark? 

Senator Maynard. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: 

Thank you, very much, Madam President. 

I urge rejection of this amendment. I -- I would 
point out that Connecticut's Department of Corrections 
policy is to transfer any person tagged with an 
immigration detainer and who has a felony conviction 
in any state to the Immigrations and Customs 
Enforcement for deportation. We have a very strict 
set of guidelines around this. 

I think if anyone is qualified, however, to make the 
amendment, I'd certainly tip my hat to Senator Witkos 
for his long and distinguished career in law 
enforcement. I appreciate the intent behind this. I 
appreciate his efforts, sincere efforts to -- to 
strengthen and improve the bill; I think that they're 
unnecessary because of the safeguards in place. 

And I would reiterate that the task force that will be 
engaged in this for the next several months will be 
looking into a great many of the refinements of these 
very issues. So I think we've got sufficient 
protection, and I would urge rejection and ask for a 
roll call vote. 

Thank you . 

THE CHAIR: 
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If not, Mr. Clerk, will you call for a roll call vote. 
The machine will be open. 

THE CLERK: 

Immediate roll call has been ordered in the Senate. 
Senators, please return to the Chamber. Immediate 
roll call on Senate "E" has been ordered in the 
Senate. 

THE CHAIR: 

If all -- I'm sorry-- if all members have voted, the 
machine will be closed. 

Mr. Clerk, will you please call a tally. 

THE CLERK: 

Senate Amendment Schedule "B" [sic] on House Bill 
6495. 

Total Number Voting 
Those voting Yea 
Those voting Nay 
Absent and not voting 

THE CHAIR: 

The amendment fails. 

Will you remark further? 

Senator Witkos. Senator Witkos. 

SENATOR WITKOS: 

35 
14 
20 

1 

Thank you. Thank you, Madam President. 

I'll conclude my remarks by saying I wish when the 
working group was deliberating on the issue that it 
didn't fall apart and the Republican Party wasn't 
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. . 
asked to -- to no longer participate, because I think 
there's some experts that could have offered some 
opinions. 

We've heard around the Circle tonight that the task 
force will look at it; we have some time; we'll fix 
it; we'll go back and we'll tweak it. We shouldn't 
have to do that. And I think the more that we work 
together in a collaborative basis, the better product 
that we have. 

You know, I would say from a practical experience that 
folks that have drivers' license not from this 
country, not even from a, not from a state but not 
from this country probably get more verbal warnings 
than anybody else because, practically speaking, I 
somebody would pull somebody over and they'd have 
their country of origin and their International 
Driver's License. If it was a foreign language, slow 
down, away you go, because a lot of the officers, they 
don't know how to deal with that. And that's -
that's the society that we live in. They just, they 
don't get it; they don't know how to deal with it . 

I want to help law enforcement because I know if you 
stop somebody and they don't have a driver's license, 
guess what? The person is probably coming down to the 
police department. And they're going to sit there, 
and somebody is going to have to baby sit. They're 
not going to put them in a cell, not for a motor 
vehicle violation. So you're tying up man hours, 
costs, until somebody can bring down some 
identification. 

I've had the opportunity or the occasion to effect an 
arrest of somebody for committing a crime, and come to 
find out their, maybe their visa expired or their 
passport expired by several years. And our procedure 
is we would call ICE, tell them what they want. We're 
not interested; so the federal government is not 
interested. 

So we have an issue that we need to deal with. And as 
I said earlier, these are folks that are living in our 
community, working in our communities, going to our 
schools; they're leading the most productive lives 
that they've come -- that they can. And we should 
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And I found a quote out of an AP paper -- I don't have 
my glasses -- but it basically says that for 
undocumented immigrants including the Pulitzer 
Prize-winning journalist Jose Vargas, an Oregon 
license has been a lifeline to him, because it made 
life possible. 

Just because somebody has a driver's license doesn't 
necessarily mean that they have a car. I have 
multiple people that live in my house that have a 
driver's license; everybody doesn't have their own 
car. Some people use it as a form of identification. 
So the link between having a driver's license and 
operating on the road and getting a car registered and 
getting insured isn't necessarily the case. Some 
people share cars. 

A lot of businesses, they have a pool, pools; go down 
to the driving pool and get their car and out, away 
they go. They're responsible for making sure that the 
car is being able to be soundly operated. As a 
driver, that's your responsibility. You'll learn that 
in your test. 

I wish Senator Meyer had gone earlier and did a few 
more of those questions. I think my -- my youngest 
was taking notes so he could pass the driver's 
education test, because it's difficult. But that same 
test is given to our 16-year-olds as it's given to 
those that are nondocumented and coming to our -- our 
Department of Motor Vehicles to take the test. 

So I wish, through you, Madam President, to Senator 
Maynard that we could have been a little bit more 
inclusive in the group; that the communications hadn't 
broken down; that we could have brought forward a bill 
that would have fixed all the problems, so we don't 
have to preface our remarks by saying, we'll come back 
next year; we'll tweak it over here; we know there's 
some issues. 

And I don't want to leave a false promise to those 
that think we're getting a -- a driver's license when 
sometimes the bill I -- one section, I think, sets 
them up for failure, for false promises, and that's 
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the part that says that they have to file an affidavit 
that they filed an application to legalize his or her 
immigration status or as soon as you're eligible to do 
so. But in order to do that, that's under federal 
guidelines, and our federal guidelines don't allow 
that if you're committed a felony in any state, not 
just Connecticut, any state. So we're already setting 
ourselves up. So if somebody is taking notes for the 
task force or the working group to work on during the 
next year, I would suggest that you write that note 
down. 

Unfortunately, Madam President, I will be voting 
against the bill. If we could have adopted a few, 
simple amendments here this evening, I -- I think I 
would have voted for it, and I would have proudly 
stood with my colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle and said this is for the people of Connecticut, 
all the people of Connecticut. 

Thank you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. 

Are you remark? 

Senator Crisco. 

SENATOR CRISCO: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Madam President, I rise in support of -- of the bill. 

Madam President, members of the Circle, we all serve 
with one purpose, and in my opinion is how do we make 
life easier for the people of Connecticut. And I 
believe this is one step to achieve that objective. 
We all have our own individual stories and which 
together, individually, we've made great strides in 
the State of Connecticut in making life easier, 
whether it be early diagnosis of breast cancer, 
whether it be autism, PANDAS, numerous issues that 
we've worked together to make life easier . 
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When we had a hearing in New Haven, months ago, as we 
listened to the number of people that got up and 
spoke, they talked about how they could go to a 
doctor's for an appointment for themselves or their 
family; how they could go to the emergency room, 
without waiting for an ambulance; how they could take 
their children to school; how they could go and work 
at a job. And the most important thing that we 
learned was the mindset that they could drive 
throughout, wherever they have to go with no anxiety, 
knowing with this driver's license they have reduced 
that great, great, great load of being anxious and 
getting someplace. 

So we, I believe this bill does that. It removes the 
anxiety and makes our roads safer. And so for that, 
Madam President, I respect our colleagues and those 
who are for and against it, but it's a big step 
forward in giving people peace of mind. 

Thank you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. 

Will you remark? 

Senator Fasano. 

SENATOR FASANO: 

Thank you, Madam President 

As we come to the end, I believe, of the debate on the 
bill, first I notice on the galley behind me and above 
me a number of people have been here throughout all of 
our discussions. And I know that their determination, 
advocacy and relentless approach to having this bill 
be heard by both Chambers, I appreciate their interest 
and I'm glad they're here to -- to be a part and see 
what their work and hard work results in. 

Madam President, I'm going to echo some of the things 
that Senator Witkos said, which is I -- I don't 
believe in my view this bill has a lot to do with 
insurance, because getting a license is not tied into 
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insurance. You don't need to have insurance to get a 
license; you just need a license to drive. So the 
argument that this is going to make our roads safer or 
protect people from those who aren't carrying 
insurance, to me doesn't hold water, because you get a 
license, you get insurance to get your car out of the 
used car lot and drop it in a week, if you don't want 
to carry the insurance, and go through that risk of 
not having insurance. If you get an accident, you get 
a ticket. The other person is insured. You end up 
with a slap on your wrist, and you go off on your way 
through the criminal system. It, there's really of no 
moment. So I don't think there's a nexus between 
insurance and a license. 

That being said, I think the real issue here is the 
issue that's in front of us. And -- and I think that 
it's wrong if we say it's for public safety; that's 
the only reason why we're doing this. I think the 
reason why you're doing this is that people believe 
that undocumented folks deserve to have a license. 
And, frankly, it's a premise that I warm up to. It's 
a premise that I think makes 'sense. It allows folks 
to work. It allows folks to get their family to 
places. It gives order to society, and I get that. 

What bothers me tremendously is the manner and method 
that this bill got to this Chamber. It died in 
committee for whatever reason -- it wasn't on any 
committee I was involved in -- and was resurrected, as 
many bills are in the Chamber and in this building. I 
started to think why was it resurrected, and then I 
started to look at it to determine how did it get in 
front of the House and in front of us. 

I heard Senator Maynard talk about some provision with 
respect to a felony that was discussed with the 
Republican Chamber downstairs. I can tell you there 
was no conversation that I'm aware of on substantive 
writing of this bill for the Senate (Rs). 

I will also tell this Circle that if there was 
substantive conversation in the Chamber with Senate 
(Rs), I think like the gun bill, like the job's bill, 
like the mitigation budget we did in December, we 
could reach common ground. So then you got to ask, 
why didn't that happen? Could it be that one party 
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wanted to claim the victory of passing a bill to 
garner the votes of that particular constituency? 
Strikes me as something that's a fair argument to 
make. Could it be that perhaps it was done so they 
can say the Republicans don't care about that group? 
I hope not but certainly that's out in the Floor. 

I can tell you a lot of us in that room, if not all of 
us, do care about it. I could also tell you to say 
the Republicans don't care about this issue is a bald 
face falsehood. A bill has to be written with 
confidence that when you write it you're doing it for 
the best interest of those involved, including those 
you're trying to protect. So when you have things 
like the felon in Connecticut, when you have things 
like allowing an expired passport to be used as 
evidence for primary proof of identify, even though 
it's expired less than three years -- it could be up 
to three years expired -- you can use that for proof. 

I will tell you, when I went to go get my daughter's 
learner's permit, I did not have original Social 
Security card; I had a copy, no idea what happened to 
the original. But I did have her passport. That 
passport had to be valid when I brought it down; that 
makes sense. 

Why are the rules less? Why, if we fix that, which I 
think is an easy fix and I think would have brought 
more people to vote yes tonight instead -- instead of 
voting no tonight and would add more confidence to 
this bill? 

When you look at things like using electronic mail for 
proof of residency; on the Internet, I think we call 
that "phishing." Think that's what we call it on the 
Internet when they're false, unidentifiable home or 
business addresses that people respond to e-mails; 
that's not proof of residency. 

When we write things like, okay, if they give you a 
document and it's in another language, it's translated 
in English, accompanied by a certified English 
translation. Certified by who? Notarized, not 
notarized; where are these certified people? 

This bill makes sense as a policy in my view. This 
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bill lacks the protection to give the confidence which 
most folks raise, which is how can you be sure it's 
not going to be abused? Listen, we don't right bills 
in this Chamber for people who do the right things. 
We write bills in this Chamber to make sure people 
don't do the bad things and write bills to punish 
those who do the bad things. 

So when you write this, you got to say, How can I 
write this to make sure that the people we want to 
help get helped and the people who try to abuse this 
can't abuse this? And if we had some conversations 
like we did on those other controversial, 
quote/unqu6te issues, this bill would have passed this 
Chamber with bipartisan support, unless -- unless the 
goal was not that, not to have that happen. Because I 
don't get it. Every bill in this Chamber that's 
controversial, we talk about. We can agree to 
disagree but there's a conversation at some level. 

And other than a few of the advocates coming to see 
me, I don't know of anybody who came and said what do 
you think; where are you on this bill; let's talk 
about it; I'd love to have your support. And we know 
that's what happens in this Chamber. It raises an 
issue in my mind as to what the real reason and the 
real purpose of taking this bill and pushing it 
through. 

Madam President, I am not going to take a lot of time, 
just another quick provision. In Line 86 through 88 
it says that a restriction shall be placed to say that 
the only purpose of this license is to be used solely 
for driving purposes only. There's a provision I 
would have expanded. If we're saying as a state you 
could use it for driving purposes only and it 
identifies the person, at least in the documentation 
that you guys claim is valid, why can't we use it in 
the event there's a state issue? If we're saying it's 
good enough for driving, why can't it be good enough 
for any state, whether it's assistance or what have 
you? Why? Why is it limited to that? There's a 
paragraph I would have enlarged upon. 

So the point of this is this: I'm going to vote no, 
not because I don't think the policy is right -- or I 
should say not because I don't think the policy is 
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wrong -- I think the policy is right. I'm voting no 
because I don't think the legislation is clean enough, 
clear enough or protects those who are going to go 
under it. Because if there's a problem and someone 
gets a license and there's an accident and there's no 
insurance and someone, God forbid, is injured, and it 
turns out that that person is not the person he was on 
a license, this blll is going to be a laughing stock. 

And we could have done a better job and yet achieve 
the purpose of allowing undocumented citizens to have 
the right to drive to work, have a right to go to the 
store, have a right to go to the doctors, and have a 
right to live in where they are today. Because the 
federal government can't get their act together, we're 
left to try to solve a problem. They can't determine 
what's a best path to citizenship, so all our states 
have to figure out how we're going to deal with it, 
and we can. But I suggest, at least in Connecticut, 
at least in this Chamber, we can do it by 
bipartisanism as opposed to doing in a partisan basis. 

So Madam President, it is unfortunate that I have to 
vote against this bill. And it is only at my hope 
that if we had some give-and-take, I could have 
supported this bill. 

Thank you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. 

Will you remark? 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Madam President, speaking in support of the bill, I 
wanted to first commend Senator Maynard for his superb 
efforts on behalf of this bill, all the way through 
the process, not only in bringing it out on the Floor 
here tonight but all the way through from beginning 
back in -- in January when there was a -- a community 
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fo~um at Saint Rose of Lima Church, in New Haven, 
organized by that parish and also by the congregations 
organized under the group called "CONECT" and to talk 
about this issue and that evening and also at the 
public hearing that was referred to earlier, at Wilbur 
Cross High School in New Haven, in March, where there 
were several thousand people who turned out in support 
of this bill. 

On both of those evenings, there was compelling 
testimony given my families struggling and whom this 
bill will help, about young people -- some of whom, in 
fact, are -- are taking advantage of the in-state 
tuition bill, that we passed two years ago, young 
people who were brought to this country as -- as 
infants or children -- their parents are undocumented; 
their parents are -- are working and struggling -- and 
the concern expressed by those young people and the 
fear of them and their siblings that every time their 
parent leaves the house driving the car, their fear 
that something will happen that the parent may be 
intercepted and -- and not returned. 

And this story is repeated over and over again, and 
the -- the issue is, Madam President, that -- that 
this community is a community living with us and among 
us, in almost every city and community in this state. 
They will continue to live here. They are driving 
now. They will continue to drive whether this bill 
passes or not, and I certainly -- certainly hope that 
it will. And we must deal with the, with the reality 
of the situation that -- that faces us. 

These residents are our neighbors, our coworkers; many 
of them perform vital functions in our, in our 
communities, working in very, very tough, laborious 
jobs. And we know that our national immigration law 
is broken, and this is part of the reason we have so 
many residents who lack legal credentials and who are 
hiding in the shadows. 

And as was said earlier, for those who would want to 
take advantage of this bill, it really is an act of 
courage for people to come forward and self-identify 
as being in this category, to come forward and seek a, 
to seek a driver's license. As -- as Father James 
Manship of -- of Saint Rose of Lima Parish said at one 
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of the public hearings, that all the -- the persons 
who want to benefit from this bill want is an 
opportunity to stand in line at the Department of 
Motor Vehicles, like everyone else. And that is, I 
think, a -- a reasonable and modest hope. 

And as we know, reliable transportation is is 
critical in modern life, and in some areas, 
automobiles are the only transportation available. 
People are -- are struggling. They are employed. 
They're trying to be responsible. They want to be 
responsible. They want to be licensed. They want to 
be insured. They want to be trained as drivers, to 
become better drivers than they are able to be now, in 
some cases. 

The dilemma, this dilemma they face not only leaves 
the immigrant drivers unprotected in the case of 
accidents but also increases the rates paid for all 
insurance customers due to the claims placed on the 
uninsured and underinsured motorist coverage of the 
policies of insured drivers who are involved in 
accidents with the uninsured drivers . 

And in many cases, unfortunately, as we know, the fear 
and panic that may overtake an undocumented person 
when involved in an accident may cause them to flee 
the scene of the accident, thereby compounding the 
offense but also creating problems and -- and adding 
to the insurance burden being placed on the insured 
drivers. 

All of this is is quite dangerous, and the, by 
making driver's license inaccessible to these 
residents, we don't allow them to access the 
appropriate training to test and improve their 
their driving skills. And this is critically 
dangerous. 

According to one California study, drivers without a 
valid license are nearly three times more likely to 
cause a deadly crash, so public safety is clearly the 
underlying purpose in this, in this bill. 

During part of the 
information gathering 
committee work on the 

the public testimony, 
for the public hearing, and the 
bill, we also became aware of a, 
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of a method used by certain undocumented immigrants 
which allows them, in some cases, to -- to purchase 
auto insurance but still denies them access to a 
driver's license. And this is also a kind of, a 
skewing of the process, that if -- if a person 
regardless of immigration status registers a business 
and then that -- that business purchases an 
automobile, the business can purchase insurance and 
obtain commercial registration plates. So in some 
cases while -- while a corporation may be a person for 
the purpose of purchasing insurance, of course it's 
not a, not a person for the purposes of -- of driving. 

And if we simply allowed undocumented immigrants to 
acquire drivers' licenses, as this bill will do, and 
thus insurance through regular means, we'd also close 
down this peculiar and skewed industry that's, creates 
businesses for the sole purpose of purchasing 
insurance and registering commercial vehicles when a 
real business is not being operated. 

As was said earlier, ours really is a nation of 
immigrants; it always has been, will continue to be . 
And what this legislation does is recognize and try to 
deal with a pragmatic reality in our communities. To 
continue to deny the opportunity for drivers' licenses 
and drivers' training and registration and insurance 
for this community would be in some ways analogous to 
denying immunization for a category of people in our 
community because they were not of regular status, 
even though their -- their lack of immunization might 
pose a -- a health risk for a -- a communicable or a 
contagious disease that might infect the general 
population. But because of their status, they're 
going to be barred from immunization. 

That's somewhat analogous to the current situation, 
that we have people who are barred from registration, 
barred from insurance, barred from regular training, 
and yet are on the road in many cases, causing dangers 
to themselves and -- and others with whom they cross 
paths. 

Other states, as was said, the -- the states that have 
adopted this legislation -- excuse me -- recognize 
this necessity and -- and provide a method for -- for 
people to regularize their status in this way. And 
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that is way it's so important for us to join those 
other states who -- who do that, that -- thank you 
a number of other states -- thank you -- a number of 
other states do already, of course, provide a method 
for deferred-action status immigrants to receive 
drivers' licenses. And it's rational policy for us to 
move in that direction as we have already done by 
administrative action. 

But this step is really a modest one, and it just 
recognizes the reality that exists in our communities 
and will allow people to operate in a way that shows 
their yearning to have regular status, that they want 
to be licensed, they want to be trained, they want to 
be insured, they want to drive registered vehicles; 
that is what this will allow them to do. And we 
should not have an overlay of -- of ideology or 
concern about national immigration law blind us to the 
realities of what is an important public-safety 
measure in our state. 

And, Madam President, I urge passage of the bill. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. 

Will you remark? Will you remark? 

Senator McKinney. 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

My allergies are getting the best of me, so the good 
news is for the Senate I'll be very brief. 

But in truth, I don't think I could say any better 
than what Senator Fasano said, and I want to 
association myself with all of his remarks. 

And I want to thank everyone in the Circle for the 
debate tonight. These are some of the prouder moments 
we have here. We have debates on important 
public-policy issues, and while listening to not all 
but much of the debate, I found myself agreeing with 
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-- with a lot that was said by people voting for it 
and a lot that was said by people voting against it, 
and I think that's part of the problem we have in this 
bill in that the intention is a good one but the 
execution is very poor. 

We've -- we've heard tonight, with respect to Senator 
Maynard, that we put a piece in prohibiting people 
who've committed felonies in Connecticut from being 
able to avail themselves of a driver's license, but if 
they committed a felony anywhere else they could get 
one. And that's illogical, and he agreed and 
announced that the only reason why the provision was 
in there was because of some conversation with the 
Legislature down in the House. 

We've heard Senator Looney say that we'll probably be 
back in next year to fix something, and I think other 
states faced that same dilemma, which is why it is 
surprising to learn of all of the states which passed 
this law and then repealed the law, not because they 
had a change of heart of what was right or wrong but 
because the execution was poor and not working as they 
intended it to . 

I do want to, I do want to reference, Senator Looney 
referenced a -- a larger organization that started 
several years ago called CONECT, and I went to their 
founding meeting in Bridgeport. There were several 
thousand people there, and in the founding meeting, 
what was, what was so remarkable was that people from 
all denominations, from churches and synagogues, 
Catholics, Episcopalians, Congregationalists, 
everywhere in between, all sat with their various 
churches and synagogues in this big room and would 
stand up one by one and announce what their 
organizations and their churches and their 
parishioners had agreed to donate to CONECT to start 
this founding. 

And the -- the room was almost electric as someone 
would stand up and say, you know -- my church, for 
example -- you know, Trinity Church of Southport, 
$8000 for CONECT. And someone would get up and say 
this church and this town, you know, $500. And 
everybody in the room knew that whatever dollar was 
being offered was the maximum that those people had to 
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give. And it's almost like when you're campaigning, 
when someone, you know, would give you $5, you -- you 
cared as much about that because you knew it was, it 
was as much to that person, say, a hundred to somebody 
else. 

And -- and then I remember at that founding, you know, 
I -- I was in there and in the room and there were 
some other elected officials in the room. Nobody ever 
asked who was a Democrat or who was a Republican, and 
I never asked anybody in the room what their religion 
was, whether they were here legally or not and whether 
they voted or whether they voted for Democrats or 
Republicans. 

And one of the things that the founders talked about, 
I remember Reverend Bennett from Bridgeport said, we 
want to ask all of the elected officials here a 
question: Will you meet with us after the election? 
That was their first ask, will you meet with us. And 
I was amazed that there were, you know, a couple 
thousand people in this room and clearly 
representative of thousands more, I think from about 
Stamford to New Haven, as I recall the group, who 
who felt so disconnected to their government that they 
were asking us just to be able to meet with them. And 
I, you know, that -- that still sits we me. 

And I want to thank that group and all of the people 
associated with it, Reverend Matt Calkins from my 
town, in Fairfield, and so many others, because even 
as late as today, seeing Father Manship and talking to 
him, seeing other advocates in the bill and talking 
about them and reflecting on the fact that at the -
the second meeting of CONECT, they had asked us about 
three different pieces of legislation. 

And I apologize, forgetting the third, but one was 
passage of S.B. 11, which I had voted for, and 
Governor Malloy happened to be at the same meeting and 
he had vetoed. It was a little more uncomfortable for 
him at that point with a couple thousand people than 
it was more me. 

And the second bill was this driver's license, and the 
Governor had stood up at the time and said I haven't 
seen the bill, but to me it's about safety and the 
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arguments that the proponents had given. And perhaps 
that was a little more comfortable of a time for him 
than it was for me. 

But that group still reached out to us. And -- and 
what's a little disappointing for me is that all of 
the people who've advocated for this, regardless of 
who they are or where they came from or what their 
political positions are have continued to meet with 
all of us, even people they knew were going to vote 
against the bill, to continue a dialogue. And yet we 
didn't even have a dialogue as Republicans and 
Democrats in the State Senate. I -- I know there was 
talk down in the House; there was no -- past the 
committee -- no dialogue between Democrats and 
Republicans about is there a way we could write this 
bill together. 

And so here are these advocates, you know, talking to 
Senators who are going to vote against the bill 
they've been fighting for, for a couple years and 
talking about how this is great to talk to you and 
work together and talk about other ideas and 
continuing to build relationships, and we as 
Republicans and Democrats can't even do that. Maybe 
that's a great lesson that we can learn from them. 
Maybe we should. We should remember that thousands of 
people are just asking just to talk to their 
Legislators, and how fall, how -- how far we must have 
fallen if -- if that's a hard ask for people in the 
State of Connecticut, whether our constituents or not, 
whether they're with documentation or not. 

Senator Looney mentioned that this is sort of like 
denying immunization. I -- I think that's a little 
unfair to say that voting against this would be like 
denying someone an immunization. We do have laws and 
the rule of law, and if we don't abide by those laws 
and follow those laws, we risk losing all of our laws. 

We are debating this, and we debated an issue 
regarding tuition at public colleges because the 
federal government has failed. And we cannot do 
immigration reform state-by-state, 
piecemeal-by-piecemeal, issue-by-issue. They are our 
neighbors. I -- I don't, I -- I can't imagine anyone 
in this Circle would ever walk around, whether it's in 
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their grocery store or at the gas station or at their 
job or going to the landfill or the dump or whatever 
you call it on a Saturday morning or, you know, 
watching your son's Little League game or your 
daughter's soccer game would ever look at someone, 
say, hey, I -- I wonder if that's person is here 
legally or not. We don't do that. 

And there are thousands of people living in our state 
and millions of people in our country who are here, 
and they're going to continue to be here. They're 
important to our economy; ask any of the businesses 
down in Fairfield County about the issue of 
immigration and immigration reform and how important 
it is to our economy. Yet we can't keep doing this as 
a state and trying to make different sets of rules and 
different sets of licenses or different sets of rules 
about getting into college or getting scholarships. 
The federal government has to act on this issue, 
because then all people will be treated equally and 
all people in the future will be treated equally, and 
everybody will know the rules, and we won't be sitting 
here drafting a bill which clearly has execution flaws 
inherent in the bill, which clearly has the potential 
for unintended consequences. 

Someone mistakenly even or intentionally -- regardless 
of what happens -- walks in to vote and shows a 
driver's license. It could happen, which is just as 
offensive to the person who cast the vote the right 
way. I'm not saying that's the intention of this bill 
but those potentially unintended consequences. 

Some of the amendments that we offered on our side 
were -- were intended to make the execution better. 
And I remember meeting with Father Manship and I don't 
know whether it was two or three law students at -- at 
Yale Law School. And it didn't matter whether it was 
one, because I knew I was, you know, out-manned as 
soon as Father Manship said I've got some law students 
at Yale who are helping me with a project. I said, 
well, that's, you know, I -- I through up the white 
flag, in, essentially. 

But I remember at the time asking; well, you know, we 
do have different licenses. You know, if you're under 
21 it's vertical; if you're not, it's horizontal. We 
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know with the Real ID Act, you have a gold star. So 
is -- is there a way, just in an abundance of caution 
-- I believe Utah had looked at it and may have passed 
the same law -- to make the license look different? 
And -- and I understood the objection; they didn't use 
it, but I got the feeling that it was almost like a 
scarlet letter, and that was not the intention. The 
intention was better execution of what we're doing 
here. 

And so I think we're going to see, I think we're going 
to see some mistakes made in execution and some 
unintended consequences, and my hope is that if those 
happen, the Majority will come back to the Minority 
Party and say let's sit down and try to fix this here 
before we go forward. 

But maybe one of the things we could do before we get 
out of here is to all sign a letter, which may be 
pointless, but urging our elected officials in 
Washington to come together on immigration reform. 
The politics on that issue are unbelievable. We had a 
previous President who was a Republican, who was a 
Governor of Texas, who had an immigration package 
which, quite frankly, was probably favored by more 
Democrats in Congress than Republicans. We have a 
current President who's Democrat who candidly has done 
nothing to push the issue; really nothing in his first 
term. 

Well, we're going to be back again in a couple years 
doing similar, other bills, trying to help out a 
community which nobody wants to hurt, but it's not the 
right way to do it. The right way to do it is to get 
the federal government to resolve the immigration 
issue, so that we as a state don't have to work on it 
piecemeal. 

And, lastly, I just want to thank my colleagues for 
the debate. I don't think this is the right bill to 
do at this time, and therefore I'm going to be voting 
no. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you . 
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Will you remark? 

Senator Williams. 

SENATOR WILLIAMS: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

I rise to support the bill. First, I want to thank 
Senator Maynard for his hard work and his yeoman 
efforts on the Floor here tonight, in terms of 
explaining the bill and answering the many questions. 

I also want to thank Father James Manship and those 
involved in the Congregations Organized for a New 
Connecticut and all of the advocates who have come 
together to work on this for a number of years now, as 
well as the effort that's resulting in this bill 
before us here this evening. There are also other 
Senators and Representatives and advocacy groups who 
have been involved. 

Madam President, what we have before us is a 
common-sense measure. This is common-sense 
legislation to assist those who want to be 
law-abiding, people who reside in the State of 
Connecticut, people who are on a pathway to legal 
status, people who need transportation in order to 
support themselves and their families. 

You know, I agree with almost everything -- almost 
everything -- that Senator Fasano said earlier. He 
talked about how because of the gridlock on the issue 
in Washington, DC, we are faced in Connecticut and the 
other 49 states with a reality that there are folks in 
our states working to support themselves and their 
families, struggling to have legal status, wanting to 
follow the rules but blocked in terms of the 
comprehensive legislation that has been proposed in 
the past by some on both sides of the aisle, blocked 
because that legislation, that common-sense 
legislation that would be comprehensive as to all 50 
states has not gone forward. 

Senator Fasano and others have mentioned that what 
we're talking about here is good policy. Senator 
McKinney just mentioned this is important to our 
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economy. These men and women are contributing to our 
communities, contributing to our businesses, and 
contributing to the economy of the state. This is the 
reality, so what shall we do? 

What we have before us is modelled on legislation that 
has been passed in other states. It's not Democratic 
Party legislation; it's not Republican Party 
legislation -- although some say that this really 
originated in Utah with a Republican Governor and 
Republican Legislature -- recognizing the reality that 
it is better to help people who want to be law-abiding 
and to give them a legal process to have a driver's 
license so that then with that license they can 
legally obtain auto insurance, which is what we want 
for their protection and the protection of everyone 
else who is a driver, that they have training in how 
to driver, like everyone else, passing a driver's 
education test. That's it. This is very 
straightforward, extremely common sense. It's been 
done in other states, Democrats and Republicans, so it 
makes a tremendous amount of -- of sense for us to 
move forward with this tonight . 

Thank you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. 

Will you remark? Will you remark? 

If not, Mr. Clerk, will you call for a roll call vote, 
and the machine will be open. 

THE CLERK: 

Jmmediate roll call has been ordered in the Senate. 
Senators, please return to the Chamber. Immediate 
roll call has been ordered in the Senate. 

THE CHAIR: 

Please let me remind people to please stay in the 
Chamber. We do have a vote after this on the, on the 
Consent Calendar . 
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Senator Osten, would you like to vote, please? 

Thank you. 

If all members have voted; all members have voted? 
The machine will be closed. 

Mr. Clerk, will you please call a tally. 

THE CLERK: 

House Bill 6495. 

Total Number Voting 
Those voting Yea 
Those voting Nay 
Absent and not voting 

THE CHAIR: 

The bill passes. 

Congratulations. Senator Looney . 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

35 
19 
16 

1 

Madam President, that will -- we will not take action 
on -- on the bills to be debated, but I do have one 
additional item to add to the Consent Calendar, and 
then if we might proceed to a vote on the Consent 
Calendar. 

Madam President, Calendar Page 47, Calendar 584, House 
Bills -- 6542 to the, add to the other item that we 
had placed on Consent, earlier today. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk, will you call for the Consent Calendar 
today please. 

Oh, seeing no objection, so ordered, sir. I'm sorry. 

And now Mr. Clerk . 
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March 8, 2013 
10:00 A.M. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: Thank you. Anything further? 

Seeing nothing, thank you very much. 

CARL GUZZARDI: Thank you. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: And I see we've been joined by 
COMMISSIONER MELODY A. CURREY. Welcome, 
Commissioner. 

COMMISSIONER MELODY A. CURREY: Pleasure to be here 
today. Thank you. Just left the -- the press 
conference on the Red Sox plate for those of 
you --

SENATOR MAYNARD: Half of the State of Connecticut 
is happy. 

COMMISSIONER MELODY A. CURREY: Is happy. I imagine 
we'll hear from the other half this week . 

I'm here to testify on a number of bills before 
you. I'd like to begin out -- begin with 6377, 
AN ACT CONCERNING ARREST POWERS OF MOTOR 
VEHICLE INSPECTORS. I won't read the testimony 
to you but simply to say that we believe it 
would be an enhancement to the job they do and 
a necessity to the job they do. These 
inspectors stop trucks on the highway on an 
ongoing basis. 

They are put in the same risk as I would say a 
DEEP officer is in relation to the job they do. 
They should have complete police powers. They 
are post certified. They carry guns. Anyone 
looking at them -- and I actually I did bring 
Lieutenant Bridge in full uniform to show you. 
They look like police officers. And my concern 
is that --
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This section is in direct conflict with other 
language that they seek to add in the very same 
section. The -- the largest part of the bill 
that really diminishes the Department's 
oversight of rates and charges of nonconsensual 
tows. And as you all know, you probably hear 
from people who have -- and it is by far the 
minority of towers not the majority that 
overcharge someone. 

And without having Department oversight the 
consumer is at risk. And I -- that's to me the 
most important part of the bill that needs to 
remain as the law is presently written. Next -
- and I have -- there's further testimony there 
for you to read. 

House Bill 6495 is our major motor vehicle 
revis1on statutes bill. It has a number of 
changes and if you would like, Senator, I can 
go through the testimony by section or we can 
simply take questions because it's a lengthy 
testimony but that's your call. There's 
technical changes for instance in section three 
and 41. You'll see that -- I've laid the 
testimony out so that you can see the 
individual sections and the impact. Customer 
relation improvements and efficiencies in 15 
and 21. 

Section 15 would assist active members of the 
military by allowing the DMV Commissioner to 
waive the examination for motorcycle 
endorsement. This would be a plus we can give 
the veterans in Connecticut and the military. 
They would have had to have an approved 
motorcycle safety course already in another 
locale but we would accept that in Connecticut. 
Presently they have to go through our DOT 
course . 
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Section 21 would change the electric vehicle 
registration period to every other year rather 
than annually. That would conform to how all 
cars are registered. And it -- the fees would 
be according $18 to 36. Regulated business in 
sections 23, 24, 25, 26, 29 and 30. Section 23 
prohibits the licensed dealer other than an 
auctioneer dealer. And this is -- I know that 
there are some people that believe that it is 
going to impact the auction houses. We do not 
believe that it is. And we would be more than 
happy to work to strengthen the language to 
clarify that. 

Our position is it would not impact the 
auctions. Section 26 would provide the 
Commissioner discretionary authority rather 
than mandatory authority to mediate complaints 
against dealer cases. Presently most 
complaints that we get the majority -- I have 
Lieutenant Smith here who can -- who runs the 
complaint division --really are small claim 
court -- small claim court cases and not DMV 
cases. 

If there's a violation that the dealer 
committed in relation to or the repairer in 
relation to what they're supposed to do and 
licensed to do we can deal with that. If they 
charged them too much that really should be a 
small claims court decision and that's what 
this bill would clarify, this section. Twenty 
nine would change the duration for driver 
school lessons from annual to biannual and 
that's an agreement in the changes that we did 
last year and in agreement with the driving 
schools are on board with that. 

The sections 13, 16, 17, 18, 22 and 54 are 
licensing and related items. Section 13 would 
give the Commissioner the option of using 
noncolored photograph on the operators' license 
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and identity card for the future. Virginia 
issues a noncolored photo license and New York 
will soon utilize a noncolored photo license. 
Color images will continue to be maintained 
internally at DMV for -- for DMV records. 

And I have Lynn Blackwell who oversees the 
licensing division who can answer any questions 
in relation to that. We are in the process of 
going out with an RFP for a new license vendor 
to create the credentials. This is -- gives us 
the flexibility of doing -- using the most 
modern techniques of creating licenses versus 
saying it remains color. It may remain color 
in the final RFP but decision contract what we 
have aren't there yet. So this would give us 
flexibility in the contract. 

Sixteen, 17 and 18 adjust the driver's license 
fees in accordance with changes that were made 
last year and 2011 and it makes them all 
uniform. Section 16 eliminates the yearly rate 
for driver's license that are issued for a 
period longer than six years and therefore the 
fee for the new license will be $72 for all 
applicants. It would also allow automobile 
clubs like AAA to charge a three dollar 
convenience fee where they presently are 
charging a two dollar convenience fee for 
transactions. And they are doing approximately 
30 -- over 30 percent of our business for 
licensing at AAA. 

Section 17 would make the fee for a two year 
license for a person over age 65 proportionate 
to the original fee for the license that 
changed in 2011. The fee -- renewal fee of $72 
for six years. Section 18 would adjust the 
renewal fee for the four year CDL license to 
$70. This corresponds to a change we made in 
the 2011 to the original license fee for CDLs 
which went to $17.50 a year. Section 22 would 
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change the driver's license renewal fee from 65 
to 72 for the six year renewal period. The fee 
for issuing the original license was put at $72 
but the renewal was not changed. It was left 
at 66. This would give uniformity in the 
licensing. And part of the new (inaudible) 
process is to make it easier and less confusing 
for people and it is terribly confusing for 
people about what we charge for what when we 
have a license cost of 72 but to renew it is 
62. 

If you have just one fee it's an easier way to 
do business. Section 54 relates to the passage 
of the 2012 the adult instruction learner 
permit requirement that people over 18 years of 
age would have to have. This would codify that 
a person over 18 is required to hold a permit 
for at least 90 days prior to receiving a 
driver's license. We are in the process of -
of doing that now. 

And we are evaluating the experience but we 
would really like to have a year under our belt 
anyway before you change that or make any 
changes to that because then we'll have the 
data to see does this work or doesn't it work 
and fine tune it. And reserve the right to 
fine tune it now. Towing of vehicles, section 
28, this section provides additional towing 
exceptions for legitimate businesses that are 
engaged in towing contracts. Consensual tows 
performed under a contract with other 
businesses such as an auction or a recycler for 
which they use commercial plates. 

The exception would also include commercial 
vehicles that engage in interstate hauling of 
their vehicles. This section also adds a 
penalty provision for violating this section. 
In 2010 the General Assembly made changes to 
this towing statute to limit all towing in the 
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State to dealers with license records. As a 
result of that change DMV received numerous 
complaints from several legitimate businesses. 
Registration, section nine -- absolutely. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: We've been covering a lot of 
ground and I'm guessing that there's been a few 
questions prompted. So would you mind a pause 

COMMISSIONER MELODY A. CURREY: Not at all. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: -- so that at least if there are 
questions currently -- I have a couple. And 
this -- Representative Sawyer, if you'd like to 
start. 

REP. SAWYER: Could I just have a clarification on 
the licensing where the -- you said that 
standard licenses for six years are $72. But 
CDL is four years for $70 and then you follow 
that with trying to talk -- you mentioned about 
trying to streamline it and have everything the 
same. Why don't we have CDLs for six years? 

COMMISSIONER MELODY A. CURREY: We -- it's federal -
- it's federal regulation. It's federal 
regulation for the four years. They have 
allowed different requirements for CDL that it 
doesn't fit the regular license. It's you know 
medical certificate annually. Right? Every 
two years. And so we have a different -- a 
different set of rules in relation to CDLs that 

.are driven by the federal government. 

REP. SAWYER: So on the reverse why don't we do 
everything four years and make it standard and 
everything has the same price? 

COMMISSIONER MELODY A. CURREY: The volume of 
bringing the people in if you do the -- the 
standard passenger plate you would bring that 
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many more people in annually. We'd have to 
increase the number of -- of examiners that we 
have. 

REP. SAWYER: Okay. And I'm going to -- but with 
the (inaudible) that we're working on and 
things are going to be computerized now. 
Anyway just a thought process for the future. 

COMMISSIONER MELODY A. CURREY: Right. I under -- I 
hear you. 

REP. SAWYER: When you're trying to streamline 
everything make it the same price. The CDL 
folks take so much more training whether they 
have hazmat training so on and so forth. I 
just see that price as gouging of somebody that 
has a license and it should be similar. So 
I'll just leave you with that. Thank you. 

COMMISSIONER MELODY A. CURREY: I hear you. Thank 
you . 

SENATOR MAYNARD: Other questions. 

Senator LeBeau. 

SENATOR LeBEAU: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Good afternoon, Commissioner. Thank you for 
being here. 

COMMISSIONER MELODY A. CURREY: Thank you. 

SENATOR LeBEAU: I do have some questions on items 
you have not covered yet so I'll just go back 
to the regulated businesses sections. It says 
in your testimony, section 25 now prohibits the 
dealer from delivering a used car to a customer 
if the customer has not received approval for 
financing or otherwise paid in full. First 
this will not affect a new car purchase only 
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COMMISSIONER MELODY A. CURREY: Yes. I believe 
that's correct. You -- Sharon am I right about 
that? The used cars what we've found is that 
people were sometimes paying at -- for the car 
or partially paying, taking the delivery of the 
car and then it would be repossessed. We had a 
number of calls in relation to that. Sharon, 
our attorney Sharron Geanuracos is here. 

SHARRON GEANURACOS: Good -- I was going to say good 
morning but I guess it's afternoon. Good 
afternoon. The Commissioner is correct. We -
we have a couple of used car dealers that are 
unable to -- they say the car is financed, the 
person drives off the lot with the car and 
they're -- they're unable to sell the loan and 
they repossess the vehicle even though the 
person who's purchased the vehicle isn't late 
on any of their payments. This is to head that 
problem off. And it doesn't typically apply to 
a new car dealer because they don't usually 
operate under those same set of rules. So it's 
mostly for the used car dealers. 

SENATOR LeBEAU: Okay. So what I'm hearing is the 
dealer's unable to sell the loan. You know 
it's a weekend sale. They can't get a decision 
maker at the bank or whatever and can't sell 
the loan in a timely fashion and so they -
they have an agreement with the customer I 
assume that the customer has to return the car 
if they can't get the -- the loan approved. 
But my concern about this is I think you're 
talking about subprime lending being the 
challenge. 

And you've got an awful lot of other customers 
out there on the street who don't have this 
problem, who are a good credit risk and you 
know you're not going to have this problem 
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getting them approved. And you're eliminating 
the ability of that customer to -- to make a 
quick purchase if they choose to do that. Have 
you given thought of trying to separate that 
two type of customer because I think you've 
cast a wide net and you may be bringing an 
awful lot of people into the picture you're 
trying to protect who may not wish to have that 
protection because they don't have that 
problem? 

SHARRON GEANURACOS: Right. I think -- I mean we 
would certainly work with LCO if we could 
adjust the language to exclude people that 
should be excluded. I think a lot of these 
dealers that -- that do this it's -- it could 
be a week, two weeks later and their 
repossessing the vehicle. 

We've been in immediate -- you know a lot of 
times if you would go and purchase a car on the 
weekend and you couldn't get someone to get 
back to you that dealer will usually make some 
kind of an arrangement and by Monday they'll 
know whether the loan is -- is good. These are 
dealers that let their -- their customers drive 
around in these vehicles for extended periods 
of time and the repossess them. And those are 
the dealers we're focusing on. And those would 
be the dealers we would be focusing on. 

SENATOR LeBEAU: Thank you. And through you, Mr. 
Chairman. I think what I'm sensing is you're 
describing subprime lending. And I think that 
that's a different animal in the finance 
business that I can see where you're trying to 
protect the customer from any unfair trade 
practice. 

But if I'm not mistaken that is probably a 
small fraction of the total used car business 
in Connecticut. And I think that this rule 
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that you're proposing is saying that someone 
with AAA credit who goes into their local 
dealer and wants to buy a car on Saturday 
morning and the car is ready to go, doesn't 
need any work and it's been properly you know 
safety checked or whatever the process is. If 
it were a new car that customer could take it 
home but you're saying if it's a used car they 
can't. And I -- I don't -- I think you need to 
rethink that a little bit. 

SHARRON GEANURACOS: And I don't think we're trying 
to prevent people from being able to take used 
cars home. That isn't our intent here 
certainly. 

COMMISSIONER MELODY A. CURREY: If we can find a way 
to do that, Senator, to address what we believe 
is a serious problem and not impact them that's 
where we'll go. 

SENATOR LeBEAU: Good. Thank you for taking another 
look at that . 

SENATOR MAYNARD: Thank you, Senator. 

Other questions on the portions we've covered 
so far? 

I have one or two if I could just quickly. I 
guess since -- I'm guessing on the -- I think 
you mentioned it on the license that the color 
versus black and white. Is it -- it's 
obviously a cheaper opportunity or a more 
secure possible alternative and if you're just 
waiting to see which --

COMMISSIONER MELODY A. CURREY: It actually is a 
more (inaudible) credential in the black and 
white photos. The newest technology that you 
create. The card itself is not an overlay. 
It's actually printed into the card and as a 
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result it is more secure. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: On the licensing fees just so I 
understand you said over -- a person over age 
65 with the two year license would pay 
proportionate to the original does that mean 
fractionally by years? So if you're only doing 
two years it would be whatever it is $24? 

COMMISSIONER MELODY A. CURREY: We pay annually 

SENATOR MAYNARD: In pay. 

COMMISSIONER MELODY A. CURREY: for over 65. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: Okay. But on a fraction 
would pay a fraction of the 72. 

they 

COMMISSIONER MELODY A. CURREY: A year's worth of 
it. Correct. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: Great. Great. Great. That's 
what I thought it meant but I just wanted to be 
sure. These are the kinds of things we get 
lots of calls as you can imagine. 

And then the towing of vehicles. Now I've 
talked to some folks in that and I'm just -- I 
have -- I do have a couple from that -- from 
those conversations from the industry. I 
understand it's been some time since there was 
an increase in the towing rates approved? Is 
it -- is that right? 

SHARRON GEANURACOS: The last petition we actually 
received for a tow increase and that's how we -
- we do it through the statute by a petition. 
The last petition we got was in 2009. So we 
haven't been asked for a towing -- a tow 
increase since then. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: But the last one was how long ago 
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the eastern part of the State from New York and 
-- and spending six and eight and ten hours in 
traffic in the -- in an accident situation. So 
I sense there's a question here and then we can 
continue the conversation. 

Yes, Representative. 

REP. ALEXANDER: Thank you, Mr. Chair. 

And thanks for coming before us today. First 
point just real quick, I thank you and applaud 
you for supporting the military exemption for 
the motorcycle course. As someone on active 
duty in the Marine Corps I know the DOD 
mandates that every service member goes through 
a motorcycle safety foundation course because 
motorcycle deaths and injuries was a big 
epidemic about five or six years ago in the 
military. So I know in the Marine Corps 
especially they get that certification just by 
being in the service. That's really great 
you're doing that . 

My question is dealing with House Bill 4 --
6495. I know it's a very large document and 
but Senator Maynard was mentioning. I too have 
had conversations with some of my constituents 
in the towing industry. And they had a few 
concerns about that -- that bill and the 
regulations. I know it's a large, large bill. 
My question is -- and I haven't looked it up. 
I know it's a large bill. They were telling me 
-- people from the towing industry from my 
district that they might be cited for class D 
misdemeanors for -- for regulatory violations 
and they were a little concerned about that. 

And you know I don't really know the full story 
with that but I just wanted to kind of raise 
that to you to see if that is in there any why 
because they were concerned a little bit. I 
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SHARRON GEANURACOS: Actually I think it is -- it 
isn't under the towing provisions that they 
could be charged. I think they may be -- that 
there are some changes to the dealer and 
repairers statute and in some sections we've 
added misdemeanors. I know there was concern 
that some of the language -- the misdemeanor 
the addition of the misdemeanor applied to 
language which I don't think it was meant to 
apply to. 

So we need to obviously work with LCO to change 
that language to make the -- the misdemeanor 
specific to -- there's a section of that 
statute that deals with fraud and that's where 
that the misdemeanor comes in. And I think it 

because it applies to the whole statute they 

REP. ALEXANDER: Yeah . 

SHARRON GEANURACOS: it's not meant to apply to 
those paperwork violations or whatever else is 
in there. Ti's just meant to apply to the 
fraud. 

REP. ALEXANDER: No, I appreciate that because this 
individual in the towing industry thinks you 
know class D misdemeanors should be in there 
for fraud and he's a very proud business owner 
but he's cited a few examples where paperwork 
errors occur in the daily business of life and 
you know you might get fined and these things 
happen but there's no negligent or malice 
towards what is occurring and he was very 
sensitive to that fact. 

SHARRON GEANURACOS: We will definitely fix that. 
We don't want that either. We don't have the 
resources to -- to 
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REP. ALEXANDER: No. I didn't think so either and I 
know he didn't have all the facts. I just 
wanted to ask that. 

Thank you, Mr. Chair. I appreciate it. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: That's fine. Make sure you get 
DRS probably over there to help you out on. 
They love those little details. Is there -- is 
there any circumstance where this has been 
problematic? I mean fraud is your intent. Is 
that right. Is there any other areas where 
these stiffer penalties are -- are being 
applied or should be applied because of 
something that -- that the law's inadequate 
right now to -- as a deterrent? 

SHARRON GEANURACOS: Not that I'm aware. I think 
the penalty that we added for towing this year 
is that there was no penalty at all in that 
statute for violating -- if a person was 
operating a tow vehicle with commercial plates 
which it's now not allowed to do, there was not 
penalty for that. And so towers were asking us 
to enforce it but you can't enforce it if 
there's no penalty. So we added a penalty but 
it's not a misdemeanor penalty except on your 
second offense. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: Okay. That's helpful. And-- and 
just finally, who -- who would be in the 
enforcement role for -- for that? Who could 
issue those? 

SHARRON GEANURACOS: Well a lot of what we added to 
the dealer and repairer statutes are 
infractions. So any -- any law enforcement 
officer could write an infraction including our 
inspectors. The same with the misdemeanor 
provisions . 
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SENATOR MAYNARD: All right. Well I'm -- I believe 
we have representatives in this industry -
industries here so I'm sure we'll be taking up 
some of these matters with them as well but 
thank you. 

If you'd like to quickly summarize the 
remainder. I know I'm getting a lot of 
consternation from the year of manufacturer 
plates issue as you can imagine. I imagine 
some of my colleagues are as well but if -- if 
you could just tell us how big a problem that 
is and then we can finish up and we'll have 
more questions. 

COMMISSIONER MELODY A. CURREY: I think you'll find 
from law enforcement, the police officers that 
we hear from they can't tell if the car is 
registered or not if it has the year of 
manufacturer plate on it as opposed to the 
their regular plate. So they're not sure how 
to determine that because the year of 
manufacturer could be a plate they purchased at 
a tag sale that they're putting on the car. It 
also -- they're being produced now and sold on 
the internet so there's very little control 
that the State has in relation to that. 

In the proposed legislation the plate currently 
on a vehicle may be continued to be displayed 
during the vehicle's current registration cycle 
because we didn't want to change what they were 
doing midstream, give them an opportunity the 
next -- when they reregister, renew their 
registration to correct it at that point and go 
back to the plate they should have on their 
vehicle. It wouldn't stop them from putting it 
you know in their window 

SENATOR MAYNARD: Right. 

COMMISSIONER MELODY A. CURREY: -- or something like 
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SENATOR MAYNARD: Sort of like our legislative 
plate. 

The -- yeah I think the -- obviously these are 
folks who have an extraordinary interest in 
their cars and take great pride in displaying 
them and so forth. And I think for the 
{inaudible) -- one of the laws we had to deal 
with the vast majority of the people are fair, 
honest players who are doing the right thing 
and are obviously utilizing real plates with 
the very vehicle that they're intended. But I 
understand the -- there is -- there are those 
out there who use it for nefarious reasons and 
what not. And even though they're a minority I 
suppose it does present some problems. 

COMMISSIONER MELODY A. CURREY: {Inaudible.) 

SENATOR MAYNARD: Yeah. Well thank you for that. 
It helps me understand at least the intent . 
Okay. And then if you'd like to do the last 
group of sections and we'll --

COMMISSIONER MELODY A. CURREY: Sections six, 14, 
19, 20, 46, 47, 55, 56 and 57 are federal 
compliance issues. And we frankly are told 
that if we do not do certain compliance issues 
it will have an impact on the revenue that we 
receive from the federal government. And we 
we do have language to that affect. The 
section 14 would broaden the definition for 
special operators permit for education to 
include private occupational schools. We 
presently do issue special operator permits for 
people who -- work permits to drive back and 
forth to work or back and forth to school. But 
unfortunately somehow private occupational 
schools were never included and I think it was 
unintentional omission . 
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So they were trade schools, et cetera. They 
will be included with this section. The -
they do have to be two year, four year 
accredited institutions of higher ed. So it 
won't be a fly by night school for your 
benefit. Nineteen and 20 would also place 
Connecticut in compliance with federal law. 
This is where the Connecticut -- the federal 
motor carrier of safety administration recently 
amended the CDL testing and commercial 
learner's permit standards. This clarifies 
that the commercial learner's permit holders 
are subject to disqualification criteria that 
are applicable to those who hold a CDL. 

And you know this -- we're told if these 
sections do not pass and 46 and 47 that we will 
have a loss of revenue. I just wanted to 
stress that once again. Actually a number of 
these sections have been proposed in other 
years and either haven't made it all the way 
through your process to here, to a public 
hearing so we're glad to see it in the bill 
this year to have the public hearing. Thank 
you for that. And hopefully you will agree to 
it. 

Fifty five, 56 and 57 deal with federal law for 
repeat OUI which -- offenders. Connecticut is 
now authorized by federal law which they're now 
calling map 21 to establish limitations to be 
imposed on the ignition interlock devices for 
offenders with second our convictions. 
Previously such persons were allowed only to 
drive back and forth to work, school and 
alcohol and drug abuse treatment programs or an 
IID service center. Connecticut is adding 
probational appointments. 

As you know we've worked very closely with 
probation on the IID units in cars so they need 
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to be able to go and see their probation 
officer because a number of people are on 
probation. So we're adding that. So that 
covers our -- our largest bill before you. 

And Senate Bill 975~AN ACT FOR REVISIONS TO 
THE TRANSPORTATION STATUTES. We had discussed 
at one point distracted driving. And what we 
discovered is that part of the distracted 
driving law is that you could go ahead and 
people were pulling up to a red light stopped 
thinking it was okay to check their phone, talk 
on the phone. That's -- this makes it clear 
it's not allowed. It also -- this impacts 
DOT requested this and it impacts how much 
money they will receive as part of putting this 
in the statute. And --

SENATOR MAYNARD: Thank you, Commissioner. 

Confession being good for the soul I have to 
report that I was the -- I don't know if it's 
appropriate to say I was a victim. I was -- I 
had the great occasion of being made familiar 
with that provision of the law. I did. I was 
at a stop and one of our -- one of our own 
Hartford police officers informed me that I was 
in violation of the law. And the State was 
enriched by that endeavor. I -- I did not 
mention to him that I was Chair of the 
committee. But I feel much better now having 
shared that with you all. 

Any further questions for the Commissioner? 

Yes. Senator McLachlan. 

SENATOR McLACHLAN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Commissioner, I wonder if we could just go back 
for a minute to House Bill 6495 and the phasing 
out the year of manufacture plates. And I just 
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thought maybe I would float another idea about 
that because it seems that the antique 
collectors are trying to find a way to make it 
work. And I -- I could see where there's a lot 
of confusion. Certainly those old plates and 
having a -- a duplicate plate on the new system 
would create a problem. 

But we do have a system for legislator plates 
and I wondered as complicated as that is for 
your office to administer that and that's only 
187 legislators and it's -- it's a challenge. 
I know it is. But is there a way that the 
antique registrations could be year of 
manufacturer -- along those lines if the owners 
are willing to pay whatever it costs for you to 
administer that. 

So if it's double the cost of a registration 
that year then they want to have the plate 
they've got to pay for it. And the plate 
itself has to come through you and not off the 
internet or a tag sale. So I use that as a 
suggestion. I -- I think it's being done in -
like that somewhere else in the country. I 
don't know where but I -- I got wind that maybe 
that it was happening elsewhere. Complicated, 
perhaps expensive to the registrant but if they 
want to do it and they're willing to pay for it 
maybe that's a happy medium. 

COMMISSIONER MELODY A. CURREY: It would not be a 
solution for us this year for sure because of 
the modernization and what that would mean. 
You're right ~here's 187 legislators and so you 
can be maintained on a spreadsheet more or 
less. There are many more year of 
manufacturers out there. And I hear what 
you're saying about the plate. I mean I know 
many people don't like the historical plate 
with the little old fashioned car on it. And 
we were -- we were trying to come up with an 
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alternative to that. And in the future I 
believe we will in working with them in doing 
that. 

I don't know that what you're proposing is 
possible but we do have the American 
Association of Automobile Administrators, 
AAMVA. And I will check through them to see if 
there's somebody else how somebody else out 
there is dealing with it and is there a 
solution there. 

SENATOR McLACHLAN: Okay. Thank you. And I -- and 
I hesitate to burden you with that request but 
if -- if there's a way to make it happen and 
given the -- the nature of the antique 
collectors that I personally know. I'm not a 
collector. I would love to be a collector but 
I couldn't afford them. But -- but the people 
that I know that are collectors are -- are very 
dedicated to their hobby. And if there's a way 
that we can accommodate them and they're 
willing to pay the extra cost to do that it'd 
be nice to figure that out. 

And one other question in -- as it relates to 
the CDL registrations. You talked about 
there's a potential loss of federal funds 
because of our noncompliance to the diversion -
- pretrial alcohol education diversion 
programs. How much money are you talking about 
that -- that the federal government is 
threatening to take away from us? 

COMMISSIONER MELODY A. CURREY: I know Sharron has 
been in contact with them directly so --

SHARRON GEANURACOS: The first year it's five 
percent which they estimate between 23 and $25 
million the first year. And then it -- it 
gradually goes up from there . 
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SENATOR McLACHLAN: So that's a big ouch. 

SHARRON GEANURACOS: It is. 

SENATOR McLACHLAN: So -- so this has been before 
use before and it hasn't made it to the finish 
line I gather and we got to make it get to the 
finish line to hold on to that 23 million plus. 

SHARRON GEANURACOS: Yes. 

SENATOR McLACHLAN: Thank you. 

SHARRON GEANURACOS: We -- we were first cited for 
this several years ago and we've been through I 
think two audit cycles since that and we've 
been in noncompliance in both of those audit 
cycles. And so I think they're -- they're 
stepping up their efforts to get this 
compliance. 

SENATOR McLACHLAN: Thank you . 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: Thank you, Senator. 

Representative Sayers. I'm sorry, Sawyer. 

REP. SAWYER: We -- as recently as yesterday. So 
and we have the first initials so it's really 
fun. The question going back to Bill number 8 
-- 6377, AN ACT CONCERNING THE ARREST POWERS OF 
MOTOR VEHICLE INSPECTORS. One of the 
interesting things we heard yesterday from the 
new Police Chief out at the University of 
Connecticut was that the state she comes from 
prior to accepting this position she said and I 
thought it was wonderful, a cop is a cop is a 
cop and they're all called police. 

They all have police training. Whether it is 
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SENATOR MAYNARD: Next is -- I know representatives 
are coming and going so I'll ask if 
Representative Case is here. Not at the 
moment? He will be. Okay. If we could go 
ahead then with Susan Giacalone. 

SUSAN GIACOLONE: Hi. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: Susan, I'm sorry. 
known your last name before. 
how to pronounce it? 

I've never 
Can you tell me 

SUSAN GIACOLONE: For the record it's Susan 
Giacalone or Giacalone if you want to get real 
technical. I'm Susan Giacalone. I'm here on 
behalf of the Insurance Association of 
Connecticut. Senator Maynard, members of the 
transportation committee, I'm here in 
opposition -- strong opposition to House Bill, 
6558. 

This is something that you heard the 
Commissioner testify to and we associate 
ourselves with her comments. The towing -- the 
nonconsensual towing industry was regulated and 
the rates set by the Legislature in 1997 vested 
with DMV for good reason. Prior to 1997 there 
was no uniformity, rates were all over the 
place. As a comment made on last night's news 
a tower was interviewed or quoted as saying it 
was pure chaos. Since 1997 DMV has been vested 
with the authority to set uniform rates for 
towing and storage. 

There is a process involved for review of those 
rates. It is a process that the towing and 
professionals have utilized over the years and 
have gotten increases in their rates based upon 
the hearings presented. And all be it 90 days 
it's been timely and it has happened. And as 
last referenced in 2008 not only was there an 
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seen in the past. And just some of the fees 
that we saw. We actually had a fee one time 
for $500. I won't say what it was charged for 
or how they labeled it but it was mainly 
because it was -- the car was being -- was 
towed by one shop and because it was being 
moved to another shop for repair because of an 
accident they charged $500. And we had to pay 
it and then fight to get the money back after 
the fact. 

This is just experience that we've had over the 
years and we just think that this would turn it 
back to that and drive costs through the roof. 
Thank you and we urge your rejection of the 
proposal. And I" just want to not one other 
thing in the 6495, sections 42 for -- and 43 
which is seeking insurers to put the NIC code 
on their identification cards. 

We as an industry don't have a problem with 
that we just need a delayed effective date of 
October 1 for any card issued on or after that 
effective date. We can't change cards already 
out in play. So we need time to make some 
administrative changes to comply with the 
requirement. Thank you. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: Any questions for Susan? 

I have just the one. I explored this a little 
bit with the Commissioner but wouldn't -
wouldn't there be a benefit to the industry for 
the quicker removal of cars at -- from accident 
scenes and breakdowns for -- on a safety basis? 
Wouldn't it overall be an improvement there? 

SUSAN GIACOLONE: Absolutely. But I quite honestly 
don't see how deregulating their rates has any 
impact on how quick they do the service. If 
the implication is oh well because the rates 
are regulated we're taking our time doing it. 
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JOHN FARESE: Good morning. Good afternoon, Senator 
Maynard and members of the committee. My name 
is John Farese. I am the Legal Council to the 
Auto Body Association of Connecticut and I'm 
here to offer some comments or my opinions or 
the opinions of the Association concerning some 
of the changes that are contemplated in Bill 
6495. 

One of the things I was interested in in 
listening to the Commissioner speak about the 
bill is she glossed over the part that we take 
-- or didn't even really mention the part that 
we take the most issue which is the 
criminalization of these paperwork violations. 
We think that is -- you know very important to 
body shops. We're talking about a statutory 
framework, a regulatory framework that is long. 
It's complicated. It's difficult for an 
attorney to get everything right . 

If you take a mechanic in a body shop and ask 
them to be point on with everything it's just 
difficult. And sometimes mistakes happen. And 
when they happen you end up at the DMV and a 
lot of times they end up calling me to help 
them with that so I have experience being in 
front of those regulatory hearings, penalty 
hearings. 

And I can assure you from experience in 
representing towers, representing body shops, 
representing dealers that no one wants to be in 
that position. I can assure you of that. And 
when they are there they take the proceedings 
very seriously and the penalties and fines can 
often be in the thousands once you look at 
multiple violations stacked. 

In five to seven, eight thousand sometimes in 
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excess of 10,000. So my opinions would be that 
the sanctions and the system that is currently 
in place is more than adequate to deter 
violations and oftentimes what we have are 
mistakes not driven by fraud or an intent to 
deceive a consumer but rather by a mistake in 
terms of the way the paperwork was processed. 
The Auto Body Association prior to self and 
serving as an arm and a resource in advocacy on 
-- for consumers and we -- we applaud the 
consumer based reforms that are in this bill 
but what we take issue with are the what I 
would define as draconian escalation in 
penalties based again on these paperwork 
violations. 

If you look at for example the existing rights 
of the Commissioner and the Department they can 
suspend or revoke the license of any licensee. 
And they can basically hold a repairer or a 
licensee accountable under any statute 
including what I most typically see are CUPA 
violations or that's the allegation. They have 
very broad powers as it is and additional 
penalties really will do nothing more to -- to 
serve a consumer other than to really harm 
small business owners. And I think -- and I 
wrote this down when Attorney Sharron 
Geanuracos was testifying there was a question 
proposed to her about whether there was 
inadequacies in the laws to serve as a 
deterrent. 

And my -- my notes indicate that she testified 
the law was not inadequate as a deterrent. And 
I think that was important because that's 
precisely what I'm saying. What we have in 
place is sufficient. And taking a paperwork 
violations, making them infractions and some 
cases misdemeanors it's -- I just is -- it's 
over the top. I made the point in my written 
comments to you that within section 52 for 
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example they would impose a class B misdemeanor 
on a repair facility for failing to notify the 
customer that the repair would be completed on 
the same day. 

Now oftentimes vehicles are dropped off and 
particularly with the clients I represent 
mostly auto body shops. They can't do the 
repairs on the same day. Now if you went by 
the letter of the book a shop can conceivably 
be convicted or -- for a class B misdemeanor. 
It's just -- it's unreasonable. 

And so my question is why aren't the 
regulations in place enough to ensure 
compliance? I think they are. And I think 
that arguably once we start pushing auto repair 
facilities who already have a sufficient system 
in place into the criminal justice system to 
deal with prosecutors and the court system. 
We've now cost the State more money in the 
resources that it's going to need to handle 
that type of work. So -- and the other point I 
would make briefly is that in previous efforts 
that we've made as an association to interact 
with motor vehicles to say help us through 
education and with compliance. 

The response that we've gotten from the 
Department is one of we're not in the business 
to do that. We're in the business to 
essentially impose penalties upon a violation. 
So I think that what the DMV is asking for is 
unreasonably particularly given its -- its 
previous attitude of not cooperating and 
education. And so with that I think those are 
eth main points I wanted to raise. My 
testimony has also been set forth in a letter 
which I've submitted. And I would welcome any 
questions. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: Thank you. I think you made the 
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case. I'm sorry to unfortunately the 
Commissioner's test~mony didn't include 
specifics on the sections in question here. So 
we didn't have an awful lot of questioning. 
Although I think Representative Alexander 
touched on a couple of the matters. 

All right so ultimately your -- your feeling is 
enforcement that's in place right now and laws 
and -- and penalties including -- what about 
the licenses sufficient? 

JOHN PARESE: Absolutely. I mean if you take away 
the license you've taken away their ability to 
make a living. And no one -- I'm telling you 
even the people that I think the DMV would 
suspect are the worst offenders. No one wants 
to be interacting with the DMV on a compliance 
issue. It's -- it's not a pleasant experience. 
You have very little chance of prevailing at 
administrative hearings because of the way the 
system is set up . 

And the fines are -- are steep in the thousands 
-- and once there's multiple violations like I 
said you can lose the ability to practice. So 
most businesses that I've had the pleasure of 
interacting with try their darndest to comply 
and -- and if there's an issue will do whatever 
they need to do to fix it. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: Thank you. 

Any other questions, Representatives? 

Thank you very much. Appreciate your taking 
the time. 

JOHN PARESE: Thank you. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: I ask apologies, Representative 
Ziobron -- Ziobron. There we go . 
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SENATOR MAYNARD: Thank you, Representative, and 
appreciate your passion and commitment to the 
issue and as a former member of this committee 
I appreciate your taking the time to come and 
testify and we all know the extent to which our 
transportation needs are exceeding our ability 
to pay for them. So a very important matter 
and certainly one that this committee will take 
very seriously. 

Any -- any questions or comments for 
Representative Lavielle? 

Thank you very much. 

REP. LAVIELE: Thank you so much. Enjoy the rest of 
the day. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: You too. Safe travels. 

REP. LAVIELLE: Thanks . 

SENATOR MAYNARD: Representative -- I'm sorry. Art 
Shaw. Welcome, Mr. Shaw. 

ARTHUR SHAW: Good afternoon, Senator Maynard and 
the rest of the transportation committee. My 
name is Arthur Shaw and I'm from Lisbon, 
Connecticut. I'm here to -- I'm here today to 
speak in opposition to sections ten A -- I'm 
sorry. Let me take off my glasses. And raised 
bill -- in raised bill 6495 and committee bill 
190. I come before you today represent1ng the 
NETRA Organization. I work to organize events 
-- that is the New England Trail Riders 
Organization. I'm sorry. 

I work to organize events in the eastern part 
of the State. The simple point there are no 
public recreational places to -- to ride ATVs. 
Please explain to me why anyone should register 
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them. What is the benefit? I'm very new to 
the discussions of State forests. I truly 
think there is room to put a five -- five to 
eight foot wide unidirectional trail through 
the woods in selected forests within the State 
of Connecticut. 

I think they would be maintained and 
partnerships with other -- other interests 
groups would be formed to promote recreational 
riding for families. If the State chooses not 
to enter into this shared risk agreement then 
they should not mandate it -- a registration 
and the subsequent taxation by municipalities. 

In a previous testimony on February 20, 2013, 
Jerry Sanders, a senior administrator of the 
NETRA Organization noted the insurmountable 
challenges in obtaining an ATV trail within the 
State forests given the current infrastructure. 
He also noted the (inaudible) that's dated in a 
law approximately in a law approximately 28 
years ago. Further discussions with the 
committee the inaction of the law resided in 
the interpretation of the word shall versus 
must in a legal document. 

Regarding the use of the word shall the term 
shall is noted 35 times with the section lOA 
and 41 in Raised Bill 6495. Why? Because from 
a legal contractual standpoint shall and must 
are used interchangeably. Why does -- why does 
shall carry a lesser responsibility than must 
in a law issued in 1986. In addition I really 
think that cycling clubs have really put a lot 
of skin into the game and they face very large 
obstacles over the last 28 years. We simply 
see tremendous effort. 

My personal opinion is that they've put in 
enough effort to merit setting up trails, a 
priority to instituting a registration fee . 
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Even if there were dramatic changes in the 
political climate there would still be no 
funding for such a venture and registration 
fees amounting to a gross of 1,050,000 is not 
going to generate sufficient funds to do much 
of anything. 

The reference for the -- for the value was 
offered by Mr. Mikutel's website where he noted 
30,000 ATVs had a registration fee of $35 
without a very careful earmarking provision. 
As for the -- as for the committee Bill 190 
which is tied to the cities and the issues of 
dirt bikes in cities. 

As for -- as for cities and the issues they are 
dealing with in -- with -- within regard to 
dirt bikes I do not see the possibility that a 
registration fee from one organization will 
even remotely deal with the concerns that they 
are trying to address. The -- the issue of 
cities -- city riders' civil disobedience 
should be addressed with city ordinances and if 
necessary all of the individuals of the State 
should share the burden financing solutions for 
the inner city. 

I did find one piece of information from the 
DEEP that actually stands against registration 
I quote, finally all user groups should be 
encouraged to raise their own funds for land 
acquisition for their particular recreational 
activity. Conservation and trail organizations 
have purchased thousands of acres of land 
around the State with public and private 
founded -- foundation donations. 

This model could translate to motorized, 
equestrian and biking organizations as well. 
As a member of NETRA and a member of the 
Central Cycle Club I can honestly say we work 
really hard to find legal -- legal places to 
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ride and it's very expensive going in this 
model. Therefore we should not be levied a 
registration fee and subsequent to taxes that 
would inhibit the autonomous path that cycling 
has been forced to pursue. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: Thank you, Sir. Thank you for 
your testimony. As a member of this committee 
and also of the environment committee it's an 
issue that we have regrettably been having to 
hear about and deal with for my entire time 
here and a good deal longer than that. I've 
been here seven years now and I understand the 
frustration and the irritation. It's something 
we tried to advance in each of the committees 
and I hope we can do better than we've been 
able to do but I -- I appreciate your remarks. 

Representative Sawyer, question? 

REP. SAWYER: Thank you, Mr. Shaw for coming today. 
This has been an issue that I am very keenly 
aware of and one that I have spoken on many 
times in front of this General Assembly mostly 
in front of the environment committee. So your 
premise is that if there were legal places to 
ride you would have no problem with 
registration? 

ARTHUR SHAW: Correct. Yeah. 

REP. SAWYER: And do you believe that we should 
do you believe we should tie registrations then 
to having legal places to ride? We should put 
that in the statute? 

ARTHUR SHAW: I -- I think it would have to be 
required. I think that if you're asking a 
group to pay in that there should be some 
mutual benefit. I understand there are risks. 
And I've talked to several of the members who 
worked on this stuff before. But there's risks 
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in everything. If this some corrective action 
set up you know you put in a trail and -- and 
it's maintained and the rules are enforced then 
that's fine. If -- if there are a series of -
then we can start engaging in a discussion. 
You can have corrective action plans. You can 
have --

REP. SAWYER: Have you had experience with adopt a 
trail, those types of things. Is that what 
you're -- you're referring to? 

ARTHUR SHAW: Yeah. Actually right -- no, I don't 
know much about that. I just know that the -
the current effort put forth to even use a 
trail in the State forests, there are certain 
times of the year that -- that the trails can 
be used. The amount of effort put in to use 
those trails once or twice a year by a cycling 
club is extraordinary. 

I ask for semantic codes and -- and you know I 
-- I threw it down in the appendix. And if you 
ever want to approach any of those clubs 
they've put in extraordinary effort. I mean 
we've --you know there's -- there's 5,000 
hours of trail maintenance to use a -- to use a 
trail twice a year. 

REP. SAWYER: Which is a very-- it's a huge amount 
of manpower. 

ARTHUR SHAW: Yeah. That was over a 20 year period 
but that is two and a half years of a person's 
time. And that -- that didn't count the other 
activities that they did. I know my son and I 
worked a lot in the Pachaug State Forest and we 
appreciate the effort. I'll have you know my 
son does not have his license. He cannot drive 
in that -- in that forest. He's going to turn 
18 this year. He's been waiting for that 
opportunity where he can be a legal person to 
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drive with -- with me in the forest . 

REP. SAWYER: But those to be able to drive in 
that one spot in Pachaug is the only place I 
believe in Connecticut that you can ride other 
than up in the --

ARTHUR SHAW: Correct. Thomaston Dam. 

REP. SAWYER: Thomaston Dam under -- under the 
federal land. And in this case in Pachaug 
-- their machine has to be street legal. 
that correct? 

ARTHUR SHAW: Correct. It is a registered 
motorcycle. It is not a dirt bike. 

REP. SAWYER: And so that machine already pays 
registration. 

ARTHUR SHAW: Correct . 

you 
Is 

REP. SAWYER: So here we have a situation where 
there is a place for them to ride, they're 
street legal machines so it's an on off road 
bike which is different from most off-road 
motorcycles. Is that correct? 

ARTHUR SHAW: Yes. 

REP. SAWYER: So in your -- under your conditions 
you pay the registration on the bike. It can 
ride on the roads. It can -- and then in this 
case has a specialty are that it can go ride 
on. Not so with others that would be trailered 
in and that are not registered. They are not 
legal in that -- in that place. Is that 
correct? 

ARTHUR SHAW: Correct. 

REP. SAWYER: So currently in the State of 
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Connecticut I believe we have 11 places where 
snow mobiles can ride. There are zero places 
that ATVs and two wheel off road machines can 
ride. And to me that is one of the strongest 
arguments to not register them because there is 
-- the State provides no place -- no place so 
they would -- they would be under this 
legislation they would be charged a 
registration fee and there'd still be no place 
to ride. 

ARTHUR SHAW: Correct. Yeah. Other than you 
private clubs and -- which have you know 
which maintain their own autonomy. They 
no funding from any State organization. 
and their members actually manning -- do 
the volunteer. 

REP. SAWYER: One --

ARTHUR SHAW: I think go ahead. 

know 

have 
And 
all 

REP. SAWYER: One of the things that I found very, 
very impressive of -- when the clubs have set 
up their specialty events once a year the 
commitment to the property is huge. When I 
talked -- when I think about law abiding 
citizens who go through a great deal of effort 
to work -- to obtain all the specialty permits 
that are needed and to be good stewards of the 
land after they have used them -- before and 
after they have used them. It's very 
exceptional and one I think that deserves a lot 
praise. 

I would like to thank you for coming today and 
I understand with weather I'm sure a lot more 
people would have been here -- other riders 
because I know that this is of great concern 
because there has -- the law that was passed in 
1986 that said we would create places to ride 
put no date on it as to when we would do that . 
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And what a surprise we've never done it. We've 
done it for snow mobiles. We've -- we've 
certainly done it for hikers. 

And interestingly most -- many of the blue dot 
trails that are out there today were initially 
cut and created by riders who wanted to have a 
place to ride and they created a lot of those 
trails and then their right to use them has 
been taken away and nothing has been put there 
to replace them. So thank you very much for 
bringing this forward and taking the time out 
on this very snowy day to come. 

ARTHUR SHAW: You're welcome. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: Thank you. Any other comments or 
questions? 

Seeing none, thank you very much, Sir, for your 
testimony. 

Either Senator LeBeau or Senator Markley, or 
Representative Cleary here. Senator Markley. 
There you are. Welcome, Sir. 

SENATOR MARKLEY: Thank you very much, Senator 
Maynard. It's a pleasure to be with you. And 
I will -- I just wanted to take a moment to 
speak about a bill before -- before your 
committee which would designate a section of 
State highway in honor of State Representative 
Eugene Migliaro. Gene was a legendary figure 
in Wolcott. He was town councilman. He's 
was a longtime State Representative, first 
elected in 1972. 

He then after he stepped down from the State 
Legislature served as Mayor of Wolcott and was 
appointed as the Commissioner of Veteran 
Affairs under the role of administration. I 
would say that for a·quarter century Gene was 
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Thank you, Sir. We appreciate your taking your 
time to be here. 

COLLIN KELLY: Thank you for your time. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: Fascinating. Thank you. 

Next is -- oh I'm going to have a little 
trouble, Dave Bajumpa. Am I close? Thank you, 
Sir. 

DAVID BAJUMPA: Senator Maynard, members of the 
transportation committee. My name is Dave 
Bajumpa. I live in East Windsor. On behalf of 
the Connecticut Council of Car Clubs I'm here 
to voice opposition to section nine of House 
Bill 6495, AN ACT CONCERNING REVISIONS TO MOTOR 
VEHICLE STATUTES. This section of the bill 
proposes to eliminate the use of year of 
manufacture registration plates on antique 
vehicles. We've also provided written 
testimony on this matter. I am a member of the 
Connecticut Council of Car Club's board of 
directors. 

The Connecticut Council of Car Club's is an 
association of 35 clubs that monitors 
legislation in the State. We represent on the 
order of 2,000 hobbyists in the State. The 
Council's board of directors is comprised of 
simply like myself volunteer automotive 
hobbyists. We are opposed to section nine of 
House Bill 6495 that eliminates year of 
manufacture plates. The history of the motor 
vehicle registration plates is considerable. I 
did give you a link in my testimony if you 
wanted to go to the websites and see some of 
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Maintaining the ability of an antique motor 
vehicle to display year of manufacture plates 
helps preserve this history. In 2000 our 
organization was the group behind the effort to 
allow the use of year of manufacture plates. 
It was Public Act 00169. At least 45 states in 
the United States including Connecticut 
currently allow the use of year of manufacture 
plates. Antique auto hobbyists would like to 
continue to maintain the option to display year 
or manufacturer plates on our antique motor 
vehicles. 

And with that I guess one -- one comment I 
would make about some of the earlier testimony, 
there is a process in place to display year of 
manufacture plates in Connecticut. We do fill 
out a DMV form. I think it's B320. We fill 
that form out, bring it to DMV with the year of 
manufacture plate and that plate -- and that 
plate is basically approved and I believe the 
enforcement issue associated with this though 
is that we -- we get dual plates. We do have 
the black and white early American plates. 

So if the -- if the antique vehicle that's 
displaying the year of manufacture plate is 
rolling down the road there is no immediate 
proof of registration unless that vehicle is 
pulled over and the driver is then allowed to 
bring out that form B320 and just show that the 
vehicle yes indeed is registered. So that is 
the problem. I'd like to see if there is an 
opportunity to be able to come up with a 
solution to allow us to keep the ability to 
display the plate. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: Thank you very much. I've been 
getting a lot of mail on this topic. You've 
heard I'm sure some of the colloquy with the 
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Commissioner on that and I think we're all 
looking for that same solution so hopefully we 
can. We -- we don't' want to simply dismiss it 
and you know disappoint the great many of auto 
enthusiasts who are quite attached to it. 

DAVID BAJUMPA: Kind of passionate about it. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: Yeah. That's a fact. Yes indeed. 
Thank you. 

Any other questions for our witness today? 

Thank you very much, Sir. Appreciate it. 

DAVID BAJUMPA: Thank you. 

Paul Scullion. Is Paul here? Paul Scullion -
Scullion? 

PAUL SCULLION: Mr. Chairman, members of the 
committee. Thanks for the opportunity for 
coming today to show our support for S.B. 1040 . 
My name is Paul Scullion. I'm a Safety Manager 
with the Association of Global Automakers. 
We're a Washington, D.C. based trade 
association representing a number of 
international automobile manufacturers 
including Honda, Nissan Hyundai, Toyota, 
Subaru. 

Our members market share both U.S. sales and 
production is roughly 40 percent, nearly half 
of the vehicles sold in America by 
international automobile manufacturers are 
manufactured in U.S. production facilities. 
And I would like to sort of mention at this 
time with regards to the -- to the bill in 
question. 

We do have an amendment which we're planning to 
submit to the committee in the next couple of 
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SENATOR MAYNARD: Questions from the committee? 

Well thank you, Sir. Thank you for --

PAUL SULLION: Thank you. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: your testimony. 

Next is -- is Paul Garland here? Just giving 
him one more shot at the moment and then Bill 
Denya. Bill? 

Again I don't know bill if you were here 
before. Apologies for the sparse turnout. The 
weather obviously is playing a role and some of 
our colleagues are coming and going to other 
hearings but appreciate your testimony. 

WILLIAM DENYA: Well I feel if you had the blue dot 
on the 187 license plates and allowed the snow 
mobiles on the State roads we'd be good. So 
with that said thank you and good afternoon, 
Maynard and members of the transportation 
committee. There's certain sections in House 
Bill 6495 which --·I'm from the Auto Body 
Association. 

My name's Bill Denya. I've been with the 
association for many years. But 48 through 53 
we have a concern -- our members have a concern 
because we -- it's given a -- a misdemeanor and 
fines put on the auto body shops and repairers 
in the State if we don't do the paperwork right 
to the T. So the first concern that I have is 
what's in place now is -- is still working. 
What Mr. Parese said from our legal council is 
still true. 

None of us want to be put in front of DMV or 
when anything does happen we have a major 
concern of course his phone rings. So we take 
the matter very seriously. What I did do and I 
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was going to ask the request that we have 
continuing education with the Department of 
Motor Vehicle at our meetings. We have four to 
eight meetings a year. Before COMMISSIONER 
MELODY A. CURREY left the building I did touch 
base with her. I gave her my card. I 
requested those meetings. 

But even prior to the meetings I'm going to 
request and have a meeting with her to make the 
forms are up to date. That'd be the first 
thing and how they're presented to our members. 
So that was a good -- that was a good small 
conversation I had with her. 

And that was one of the biggest things that we 
have today as far as -- I think what's in place 
now is working. I don't think we need to go 
any further than that. The biggest thing our 
membership is screaming for is participation 
from DMV involvement. Thank you. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: Thank you. I'm glad you had that 
opportunity. I wonder if you probably don't 
have it with you but it would be probably 
instructive to us to see these forms just to 
get a feel for how you know complex and maybe -
- maybe there's a solution to be found there. 

WILLIAM DENYA: The DMV forms? 

SENATOR MAYNARD: I can request them. Never -- you 
don't have to provide them. 

WILLIAM DENYA: Well you know we're -- we're looking 
to -- before even DMV gets to our members -- we 
have 150 plus members we want to clarify the 
forms with DMV. I think there's -- there's too 
many grey areas that if we go into a hearing 
and I've been present on those hearings for -
for other members and there's not clarification 
on the form you may feel as one inspector this 
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is the way this is supposed to be filled out . 

You go in on another one and you're like what's 
going on here this is -- we need clarification 
so we do know exactly what -- what we're going 
to be facing. But I -- but the members do want 
to do the job right. You know we -- we're put 
into a paper situation when we're technicians. 
So the offices are getting bigger in these 
shops because of the paper trail. That's 
pretty much it. Thank you. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: Yeah I regret that too often our 
regulatory environment adds unnecessary burdens 
so I hope we can alleviate some of that. Thank 
you for your testimony. 

WILLIAM DENYA: Yeah. Thank you for your time. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: Any other questions? 

WILLIAM DENYA: Have a good day. 

SENATOR MAYNARD: Thank you. 

Next Thomas Davis. 

Welcome, Father. Thank you for coming. 

REVEREND DEACON THOMAS DAVIS: How are you? Good 
afternoon, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee. I've asked to take a few moments of 
your time to express my support for raised Bil~ 

.6559, AN ACT CONCERNING DESIGNATION OF ROADS 
AND BRIDGES IN HONOR OR IN MEMORY OF PERSONS 
AND ORGANIZATIONS. There are many very worthy 
organizations individuals have mentioned. 

I would like to call special attention to 
section 12 of the bill which proposes to 
designate a portion of Route 137 which is known 
as Washington Boulevard in Stamford as U.S . 
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And to you, Mr. Carlino, I would just say that 
I think -- I think it's good for both the -
for the towns and for the DOT because I think 
in some input from the engineering perspective 
from the town and working with the DOT. 
Sometimes we can be a little more proactive 
than all of a sudden get out there and we find 
some issues that we -- the DOT didn't know 
about that you had the knowledge if it was 
shared with them. 

So I think what you're trying to say is that to 
have this relationship when this is going 
forward so that way these projects don't get 
stuck in the mud basically. 

MARK CARLINO: That's right. 

REP. GUERRERA: Any other comments? 

Seeing none, thanks for waiting . 

MARK CARLINO: Thank you. 

REP. GUERRERA: And give me that language. All 
right. 

Next we have Lee Telki and Tim Vibert. 

Good afternoon. 

LEE TELKI: (Inaudible.) I'm sorry-- of House Bill 
6558. With me Tim Vibert. Tim is President of 
the Towing and Recovery Professionals of 
Connecticut. In addition to this testimony I 
would just like to quickly refer to parts of 
Department of Motor Vehicle Bill 6495 section 
31 which requires a notice to current lien 
holder and certified -- and owner of vehicle by 
certified mail within 48 hours by the tower. 
Towers do not have direct access to this 
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We must depend on the police department to give 
it to us or the Department of Motor Vehicles. 
To places this constraint on the towers is just 
not a -- a fair way to conduct this type of 
business. It costs us a lot of money for a 
certified mailing. Two certified mailings 
would be approximately ten dollars. 

A lot of our towing operators have mom and pop 
businesses. They don't have people in the 
office to do this, to call police departments, 
to fax back and forth to the Department of 
Motor Vehicles. Our organization is composed 
of 200 towing companies. Our members are fully 
trained certified wrecker operators who 
maintain the highways of Connecticut by 
providing the services necessary to clear roads 
of accidents or breakdowns so traffic flow may 
be maintained. 

Most of these are out today cleaning accidents 
from the nightmare that we went through this 
morning. Yesterday we had the closure of I-84. 
This morning portions of I-95 were closed due 
to traffic congestion accidents. We work 
closely with law enforcement, fire response, 
the Department of Transportation and 
Environmental Protection during these events. 
The quick clearance proposal before you today 
will allow the tow company at the direction of 
law enforcement to clear the highway of traffic 
obstruction in the quickest manner. 

Most importantly this proposal will reduce the 
number of secondary accidents resulting from 
the original incident. When the City of 
Atlanta adopted a similar proposal secondary 
crashes were reduced by 69 percent in 12 
months, saving lives, property and reducing 
insurance claims. In addition, this 
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legislation will allow the businesses operating 
on our highways to meet delivery schedules that 
will allow people going to or coming from work 
or just using the highway to travel without 
delay will significantly reduce the closure 
times and the rerouting of traffic on secondary 
roads. 

Finally this proposal will provide for a 
timely, efficient solution when a major traffic 
accident occurs. The procedure outlined in our 
legislative proposal is endorsed by the I-95 
corridor coalition coordinated incident 
management, the traffic incident management 
program of the federal highway administration 
and the unified response manual for highway 
incidents. 

The goal of this legislation is to reduce 
highway incidence duration time which is 
tracked by ConnDOT and keep Connecticut highway 
congestion to a minimum. To achieve this -
achieve this goal tow operators need to utilize 
special equipment as set forth by the 
Department of Emergency Services and Public 
Protection. That equipment comes at a 
substantial cost to the tow company. 

In order to address this issue the legislation 
seeks to apply the rates approved by the 
Commissioner of the Department of Motor 
Vehicles only to the tow and transport of the 
vehicle not to the operations necessary for the 
recovery of the vehicle. Lastly we want to 
ensure that the costs for the tower transport 
that are set and approved by DMV meet the 
operating expenses of the tow company 
performing the services. 

I sincerely appreciate the opportunity to 
testify and Tim and I would be glad to answer 
any questions that the committee may have . 
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REP. SCRIBNER: Okay. I'll have to locate that. 

Any members of the committee have questions? 
Thank you. 

MARSHALL COLLINS: Thank you very much. 

REP. SCRIBNER: Rafi. 

Good afternoon. 

RAFI PODOLSKY: Good afternoon. Thank you very 
much. My name is Rafi Podolsky. I'm a lawyer 
with the Legal Assistance Resource Center in 
Hartford. We're private legal aid programs. 
I'm here testifying primarily in opposition to 
House Bill number 6558 which is the one on 
towing. 

We're very strongly opposed to this bill. 
Section one of the bill essentially evades the 
Department of Motor Vehicles regulation of 
nonconsensual towing rates. That's really what 
it's about. It does it in a number of ways. 
The first thing it does is it splits what's 
always been a -- what's been a unitary into 
constituent parts. 

So they would have like a separate fee to drive 
to the site, to hook up the car up, to unhook 
the car at the other end, to let the customer -
- to let the owner of the car see the vehicle, 
to move the vehicle out of the storage lot to a 
place where it can be driven. All of those 
things are broken out into separate pieces and 
proposed to separate charges. The industry has 
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lines 147 to 152 that immunizes towers from 
being legally responsible for their own 
negligence in towing vehicles if they're asked 
to tow by the police department. That said -
in addition the piece that talks about clearing 
roads I believe is already covered. Thank you 
very much on this. I -- I have some 
information related to rates if you need it. 

If I could just note in House Bill 64 -- 6495 
as indicated in my written testimony we've 
asked that in the -- in section 26 of that 
bill, that's the Commissioner's bill, the word 
may which is added be restored to the word 
shall which presently existent in statute. 
Thank you. I'd be happy to answer any 
questions I could. 

REP. SCRIBNER: Thank you, Rafi. 

Any questions? Representative Sayers. 

REP. SAYERS: Thank you. You heard the testimony 
that was given and when a major accident 
happens that encompasses getting a lot of major 
vehicles off the highway such as what happened 
yesterday I mean how does that work? If you 
have -- I mean -- and four dollars for a 
surcharge on gasoline I have to tell you 
filling up my car with gasoline costs me a lot 
more than four dollars increase over the past 
few years. That really doesn't cut it. 

RAFI PODOLSKY: The -- the -- well let me -- let me 
get back to one thing. Most of what I've dealt 
with has been the towing of -- I mean it's 
towing motor vehicles, consumer motor vehicles. 
While we were sitting there I went on the -- on 
the Department's website because this is -- and 
sometimes it's a question you have to ask 
someone else . 
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JAMES FLEMING: Good afternoon, Representative 
Scribner, members of the committee. My name is 
Jim Fleming. I am President of the Connecticut 
Automotive Retailers Association and I 
represent the 265 franchised new car dealers in 
the State of Connecticut. 

I'm here today to testify on House Bill 6495, 
AN ACT CONCERNING REVISIONS TO THE MOTOR 
VEHCILE STATUTES. This bill has a number of 
provisions. You've already heard some of the 
concerns but the -- the dealers in Connecticut 
have concerns with respect to the penalty 
designations in certain sections of the bill 
that would take a lot of paperwork, infractions 
and turn them into class B misdemeanors. 

For 30 years if you look back at the 
legislative history, this Legislature has been 
decriminalizing these types of activities 
rather than create a separate criminal -
almost criminal code within the Department of 
Motor Vehicle. And in return for that 
beginning in 1981 fines and penalties were 
increased and quite significant additional 
authority was given to the Department and the 
Commissioner of Motor Vehicles to make sure 
that motor vehicle laws are in fact enforced. 

And attached to my written testimony you'll 
find a copy of a very important section that 
you ought to read and that's section 14-64 of 
the General Statutes. And probably one of the 
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most important things to read as you consider 
whether or not to impose class B misdemeanor 
status on some of these infractions to get the 
attention of dealers and others who need to 
comply with the law is that right now the 
Commissioner has the authority to go after any 
licensee for a violation of any State or 
federal regulation whatsoever. 

And many of the items that are listed in this 
bill which would in fact make dealers criminals 
for the failure for example as Rep -- as 
Senator Maynard asked, failure to properly fill 
out a form like this, not only fill it out but 
if you were to forget to actually give this to 
one of your customers you would be guilty of a 
class B misdemeanor. 

The concern with doing that certainly a 
franchised dealer or for anybody that holds a 
license is that you can lose your license. 
That's probably the greatest penalty you could 
ever impose on -- on certainly on a new car 
dealer. But I think in addition what I would 
ask the committee to consider is that class B 
misdemeanor status carries with it -- it's 
criminal. 

And for a licensed dealer in your franchise 
agreement with a manufacturer if you are in 
fact convicted of a criminal offense you can 
lose your right to hold that franchise. So 
hundreds of millions of dollars are at stake. 
Dealers do not do this. There is no criminal 
intent with respect to many of the items that 
the Commissioner has listed here. 

But more importantly she has tremendous 
authority right now to make sure that DMV 
statutes are followed. I would respectfully 
request that if the committee does not choose 
to address this that certainly the judiciary 
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committee ought to take a look at this bill 
before it comes to a final vote. 

REP. SCRIBNER: Thank you, Jim. I wasn't here 
earlier when COMMISSIONER MELODY A. CURREY 
testified. Were you at that time? 

JAMES FLEMING: Yes I was. 

REP. SCRIBNER: Did she address this particular 
area? 

JAMES FLEMING: Actually the attorney for the 
Department, Attorney Geanuracos did address it 
and said that this really was not the intention 
of the -- of the Commissioner to make paperwork 
violations misdemeanors. But the devil will 
most certainly be in the detail as to how that 
-- that actually occurs. 

But putting that issue aside, Representative my 
point is is that we should not be making -
adding additional misdemeanors to the motor 
vehicle statutes. You already have the 
authority to go after a -- a dealer who for 
example commits fraud. And it's in the motor 
vehicle statutes as it exists right now. 

It's just bad policy to set up a separate 
criminal statute within the DMV section of our 
statutes to deal with in many cases as the bill 
is written paperwork infractions that a dealer 
would never intend and would probably only do 
inadvertently. 

REP. SCRIBNER: IT sounds as if Senator Maynard did 
pose questions pertaining to that to the 
Commissioner. 

JAMES FLEMING: Yes. 

REP. SCRIBNER: I'm certain that we'll have some 
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follow up with the Department as we progress. 
But I thank you for your --

JAMES FLEMING: Representative, if I just might --

REP. SCRIBNER: Yeah. Sure. 

JAMES FLEMING: -- indulge for one second. The 
Senator wanted to see a copy of what one of 
these forms looked like. I happen to have one. 
I'll leave that with the Clerk. 

REP. SCRIBNER: Please. 

JAMES FLEMING: And if I might just very quickly you 
know oftentimes dealers fight with 
manufacturers on issues but the manufacturers 
and the dealers are onboard on a bill which is 
1040 which deals with counterfeit airbags. The 
legislation that's before you the dealers of 
this State fully support it and support the 
manufacturers on that issue. So I just wanted 
to let you know. Sometimes we do agree on a 
few things. So thank you. 

REP. SCRIBNER: We like it when you do. Thank you. 

Any questions for -- Senator McLachlan. 

SENATOR McLACHLAN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Thank you, Jim, for your testimony. Although 
this was not one of your topics today I can see 
why you were more focused on the issues you 
were focused on. I had a question for the 
Commissioner about spot delivery of used cars. 
And obviously new car dealers sell a lot of 
used cars. Can you share with us any of your 
concerns about that proposal? 

JAMES FLEMING: Yes. The Commissioner very 
generously shared the legislative package with 
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us. Earlier we had a chance to go through that 
with her. We advise our dealers not to do 
spot deliveries. There's always problems 
associated with doing it whether it's on a new 
car or a used car. The biggest -- although 
it's legal and-- and what the Commissioner is 
seeking to do is to make that illegal. 

The issue for a car dealer generally is that 
once that car leaves the lot it's sometimes 
difficult to get it back. And we have that 
occur on a regular basis. So although dealers 
are allowed to do it it can be complicated. We 
advise them not to do it. So that's pretty 
much what we told the Commissioner 

SENATOR McLACHLAN: Okay. So -- so then you would 
feel the same way about new cars too. 

JAMES FLEMING: Yes. 

SENATOR McLACHLAN: May as well just be that way 
across the board (inaudible) . 

JAMES FLEMING: Well you know I think if a dealer 
wants to take risk of allowing that vehicle to 
go off the lot not knowing that the -- that the 
financing is -- is in place. You kwon that's a 
risk that perhaps a dealer might want to take. 
But our advice as an association to them is not 
to do that because the complications of getting 
the vehicle back can be -- can be of concern. 

SENATOR McLACHLAN: And one last question. Isn't 
this a pretty common way of doing business? 

JAMES FLEMING: Yes. 

SENATOR McLACHLAN: I mean it -- it -- I thought so. 
I mean I've bought a few cars in my day and 
been around the car business a bit and that was 
very common . 
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JAMES FLEMING: Yes it -- you know Senator I 
listened to your line of questioning as well on 
that. There are -- there are many times when a 
customer will come in. You know the customer. 
You know you're not going to have a problem 
with them. You want to sell them the car. 
They want the car. It might be a birthday. 

And a dealer would like in those instances to 
be able to get that car off the lot as a 
courtesy to -- to a customer. And that does 
happen. And it happens in most of the states 
that I'm aware of. There are some states that 
do actually prohibit it though. 

SENATOR McLACHLAN: Thank you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

REP. SCRIBNER: Thank you, Senator. 

Any other questions? 

Thank you, Jim. 

JAMES FLEMING: You're very welcome. 

REP. SCRIBNER: Appreciate your testimony. 

Next is John Johnson. 

JOHN JOHNSON: Representative Scribner, I'm not John 
Johnson but he's stuck in the snow on the 
shoreline and I was coming up here with him for 
environment anyway so I figured I'd fill in for 
two seconds. 

REP. SCRIBNER: I'm afraid he's not out there alone. 
Thank you. 

GRANT WESTERSON: Thank you very much for letting us 
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Senator Maynard, Representative Guerrera, Senator Stillman, Representative Mikutel, 

Senator Boucher, Representative Scribner and distmguished members of the Transportation 

Committee, thank you for the opportunity to offer testimony in support of H.B. No. 6495 

(RAISED) AN ACT CONCERNING REVISIONS TO THE MOTOR VEHICLE STATUTES . 

We support this legislation with the addition of a technical change on line 463 we would like to 

include the word "license~i'' after the bracketed term "accredited." This is to clarify that some 

schools in Cmmecticut can be licensed post-secondary institutions without necessarily being 

tccredited. Current legislation bars ce1iain schools from consideration in this program even 

though they are licensed though our Office. 

We have discussed this technical change with the Department of Motor Vehicles and 

deem this an appropriate solution . 

61 Woodland Street • . Hartford. CT 06105-2326 
www.ctohe.org 

An Equal Opportunity Employer 
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March 8, 20 13 

The Connecticut Conference of Municipahties (CCM) is Connecticut's statewide association of towns and cities 
and the voice of local government - your partners in governing Connecticut. Our members represent over 92% 
of Connecticut's population. We appreciate the opportunity to testify on bills of interest to towns and cities. 

House Bill 6495 "An Act Conceming Revisions to the Motor Vehicle Statutes" 

CCM is thankful for the opportuntty to comment on secltons of HB 6495. 

CCM supports the changes proposed in: 
• Sec. 10 & Sec. 11: These changes would allow more flexibility when reporting tax delinquencies and 

when notifying the commissioner of the DMV that a delinquent tax bill has been settled. Additionally 
th1s seclton adds language that would proh1b1t the regtstration or renewal of a registration for an A TV or 
vessel1fthe owner has an outstandmg local tax 1ssue, until not1ce has been provided to the commissioner 
that the tax obligation has been legally discharged. This change would increase the ability of mun1cipal 
tax collectors to recover outstanding taxes. 

• Sec. 38: Would add motor-driven cycle, sk1s, or any other veh1cle not designed or intended to be towed 
to the ex1sting prohibitions on persons, bicycles, sleds, etc. from being illegally towed upon a publtc 
roadway. This change would increase public safety for all users of town and city roads. 

CCM would like to rruse concerns with: 
• Sec. 12: CCM is unaware of a statewide need to reorgaruze the process for 1ssuing "Q" licenses for 

operating fire apparatus. While the intent of thts proposal has merit, there IS concern that esltmated fiscal 
efficiencies, as a potenltal result of th1s proposal, m1ght compromise safety standards and regulattons 
currently m practice. Additionally, there is concern regarding the potential for added liability on 
municipalities as a result of eltminating existing state oversight. CCM would ask the committee to 
further study this issue before changing the current practice which has worked well for many years. 

CCM supports HB 6549 with the changes that we have md1cated. We look forward to working with the 
members of the Transportalton Committee and the Department of Motor Vehicles on th1s 1ssue. 

***** 
If you have any quesltons, please contact M. Randall Collins Jr., Senior Legislative Associate for CCM 

via email rcolhns@ccm-ct.org or via phone (203) 498-3053. 

. .. 
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State Representative Antonio Guerrera 
& Members of the Transportation Committee 
Room 2300, Legislative Office Building 
Hattford, CT 06106 

Re: Opposition to HB-6495 
An Act Conceming Revisions to tile Motor Velticle Stat11tes 

Dear Senatoa· Maynard & Representative Guerrera: 
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JOHN P •. WYNNE 
(1951-2008) 

HARTFORD OFFICB 

100 PEARL ST., 14TH FL. 
HARTFORD,CT06103 

(860) 560-2278 

PLBASB llP.PLYTO NB\V HAVEN 

I am an attorney and serve as legal counsel to the Auto Body Association of Connecticut 
(ABAC). I write to articulate my objections to portions of the above referenced bill. The bill 
includes unworkable amendments, calls for an unnecessary escalation of penalties against auto 
body repairers and small business owners, and the criminalization of paperwork violations. 
Many of the changes contemplated are entirely unnecessary, they are overly punitive in an 
almost unprecedented manner, they will cost the state money to implement and carry out, and 
they have the potential of making criminals of honest repairers and small business owners. The 
ABAC proudly joins with the Connecticut Towers Association and the Connecticut 
Automotive Retailers Association in objecting to this bill. 

First, Section 32 which amends§ 14-lSO(e), is simply impossible to carry out. The law 
currently requires law enforcement to notify an owner or lienholder once a vehicle is taken into 
custody. The proposed bill seeks to shift that responsibility to garages where the vehicle is 
stored. The law calls for notifying the owner and lienholder by certified mail within forty-eight 
hours of the vehicle being taken into custody. Garages,. however, have no way of identifying 
the owner or lienholder. That person may be in jail, injured in the hospital, unaware their 
vehicle was stolen, or countless other places unbeknownst to the garage. As the police have 
access to the information necessary to alert vehicle owners, the duty should remain with them. 
If passed, there would simply be no way for garages to comply with this law . 

. . 

. ..... 
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Second, sections 48 through 52 include amendments to §§ 14-65[, 14-65g, 14-65h, 14-
65i, and 14-65j. These amendments essentially take civil papeiWork violations and criminalize 
them. Thus, instead of administrative sanctions, including fines and possible license 
suspension, the DMV will now be empowered to impose criminal penalties and jail time. This 
is entirely unnecessary and utterly draconian in its spirit and intent. Section 52, for example, 
which amends§ 14-65j, would impose a class B misdemeanor on a repair facility for failing to 
notify a customer that the repairs cannot be completed on the same business day as the vehicle 
is delivered to the shop. This is absurd. 

I have represented auto body repairer, towers, and retailers at the DMV for claimed 
statutory violations. I can assure you the penalty system currently in place serves as a sufficient 
deterrent. The penalties assessed are generally in the thousands and multiple violations can be 
in excess of ten thousand dollars. The DMV has the authority to pull the license of a facility 
and effectively put that violator out of business. What is more, all sanctions are backed by a 
mandatory bond which each licensee must carry. In short, I have never met a licensee who 
wasn't afraid of the DMV. Adding criminal penalties will do nothing to improve the industry 
or protect consumers. Instead, it will only serve to give the DMV a bigger cudgel. 

If this law were enacted, enforcement would require the involvement of local police, 
prosecutors, and the court system. The cost to the state would be significant. Licensees would 
likewise incur the unnecessary expense of attorney's fees and business revenue losses due to 
time wasted in court. 

Ironically, in previous efforts to work with the DMV's legal counsel on drafting proper 
repair forms, I was advised that the DMV would not cooperate in advising licensees in 
preemptive education. Instead, the DMV considers its sole function to prosecute and penalize. 
The laws regulating auto body repair, towing and the sale of motor vehicles can be confusing 
and at times incongruent. It is exceedingly difficult for repair technicians and mechanics to 
comprehend the myriad of regulatory obligations and synthesize them into perfect practices and 
repair forms. And, again, they are being asked to do this without any assistance from the 
DMV. The point is: under these circumstances, honest mistakes are inevitable. These 
mistakes, however, are not a product of criminal conduct or fraud - if they were, the cw-rent 
law allows the State to arrest and prosecute criminal offenders accordingly. What we are 
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talking about is paperwork mistakes that the DMV is now looking to criminalize, which I 
respectfully submit, makes no sense. 

The ABAC is fully committed to improving consumer rights and protections. Portions 
of the bill at issue, however, will only serve to unfairly penalize repairers and small business 
owners. The existing laws are strong and enforcement is vigorous. These criminal sanctions 
are not needed, and its cost to the state is unwananted. For these reasons, I respectfully write 
in opposition to the bill. 

Thank you, as always, for allowing me the opportunity to share my thoughts. If you 
wish anything furth~r of the ABAC or me, please do not hesitate to contac.t me . 

c: 

-------------------------- ---- -- - -- --· - ------ -
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Written Testimony of Mr. James Fleming of Simsbury, Connecticut 
Before the Connecticut General Assembly 

Joint Standing Committee on Transportation 
March 8, 2013 

Telephone: (860) 293-2500 --;; 
Facsimile: (860) 527-2582 

HB 6495 "An Act Concerning Revisions to the Motor Vehicle Statutes", Raised Bill No 6495 
contains five (5) provisions that are cause for alarm among members of tile Connecticut 
Automotive Retailers Association the trade association that I represent. Each of the proposed 
amended sections I'll speak about have been revised with increased penalty designations which 
we believe to be unnecessary, misguided and, in several cases, just plain wrong. 

But first, a little background. For over 30 years, DMV statutory penalties have been 
characterized as civil violations and infractions. According to the legislative history notes 
following COS § 14-51 a•, the legislature made a conscious effort in 1981 to decriminalize DMV 
statutes. As an offset, the legislature then saw fit to raise the fines for DMV infractions and 
violations to enhance their bite. That was the trade off, decriminalization in return for higher 
civil fines. 

Despite decriminalization, the Commissioner of Motor Vehicles still retained broad discretionary 
powers under COS § 14-64 (See Attachment A) to insure that licensees toe the line. She has the 
power to impose fines (up to $2,000 per violation), order restitution and, if need be, to suspend 
or revoke licenses of its dealers and repairers. If you would but review § 14-64 (see footnotes), I 
believe that you would find ample existing authority to bring to bear against licensees who are 
repeat offenders. 

For instance, take a look at the first ofthe twelve specific "trip" provisions in the statute. 11 The 
Commissioner need only establish that a licensee "has violated any provision of any statute or 
regulation of any state or any federal statute or regulation pertainzng to tits business as a 
licensee ... " Why create new statutory edicts when, arguably, all state and federal statutes and 
regs can already be brought to bear? Other "trip" provisions are specific to licensee business and 
may be very pointed in their application. If there is a need to amend a DMV statute to address a 
regulatory loophole, then do so by amending or augmenting the twelve trip provisions. 
Our position is this: If a licensee has an occasional offense, fine him. If he or she is a chronic 
offender, consider the suspension of the license to do business or, ultimately, its revocation. 
These are significant and measured powers. 

Recently. our licensed dealer constituents have noticed the creep back toward cnminalization. 
What once was characterized as an infraction or violation is now deemed a Class B 
Misdemeanor. Let me give you some examples . 

1. COS § 14-52(d) [Line 719] makes 1t a Class B Misdemeanor offense for any DMV 
Licensee to sell a motor vehicle on consignment'.br as a broker for another person. A 
similar misdemeanor designation was added to this subsection back in 2002 and directed 
at "any person, firm or corporation" operating without a license. Why is it necessary to 
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specifically criminalize the involvement of a Licensee when the Commissioner already 
has the power to fine, suspend or yank the license? See § 14-64 (1 ), ( 4) or (5)? 

2. CGS § 14-62(d) [Line 843] makes it a Class B Misdemeanor offense for any Dealer to 
sell a Used vehicle without giving the buyer a valid Certificate of Title at the time of sale 
with applicable lien information. This amendment apparently applies to both retail and 
wholesale transactions. A fine would seem to be a much more appropriate and measured 
penalty for this type of offense than the possibility of six months in jail. If this 
amendment should pass, determining "the time of sale" could become important. It's 
conceivable that an unintended and significant hardship might occur if there was any 
delay (a day? an hour?) in providing the paperwork after the initial delivery. Violations, 
even those resulting from inadvertent oversight, must result in conviction due to non 
discretionary ("shall") language. A lack of criminal intent would not appear to be defense. 
The Commissioner should rely on§ 14-64 (1), (2), (7)(8), (8). 

3. CGS § 14-62(g) (Line 892] makes it a Class B Misdemeanor for any Dealer to violate the 
new safety inspection provisions which were passed last year for used vehicles. 
Performing the inspection and repair of the vehicle may be the easiest aspect of the 
statute. Repetitive notations and signatures on multiple transactional documents (the 
retail purchase order, the sales invoice and the safety inspection forms) with copies to the 
prospective buyer at time of execution (not delivery) create an opportunity for confusion 
and inadvertent mistakes. Instead of creating new Misdemeanor status, why not employ 
tools in 14-64 (1), (2), (4), (5)? 

4. CGS § 14-62(h) [Line 900] makes it a Class B Misdemeanor for any Dealer delivering a 
retail used vehicle before payment has been made or financing approved. As in 2. above, 
this offense is more appropriately addressed by a fine than the prospect of 
criminalization. Consider using tools in 14-64 (7) and (8) instead. 

5. And CGS § 14-65j(e) [Line 1716] makes it a Class B Misdemeanor for any violation of 
thzs section. I imagine that the intended target of this amendment is false and misleading 
dealer statements (subsection (a)) and charging for repairs not performed (subsection (b)) 
for repairs charged but not performed, but the amending language is anything but specific 
and will, doubtless have some unintended consequences. Why not simply rely on the 
very specific provisions of§ 14-64 (4) and (9)? 

Usually, criminal statutes are enacted to punish bad acts resulting from criminal intent. But that 
hasn't happened here, necessarily. As a whole, these misdemeanors punish "technical" 
violations, often without criminal intent. For instance, in (3) above, what would happen if a 
dealer correctly inspected a vehicle and then prepared and completed all safety related 
documentation. Then, 1magme, amid all of the shuffling and execution of the multiple forms 
required, the dealer neglects to give a copy of one form to the customer at the time of execution. 
Should that oversight warrant a misdemeanor prosecution? Or, in (5) above, wouldn't the 
proposed amendment criminalize a repair facility's failure to notify a customer that his car repair 
would not be complete at the end of the day (subsection (c). That may not have been the original 
intention but it will likely be the result if these misdemeanor amendments are enacted . 

I mentioned discretionary power and that IS worth pondering. The language of 14-64 permits the 
Commissioner to weigh the circumstances in each case. The language in§ 14-64 is permissive 
("may"), not mandatory ("shall"). Not so with the Misdemeanor language that's been proposed. 
In each of the noted cases, the language is mandatory. 

---------------------------------------------------------
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What happens if a licensee is convicted of one of these misdemeanors? 

Dealers have much to lose. First, under CGS § 14-52a"', a conviction under the DMV statutes 
would automatically result in the dealer's DMV license being placed in jeopardy. If not 
immediately, the dealer would face a DMV hearing at the time of his license expiration. The 
Commissioner would have discretion as to whether to renew or revoke the license. Assuming 
the latter, ifthe licensee was also a new vehicle franchisee, the franchise, too, might be 
terminated under the dealer's sales and service agreement with the manufacturer. Virtually all 
manufacturer franchises have provisions which terminate upon the happening of adverse dealer 
specific events that impact the dealers' qualification to continue. Conviction of felonies and of 
misdemeanors or crimes of moral turpitude routinely results in franchise termination. 

Similarly, the loss of a dealer license (as a result of an adverse ruling before the Commissioner) 
would automatically terminate the franchise. Either way, the dealer would likely be an ex-dealer 
very soon. For a dealer licensee, even lower level misdemeanors can topple a going concern and 
jeopardize many millions of dollars worth of investment. 

Who are targets of these new Misdemeanor provisions? 

It has been voiced that the Misdemeanor sanctions of the proposed legislation are intended 
toward licensees other than the new vehicle dealers. That may be but it is of little solace. The 
proposed statutory language does not distinguish as to whom it will apply and, as noted above, a 
new vehicle dealer cannot afford to find himself convicted of any crime on a technical basis. 
The stakes are simply too high. 

In closing, CARA believes: 

a. Proposed misdemeanor penalty designations are unnecessary. 
• The legislature consciously chose to decriminalize the DMV statutes (' 81 ). 
• The Commissioner has ample powers to enforce compliance on licensees who are repeat 

offenders in CGS 14-64 (fines, suspensions, revocations & restitution). 
b. Misdemeanors are too harsh a tool for the circumstances addressed. 

• Non discretionary. 
• The acts complained of do not evidence an appropriate degree of criminal intent. 
• Inadvertent acts should not be the basis of criminal convictions; and, 
• The effect of a criminal conviction on a licensed new car dealer would likely result in a 

termination ofDMV dealer license and, thereafter, a termination of a manufacturer's 
franchise . 

-·-- ---·-· ---
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Attachment A 

1 Sec. 14-51a. Civil penalties. The commissioner may, after notice and hearing, Impose a civil penalty of not more 
than one thousand dollars on any person, firm or corporation who violates any provision of sections 14-54 to 14-67a, 
mclusive, or of not more than two thousand dollars on any person, firm or corporation who violates section 14-52. 

H1story: P.A 81-206 converted the cnminal fines into civil penalties Imposed by the commissioner; P.A 82-303 
mcreased penalty for violations of Sec. 14-52 from $1 ,000 to $2,000 and substituted reference to Sec. 14-53 for 
reference to Sec 14-51; P.A 02-70 deleted reference to repealed Sec. 14-53, effective July I, 2002. 

"Sec. 14-64. Suspension and revocation of licenses. Civil penalties. Restitution orders. The commissioner may 
suspend or revoke the license or hcenses of any hcensee or Impose a civil penalty of not more than one thousand 
dollars for each violation on any licensee or both, when, after notice and hearing, the commissioner finds that the 
licensee (I) has violated any provisiOn of any statute or regulation of any state or any federal statute or regulation 
pertainmg to its business as a licensee or has failed to comply w1th the terms of a final decision and order of any 
state department or federal agency concerning any such provis10n; or (2) has failed to maintain such records of 
transactions concerning the purchase, sale or repair of motor vehicles or maJor component parts, as required by such 
regulations as shall be adopted by the commissioner, for a penod of two years after such purchase, sale or repairs, 
provided the records shall include the vehicle Identification number and the name and address of the person from 
whom each vehicle or part was purchased and to whom each vehicle or part was sold, if a sale occurred, or (3) has 
failed to allow inspection of such records by the commissioner or the commissioner's representative during normal 
business hours, provided written not1ce statmg the purpose of the mspection is furnished to the licensee, or has failed 
to allow mspection of such records by any representative of the Division of State Police within the Department of 
Public Safety or any organized local pohce department, which inspectiOn may include examination of the premises 
to determine the accuracy of such records; or (4) has made a false statement as to the condition, prior ownership or 
prior use of any motor vehicle sold, exchanged, transferred, offered for sale or repaired if the licensee knew or 
should have known that such statement was false; or (5) 1s not qualified to conduct the licensed business, applying 
the standards of sect10n 14-51 and the applicable regulations; or (6) has violated any provision of sectiOns 42-221 to 
42-226, inclusive; or (7) has failed to fully execute or provide the buyer With (A) an order as described in section 14-
62, (B) the properly assigned certificate oft1tle, or (C) a temporary transfer or new Issue of registration, or (8) has 
failed to deliver a motor vehicle free and clear of all hens, unless written notificatiOn is given to the buyer stating 
such motot vehicle shall be purchased subject to a hen, or (9) has violated any provision of sections 14-65fto 14-
65j, mclusive, and section 14-65/, or (10) has used registratiOn number plates issued by the commissiOner, in 
violation of the provisions and standards set forth in sections 14-59 and 14-60 and the applicable regulations; or (II) 
has failed to secure or to account for or surrender to the commissioner on demand official registration plates or any 
other official materials in its custody; or ( 12) has been convicted, or if the licensee is a firm or corporation, an 
officer or major stockholder has been convicted, of a violation of any prov1sion of laws pertaining to the business of 
a motor vehicle dealer or repairer includmg a motor vehicle recycler, or of any violation involvmg fraud, larceny or 
deprivation or misappropnat1on of property, in the courts of the United States or of any state, or has failed to make 
full disclosure of any such conviction. In addition to, or in heu of, the imposition of any other penalties authorized 
by this section, the commissioner may order any such licensee to make restitution to any aggrieved customer. 

111 Sec. 14-52a. Grounds for refusal to grant or renew license. The commissioner may, after notice and hearing, 
refuse to grant or renew a license to a person, firm or corporation to engage m the business of selhng or repairing 
motor vehicles pursuant to the provisions of sectwn 14-52 ifthe applicant for or holder of such a license, or an 
officer or major stockholder if the applicant or licensee is a firm or corporation, has been convicted of a violation of 
any provision of laws pertaining to the busmess of a motor vehicle dealer or repairer includmg a motor vc:h1cle 
recycler, or of any violation involving fraud, larceny or depnvallon or misappropriation of property, in the courts of 
the United States or of any state. At the time: of application for or renewal of such a hcensc:, c:ach applicant or 
licensee shall make full disclosure of any such conviction w1thm the: lost five years 
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Auto Body Association of Connecticut 
I 04 Cheshire Road • Prospect, CT 06712 

Phone (203) 767-5731 • Fax (860) 283-4154 
www .abaconn .com 

March 8, 2013 

State Representative Antonio Guerrera 
Senator Andrew Maynard 

"Pulling together for a better future" 

& Members of the Transportation Committee 
Room 2300, Legislative Office Building 
Hartford, CT 061 06 

Re: Opposition to H.B. 6495 
An Act Concerning Revisions to the Motor Vehicle Statutes 
Sections 48-53 

The purpose of this testimony is to voice the viewpoints of the Auto Body Association of 
Connecticut (ABAC) membership in adamant opposition to H.B 6495 as it is written. The 
ABAC consists of over 150 Connecticut based small businesses. We, collectively, as 
licensed dealers and repairers, employ thousands of Connecticut Taxpayers across our 
entire state. 

Many of the proposed changes within this bill create nothing more than an 
unprecedented, unnecessary reach for power and prosecution within the DMV that are 
aimed at the Ct. business owners that are licensed under the DMV. At this point in time, 
it appears the DMV is most interested in punitive measures against it's licensees, rather 
that assisting and educating it's licensees so they may better operate in compliance within 
regulations. The goal should be to work together so we may all better serve the needs of 
the motoring public, not punishing and acting as a collection agency to fill the coffer. 

I make these statements through personal experience and through the shared experiences 
of many of our members. Many times, the ABAC, it's members and legal counsel have 
requested clarification and assistance with compliance and regulatory concerns, only to 
be told "We don't do that"! 

Our thoughts /questions are this: You are unwilling to assist or educate on compliance, 
but the DMV now requires the ability to bring criminal charges against us if it arbitrarily 
"feels" we are not in compliance. Repeat or multiple charges could lead to loss of license, 
at the discretion of the Commissioner, or the Commissioners designated representatives. 
Why should this type of power and authority be provided to the DMV without the 
necessary checks and balances that is already in place under the authority of the legal 
system? 

Woven into the fabric of this legislation, there are so many unattainable expectations of 
licensees and contradictions to existing laws and regulations, it is completely impossible 

.. 
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for each & every licensee not to be in violation in some manner on a daily basis. As 
written, the DMV would have access to "Gestapo like" power to the demise of it's 
licensees. This bill is poorly written, lacks practicality and is bad for Connecticut 
businesses, their employees and families, now and for the future. Perpetuating such a bill 
will be a black eye to legislators in the eyes of all those whose employment relates to 
motor vehicle based industry in our state. Additionally, this language within this bill has 
the potential to create a significant unwarranted burden on the judicial system and the 
licensees of the DMV. All this being posed under the guise of "potential revenue gain 
from enforcement action" 

We, as an association, business owners, residents and taxpayers request you to look past 
the smoke and mirrors! Look closely and question the true intent of this damaging 
legislation! An unnecessary, unwarranted grab for overreaching power and punitive 
authority without constraints. 

WE IMPLORE YOU TO VOTE IN OPPOSITION TO THIS BILL! 

Thank you in advance to your anticipated cooperation, 

Sincerely, 
William Romaniello Ill 
Vice President, Auto Body Association of Connecticut 

------------ --------------------- --

... 
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Legal Assistance Resource Center 
·:·of Connecticut, Inc.·:. 

44 Cap110l Avenue, Suite 30 I •!• Hartford, Connecticut 06106 
(860) 278-5688 x203 •!• cell (860) 836-6355 •!• fax (860) 278-2957 •!• RPodolsky@LARCC org 

H. B. 6495 -- Revisions to the motor vehicle statutes 
Transportation Committee public hearing -- March 8, 2013 

Testimony of Raphael L. Podolsky 

Recommended Committee action: MODIFICATION OF SELECTED SECTIONS 

This bill makes a variety of changes in the motor vehicle statutes. In general, WE 
SUPPORT THE BILL. However, we OPPOSE Section 26 of the bill in its present form; and 
there are several other sect1ons that we ask the Committee to revtew before taking final 
action. 

• DMV investigation of complaints (Sec. 26). WE OPPOSE the change from "shall" to 
"may" 1n I. 915 and I. 917 and ask the Committee to restore the word "shall." Existing 
law requires DMV to attempt to med1ate consumer complaints We do not object to 
the part of I. 915-197 that makes clear that DMV need not make such an attempt for 
complaints that do not involve violations of law related to the licensee's business. 
For those complaints that are related, however, Section 26 makes complaint 
mediation discretionary by DMV rather than mandatory. A refusal by the Department 
to try to resolve a complatnt against a licensee forces the complainant either to bring 
a lawsuit or to give up and ltve w1th the situation. We believe that the requirement to 
attempt to mediate should be preserved. 

We do not oppose the following sections but think that more Information about them would 
be helpful. 

• Consignment sales (Sec 23). The bill proh1b1ts dealers and repairers from sell1ng a 
motor vehicle on consignment or actmg as a broker 

• Delivery of a used vehicle prior to payment (Sec 25): Lines 894-900 of the bill 
provide that no dealer or repairer may "deliver" a used motor vehicle or perm1t a 
reta1l buyer to "take possession or delivery" of such a vehicle until either (1) the buyer 
has paid in full or (2) "f1nancmg offered by the dealer" has been approved by the 
lender. Is it clear that th1s language does not prevent the release of a vehicle to a 
consumer for a test dnve or a mechanic's inspection? How does this provision apply 
to financing that is not "offered by the dealer" but rather 1s obtamed Independent of 
the dealer? 

• Wrecker licensing (Sec. 28). Th1s sect1on allows towing compan1es to operate 
Without a dealer or repairer license 1f they do not offer direct towing to the public or 
engage in non-consensual tows How does this change apply to tows arranged for a 
consumer by the consumer's insurance company? 

"'"·· 

'.! 
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H.B. 6495 

Transportation Committee 
Room 2300, Legislative Office Building 
Hartford, Connecticut 06106 

Connecticut Council of Car Clubs 
Dave Bajumpaa 
17 Mullen Road 
East Windsor Connecticut 

March 8, 2013 

Subject: Opposition to the Portion of House Bill 6495, "An Act Concerning Revisions to the Motor 
Vehicle Statutes," that eliminates the use of Year of Manufacture Plates 

Dear State Senator/Representative: 

The Connecticut Council of Car Clubs (4C's) is an association of approximately 35 Connecticut Car 
Clubs that monitors legislation in the state. We represent on the order of 2000 antique auto 
hobbyists in Connecticut. The 4C's Board of Directors is comprised of volunteer auto hobbyists . 

The 4C's is opposed to the Section 9 of House Bill 6495 that proposes to eliminate the use of year of 
manufacture registration plates on antique, rare or special interest motor vehicles. The history of 
motor vehicle registration plates in Connecticut is considerable. An excellent compendium of this 
history is available at http://www.ctplates.info. Maintaining the ability of antique, rare or special 
interest motor vehicles to display year of manufacture plates helps preserve this history . . 
In 2000, the 4C's was the group behind the effort to allow the use of year of manufacture plates 
(Public Act 00-169, Section 21). At least 45 states in the United States, including Connecticut, 
currently allow the use of year of manufacture plates. Antique auto hobbyists in Connecticut would 
like to continue to maintain the option to display year of manufacture plates on our antique, rare or 
special interest motor vehicles. 

The 4C's respectfully requests that the Transportation Committee delete the portion of House Bill 
6495 that eliminates the use of year of manufacture plates on antique, rare or special interest motor 
vehicles. 

Very Truly Yours, 

Dave Bajumpaa 
Connecticut Council of Car Clubs 

-c 

-· 
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT 
DEPARTMENT OF MOTOR VEHICLES 

60 State Street, Wethersfield, CT 06161 
· http·//ct.govldmv 

Testimony of Department of Motor Vehicles 
Commissioner Melody A. Currey 

Transportation Committee Public Hearing 
March 8, 2013 

001900 

H.B. No. 6495 (RAISED) AN ACT CONCERNING REVISIONS TO THE MOTOR 
VEHICLE STATUTES. (Bill requested by the Department) 

Good morning Senator Maynard, Representative Guerrera, Senator Boucher, 
Representative Scribner and other members of the Transportation Committee. 

I am pleased to be here today to testify in support of HB 6495, AN ACT CONCERNING 
REVISIONS TO THE MOTOR VEHICLE STATUTES. This legislation deals with a variety of 
issues regarding the administration of motor vehicle laws and recommends several technical 
changes to existing laws. As the Commissioner of the Department of Motor Vehicles, I am 
pleased to say that the Department is continuing to improve customer service, increase 
efficiencies within existing resources, and improve the safety of the state's motoring public . 

I will provide a summary of some of the sections of the bill rather than provide a detailed 
section by section review. · 

Technical/Clarification Changes- Sections 3 and 41 -Section 3 modifies one 
component of the definition of a "motor-driven cycle" (moped). The definition of a motor
driven cycle is changed to a cycle having a capacity of less than 50 cubic centimeters rather 
than the current definition of producing five (5) brake horsepower or less. This proposed 
change will assist law enforcement and ease DMV registration and inspection activities. 
Currently there is no easy way to verify brake horse power while the cubic centimeters 
(CCs) are typically marked on the engine's data plate. 

Section 41 would change the biennial registration expiration date for snowmobiles and A TVs 
from March 31 to two years from the registration date of the snowmobile or ATV. 

Customer Related Improvements and Efficiencies- Sections 15 and 21- These 
sections would help improve efficiencies for DMV operations and its customers. 

Section 15 would assist active members of the military by allowing the DMV Commissioner 
to waive the examination for motorcycle endorsement applicants who are active members of 
the military stationed out of state or country as long as they have successfully completed an 
approved Motorcycle Safety Foundation course. DMV regularly receives inquiries on this 
issue from active military members and this would accommodate those who are out of state. 

Section 21 would change the electric vehicle registration period to every other year rather 
than annually and adJust the fee accordingly from $18 per year to $36 biennially . 

Seat Belts Do Save Ltves 
An Aff1rmat1ve Act1on!Equal Opportunity Employer 



• 

• 

• 

HB 6495 
'Page 2 

001901 

Regulated Businesses-Sections 23, 24, 25, 26, 29, 30- Section 23 prohibits a licensed 
dealer (other than an auction dealer under section 14-65) from selling a car on consignment 
or as a broker for another person. This is to prevent retail customers from purchasing 
vehicles displayed on a dealer lot that they believe are being sold by that licensed dealer, 
but actually are being sold by a third party. This section also further defines who may 
recover under a dealer bond. Section 24 clarifies language regarding the use of dealer 
plates and defines "part-time employee. • Section 25 strengthens the provisions related to 
used car safety inspections, and it prohibits a dealer from delivering a used car to a 
customer if the customer has not received approval for financing or otherwise paid in full for 
the vehicle. Section 26 would provide the OMV Commissioner discretionary authority rather 
than mandatory authority to mediate complaints against dealers in cases where the OMV 
does not have jurisdiction. Currently, OMV is mediating complaints in which there may be 
no violation of law by the dealer. Using resources for this detracts from efforts that should 
be made on behalf of customers whose cases are the result of dealer violations. 

Section 29 would change the duration of the driving school license from annual to biennial 
and adjust the fee accordingly from $350 to $700. The section also clarifies that a driving 
school is charged half of the total fee ($88) for opening a new location if there is less than 
one year remaining on the term of the license. Section 30 would remove a requirement that 
a driving school instructor's license remain valid solely for the school specified and would 
allow the instructor to teach at any properly licensed driving school. It would also allow an 
instructor who fails a test to be retested after five days instead of one month . 

Licensing and Related- Sections 13, 16, 17, 18, 22, 54- Section 13 would give the 
Commissioner the option of using a non-color photograph on an operator's license or 
identity card in the future. Virginia issues a non-color photo license and New York will soon 
utilize a non-color photo license. Color images will continue to be maintained internally in 
OMV records. 

Sections 16, 17, 18 and 22 adjust driver's license fees in accordance with the changes 
made in 2011 and makes them uniform. Section 16 eliminates the yearly rate for driver's 
licenses that are issued for a period longer than six years and therefore the fee for a new 
license will be $72.00 for all applicants. It also would allow automobile clubs like AAA to 
charge a $3 convenience fee instead of a $2 fee for license and related transactions. 
Section 17 would make the fee for a two year license for a person over age 65 proportionate 
to the original license fee of $72.00 (changed in 2011) and the renewal fee of $72.00 (for six 
years.) Section 18 would adjust the renewal fee for a four year COL to $70.00. This 
corresponds to a change that was made in 2011 to the original license fee for COL which 
went to $17.50 per year. Section 22 would change the driver's license renewal fee from $65 
to $72 for the six year renewal period. The fee for issuing an original driver's license was 
increased in 2011 from $66 to $72 and this corresponds with that increase, establishing 
uniform fees for licenses. 

Section 54 relates to the passage in 2012 of the Adult Instruction Permit requirement 
applicable to people over eighteen years of age. This would codify that a person over the 
age of eighteen is required to hold the permit for at least 90 days prior to obtaining a driver's 
license. 

Towing of Vehicles -Section 28 -This section provides additional towing exceptions for 
legitimate businesses that are engaged in contract towing (consensual towing performed 
under contract with another business such as an auction or a recycler) for which they use 
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commercial plates. The exceptions would also include commercial vehicles that engage in 
the interstate hauling of vehicles. This section also adds a penalty provision for violating this 
section In 2010, the General Assembly made changes to this towing statute to limit all 
towing in the state to dealers with licensed wreckers. As a result of that change, DMV 
received numerous complaints from several legitimate businesses. 

Registrations- Section 9- Section 9 would phase out "year of manufacture" plates for 
antique, rare or special interest motor vehicles. These plates have become more 
problematic for law enforcement and DMV because the user is allowed to display a plate 
(that was in use in the year the vehicle was manufactured) that does not reflect the actual 
registration number of the vehicle. DMV has received complaints from police officers who 
are not able to determine the registration number of the vehicle unless they make a motor 
vehicle stop. In certain cases, the "year of manufacture" number on the plate being 
displayed actually has been issued to another vehicle with an active plate. Also, year of 
manufacture plates are being produced and sold on the internet, which was not the case 
when this provision took effect. In the proposed legislation, such plates that are currently on 
a vehicle may continue to be displayed during the vehicle's current registration cycle. 

Compliance with Federal Law and Other- Sections 6, 14, 19, 20, 46, 47, 55, 56 and 57-
Section 6 would place Connecticut in compliance with recently enacted federal law (49 CFR 
Section 384.228) that requires all DMV employees who perform Commercial Driver License 
(COL) knowledge and skills testing to obtain an annual criminal background check. The 
compliance deadline is 7-8-2014 . 

Section 14 would broaden the definition of a special operator's permit for "education" to 
include private occupational schools, such as trade schools, and other institutions of higher 
education to be eligible for a spec1al operator permit to drive to school while his/her driver's 
license is under suspension. This proposal would allow individuals enrolled in trade 
schools, to be eligible as well as those enrolled in a two-year or four-year accredited 
institution of higher education. 

Sections 19 and 20 would also place Connecticut 1n compliance with federal law. The 
Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration (FMCSA) recently amended the Commercial 
Driver's License Testing and Commercial Learner's Permit Standards. This clarifies that 
commercial learner's permit holders are subject to the disqualification criteria that are 
applicable to those who hold a COL. 

Sections 46 and 47 are resubmittals from previous years. Section 46 is required by the 
Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration (FMCSA) COL program audit to prohibit 
commercial driver's license holders or commercial motor vehicle operators from participating 
in the pre-trial accelerated rehabilitation program for seriou,s traffic violations. Connecticut 
was found not to be in compliance with 49 C.F.R. §384.226 due to the "masking" of these 
convictions through the use of diversionary programs, and has been cautioned about the 
loss of federal funds. Section 47 is required by FMCSA COL program audit to proh1b1t 
commercial driver's license holders from participation in the pre-trial alcohol education 
program for a first DUI while operating any motor vehicle. Connecticut was found not to be 
1n compliance with 49 C F.R. §384.226 due to "masking" of these convictions through the 
use of d1vers1onary programs, and has been caut1oned about the loss of federal funds. 
Connecticut has been warned that federal funding may be in senous jeopardy if we remain 
non-compliant. 
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Sections 55, 56 and 57 deal with federal law and repeat OUI offenders. Connecticut is now 
authorized by federal law (MAP 21) to establish the limitations to be imposed on ignition 
interlock devices (liDs) for offenders with second OUI convictions. Previously, such persons 
were allowed only to drive back and forth to work, school, an alcohol and drug abuse 
treatment program or an liD service center. Connecticut is adding probation appointments 
to the acceptable places that a repeat offender may operate with an liD. 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify in support of one of the Department's legislative 
initiatives. I would be happy to try to answer any questions. ' 
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1 am here today to speak in opposition to sections 10(a) and 41 in Raised Bill 6495 and Committee Bill190. I 

come before you today, representing the NETRA organization. I work to organize events in the eastern part of 

the state. The simple point is there are no public recreational places to ride ATVs, please explain to me why 

anyone should one register them? What is the benefit? 

I am new to the discussions of riding in the State forests. I truly think that there is plenty of room to put a 5 to 8 

foot wide unidirectional trail through the woods, in selected forests within the state of Connecticut. I think they 

would be maintained and partnerships with other interests groups would be formed to promote a recreational 

activity for families. If the state chooses not to enter into this shared risk agreement then they should not 

mandate a registration and the subsequent taxation policy by municipalities. 

I really think that Cycling Clubs did put "skin in the game" even in the face of very large obstacles over the last 28 

years. I simply see tremendous effort. My personal opinion is that they put enough effort forward to merit 

setting up trails a priori to instituting a registration fee. 

In a previous, testimony on February 201
h, 2013 Jerry Shinners clearly noted the insurmountable challenges in 

ever obtaining an ATV trail within a State forest given the current infrastructure. He also noted the remit stated 

in a law issued approximately 28 years ago. Further discussions noted the inaction of the law resided in the 

interpretation of the word "shall" versus "must" in a legal document. See Attached Appendix II (the actual text 

from Jerry's testimony on February 201
h, 2013) . 

Regarding the law enacted in 1986 and the use of the term "shall". The term shall is noted 35 times in sections 

10(a) and 41 i~ Raised Bill 6495. Why? Because from a legal contractual standpoint "shall" and "must" are used 

interchangeably. Why does "shall" carry a lesser responsibility than "must" in this law issued in 1986? 

Even if there were a dramatic change in the political climate, there would still be no funding for such a venture 

and registration fees generating a gross of $1,050,000.00 is not going to generate sufficient funds to do much of 

anything (a 35.00 registration fee multiplied by 30,000 ATVs) without a very careful earmarking provision. 

I did find one piece of advice from the DEEP that actually stands against registration: "Finally, all user groups 

should be encouraged to raise their own funds for land acquisition for their particular recreational activity. 

Conservation and trail organizations have purchased thousands of acres of land around the state with public, 

private and foundation donations. This model could translate to motorized, equestrian, and biking organizations 

as well." We are finding legal venues but it is very expensive. Therefore, we should not be levied a registration 

fee and subsequent taxes that would inhibit the autonomous path that cycling has been forced to pursue. 

As for cities and the issues that they are dealing with in regard to dirt bikes, I do not see the possibility that a 

registration fee from one organization will even remotely deal with the concerns they are trying to address. The 

issue of the city rider's civil disobedience should be addressed with city ordinances and if necessary all of the 

individuals of the state should share the burden of financing solutions for the inner city . 



• 

• 

• 

001905 

Appendix I. Examples of Efforts from Local Cycling Clubs 

~siatl!'fF.me~·fb.-w~~;>~l: ·~.Kcti"tfits-&"W'<.\l~<W.l'~~~lj~~~.< ~lak-r<::rntY.s,l~l)5!!7l(~~,!o, !f60'iil~,~~~~~0'~l51tJ~~>9 . 
. .•. -.:r>:>- .. 'f..•~J!J.W-Hl ~ . ..,_, --.!-.Jollti~~i<~i<f.~f.m?i;'ii~. ·-· ~Jii'~~l~~~·Wf~ ~: -· !:l~:ilJ!.~.~ •• ~: 
Cockaponsett State 5000 hours of trail maintenance Salmon River MC Seeking approval to run 
Forest 

Cockaponsett State 
Forest 
Cockaponsett State 
Forest 

Shenipsit State 
Forest 

Shenipsit State 
Forest 

Pachaug State 
Forest 

Pachaug State 
Forest 

Pachaug State 
Forest 

Pachaug State 
Forest 

at the direction of park 
management 
Partnered with park 
management to have trail days 
Assembled 400 picnic tables to 
be distributed throughout the 
park 
Cleared "nearly all" the trails 
from massive snow storm that 
decimated the trail system 

Salmon River MC 

Salmon River MC 

CT Ramblers MC 

Building of at least 4 bridges. CT Ramblers MC 
"These are well built using large 
telephone pole length members 
and pressure treated wood. 
Many hours, volunteers and 
equipment used in their 
construction" 
Building of a parking lot and sign Central Cycle Club 
mapping the Pachaug Loop 

Removal of approximately 200 Central Cycle Club 
tires illegally dumped on Porter 
Pond Road and brought to 
recycling center in Plainfield at 
no cost to the Pachaug State 
Forest. Pictures in Appendix Ill 
Yearly Earth Day Cleanup in Central Cycle Club 
Partnership with a local Boy 
Scout Troop at no cost to the 
Pachaug State Forest 
Building of 2 multipurpose Central Cycle Club 
Bridges. Pictures in Appendix Ill 

2 events per year 

Seeking approval to run 
2 events per year 
Seeking approval to run 
2 events per year 

Seeking approval to run 
2 events per year 

Seeking approval to run 
2 events per year 

Continued Use of the 
Pachaug Loop for 
Registered Motorcycles 
and 1 event per year 
Provide assistance to 
the Pachaug Forestry 
Staff 

Continued Use of the 
Pachaug loop for 
Registered Motorcycles 
and 1 event per year 
Continued Use of the 
Pachaug loop for 
Registered Motorcycles 
and 1 event per year 
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Appendix II Jerry Shinner's Testimony from February 20th, 2013. 

My name is Jerry Shinners, Administrator of New England Trail Rider (NETRA), 900 of which are from 

Connecticut and the rest of the 2100 are from the other New England States and New York. We are a motorcycle 

association and I live in Connecticut. 

The State of Connecticut wants ATV registration. An ATV is defined by either having 2 or 4 wheels. There is up to 

60,000 of them in the state. Nobody knows for sure. There is no place in the State to ride them. The first 

problem is why would anybody register their ATV if there is no place to ride. 

ATV registration is punitive without a place to ride. It is putting the cart before the horse. 

Of course the State thinks once there is ATV registration in the State there will be some control but there will be 

no trails unless the DEEP changes the ATV policy and is more flexible. The DEEP has stonewalled us (users) since 

1986 when a law was (passed) that (states) "the State shall provide trails". However, no trails have been 

provided. 

Does anyone think trails will magically appear? The DEEP are not changing their ATV policy for creating trails. 

Check out the DEEP ATV policy. Go to Google and put in CT DEEP ATV policy. It's almost impossible to follow for 

anyone. DEEP sees it as a concession- somebody else runs it 

Someone would have to apply for an area. There is no money to pay for it and no help from the State at all. That 

person or persons are totally on their own. They would have to get permission from all areas of DEEP- forestry, 

fisheries, water, endangered species, soil and animal habitat like deer or turkeys and pay for the research which 

could be as much as hundreds of thousands of dollars. Then, if passed, they have to hire someone to run it and 

oversee it The chance of getting this done is like winning the lotto. 

How do I know this? I tried 3 times in the over 30 years I have been attempting to create trails for A TV's. Only 

one of the proposals was even looked at This is the entire attempts to create trails. The one proposal they even 

looked at they shot down. Why? I thought it was perfect. It was out of the way, with a parking area. It was a 

flood control dam protecting Stafford. No animal worries or endangered species. They shot it down because it 

could be wetlands. Of course it could be but it had never flooded. 

As far as I have seen the State has not given one inch in trying to create trails. Even if the DEEP gets some 

money from part of the registration will it be enough? Can they just say there is not enough money. So we are 

back to 1986 again? Will they provide staff and effort? Please answer these questions before passing ATV 

registration. Don't just be punitive, please put together a complete package. People have to have a place to ride 

or else there is little hope to get them registered. 

The last thing I worry about is that all significant ATV events in Connecticut, such as a sanctioned race, rally or 

event on private property should have an exemption for registration as MASS does. MASS law says they can 

exempt a sanctioned race, rally or event from the requirements. 

Respectfully Submitted. Jerry Shinners, netraman@vahoo.com, 860-693-9111 

. . ., 
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Appendix Ill 

Bridge Over Kinnie Brook Pachaug State Forest 

Cement Pillar Supporting the Bridge Halts. 1-Beam on Cement Sufficiently Strong Enough to Handle a Universal 

Crossing by Registered Motorcycles to Horses 
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Tire Cleanup on Porter Pond Road 

One of Many Trips Out of the Woods 

• 

• 
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Insurance Auto Auctions (IAA) appreciates the opportunity to submit testimony to you today to 
express our concerns with section 23 of House Bill 6459, AN ACT CONCERNING 
REVISIONS TO THE MOTOR VEHICLE STATUTES. 

Insurance Auto Auctions (IAA) primary business is the sale of damaged and theft-recovered 
vehicles for the insurance industry. These vehicles are sold at a weekly auction held at IAA's 
two locations in the State of Connecticut, one in East Windsor and the other in Middletown, 
Connecticut. When selling these vehicles at auction, IAA acts as an agent for insurance 
companies and does not purchase the vehicles. 

By way of background, Section 14-16c ofthe Connecticut General Statutes authorizes insurance 
companies to sell totaled or salvaged motor vehicles to motor vehicle dealers and recyclers. 

Pursuant to Section 14-52, Connecticut law requires that any entity engaging in the business of 
the buying, selling, offering for sale or brokerage of any motor vehicle, be licensed as either a 
new or used car dealer. Furthermore, Section 14-65 prohibits any entity from selling motor 
vehicles at auction without first obtaining an auction permit. 

Based on what the law requires in section 14-52, IAA is required to be licensed as used car 
dealer in order to act as a broker and sell vehicles on consignment on behalf of insurance 
companies, and additionally, is required under section 14-65 to obtain an auction permit in order 
to sell such vehicles at auction. 

Section 23 of House bill 6495 would amend sec. 14-52 of the code to prohibit used car dealers 
from selling vehicles on consignment or as a broker for others. If this provision is enacted, IAA 
and other auto auction companies would not be able to conduct their business. For that reason, 
IAA opposes Section 23 ofHB 6495. 

In lines 634-636 of this proposal, it states that "No person, firm or corporation that holds any 
such license shall sell any motor vehicle on consignment or as a broker for any person, firm or 
corporation" 

The proposal further states in lines 717-719 that "Any licensee that sells a motor vehicle on 
consignment or as a broker for another person shall be gwlty of a class B misdemeanor ... 

Insurance Auto Auctions, Inc. • Two Westbrook Corporate Center. Su1te 500 • Westchester, ll60154 • T 708.492 7000 • F 708 492 7078 

www.iaai.com 

''.~ 
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This proposed language would explicitly prohibit entities holding used car dealer licenses from 
selling vehicles on consignment or as brokers and would be in direct conflict with the sections of 
statute that permit insurance companies to utilize brokers to sell their vehicles on their behalf. 

IAA has a used car dealer license for several reasons. First, the state ofCT does not have an auto 
auction or a salvage pool license. Second, in order for IAA to sell vehicles at auction, by law 
they are required to apply for and obtain an auction permit from the Department of Motor 
Vehicles. Section 14-65 of the code states that a person may not engage in the business of selling 
motor vehicles at auction, unless the person is licensed as a new or used car dealer and has 
obtained an auction permit. The auction permit lists the used car dealer license number. So, when 
IAA sells vehicles on behalf of others, it sells the vehicles under their used car dealer license and 
the auction permit. There is nothing in the law that requires auto auctions to own the vehicles 
they sell. Typically, auto auctions do not own the vehicles they sell, but, instead, sell the 
vehicles on behalf of others. 

Also, sec. 14-16( c) sets for the process an insurance company is to follow when it takes 
possession of a motor vehicle for which a certificate of title has been issued in this state that has 
been declared a total loss. This statute already envisions that total loss vehicles will be sold by 
agents for the insurance companies, so the amendment to section 14-52 would aeate a conflict 
with this section . 

For the reasons stated above, we respectfully request that you remove the language that would 
prohibit used car dealers from selling vehicles on consignment or as a broker for others. 
Additionally, the language in section 23(d) that would make the consignment sale a crime should 
be removed as well. 

We appreciate your consideration and attention to this matter . 

. ..... , __ 1 
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An Act Concerning the Quick Clearance of State Highways, Towing and Transporting 

Friday, March 8, 2013 

Transportation Committee 

Good morning Senator Maynard, Representative Guerrera, Senator Boucher, Representative 
Scribner and the distinguished members of the Transportation Committee my name is Lee 
Telke, I'm the Executive Director of the Towing & Recovery Professionals of Connecticut (TRPC). 
I appreciate this opportunity to testify in support of House Bill 6558, An Act Concerning the 
Quick Clearance of State Highways, Towing and Transporting. In addition, I would like to refer 
you to TRPC's written comments (attached) in opposition to certain section of House Bill 6495, 
Revisions to the Motor Vehicle Statutes. However, I would like to use my 3 minutes to discuss 
the quick clearance proposal. 

The Towing & Recovery Professionals of Connecticut are an organization composed of 200 
towing companies. Our member towers are fully trained and certified wrecker operators who 
maintain the highways of Connecticut by providing the services necessary to clear roads of 
accidents or breakdowns so traffic flow may be maintained. We work closely with law 
enforcement, fire response, the Departments of Transportation and Environmental Protection 
during these events. 

The quick clearance proposal before you today will allow the tow company, at the direction of 
law enforcement, to clear the highway of traffic obstruction in the quickest manner. Most 
importantly,_ this proposal will reduce the number of secondary accidents resulting from the 
original incident. When city of Atlanta adopted a similar proposal secondary crashes were 
reduced by "69-percent in 12-months"1

, saving lives, property and reducing insurance claims. 

In addition this legislation will allow the businesses operating on our highways to meet their 
delivery schedules; it will allow people going to or coming from work or just using the highway 
to travel without delay; it will significantly reduce the closure times; and the rerouting of traffic 
on secondary roads. Finally this proposal will provide for a timely, efficient solution when a 
major traffic incident occurs . 

1 
Strategic Highway Research Program, Traffic Incident Management Training- USDOT, FHWA, American Association of State 

H1ghway and Transportation Officials, Transportation Research Board 
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Comments on 2013 HB6495 

The Towing and Recovery Professionals of Connecticut is composed of nearly 200 towing 
professionals who are licensed dealers and repairers. We are composed of small businesses 
who are trying to improve the quality of life in our state. The Department of Motor Vehicles is 
the licensing agency that we interact with on a daily basis. We feel that many of the proposals 
set forth in the Department's bill, HB 6495, will detract from the business climate in this state 
and create hardships that are unnecessary for small businesses. It is not an easy task to meet 
the statutory requirements of the Department on every repair job and vehicle sale or tow. It 
does appear that the Department's proposals are placing several obstructions in the way of our 
members, the licensed dealers and repairers who support this state with revenue collection, 
employment and community service, which will prevent them from conducting a profitable 
business in this current economic climate. Specifically: 

~ Section 23(a) references 14-52 and prohibits the sale of a motor vehicle by a licensed 
dealer if the vehicle is on consignment; this act also prohibits the brokerage of a motor 
vehicle by a licensed dealer. Need to clarify if this prohibits the sale of a vehicle not 
owned ·by a dealer or if a sale by contract of an on owned motor vehicle by a dealer is 
allowable, many sell donated vehicles for nonprofits such as the American Cancer 
Society etc., this would apparently end that. Also would need exclusion for auctions, 
which are required to have a dealer license, and never own the cars being auctioned. 
(b)(4) limits the dealer/repair bond claim to a customer of the business, defines a 
customer and excludes the floor plan finance company or another dealer from the 
definition of a customer making them unable to place a claim on the bond. Need to 
expand this to the insurance companies who file claims with the DMV regarding vehicle 
issues -this should be up to the vehicle owner to file a claim. DMV does the foot work 
for the insurance companies in these cases - if the financing companies and the dealers 
cannot file bond cla1ms the insurance companies should not be able to either. (e) 
establishes that a violation of this proposed Statutory change would be a class B 
misdemeanor. Need to clarify issues with consignment and brokerage definitions before 
you can establish this area as a misdemeanor. 

~ Section 24(a) references 14-60 and clarifies the issue of use of a dealer plate, it must be 
on a vehicle owned by the business if it is being used for the demonstration of a vehicle 
-this goes along with the constraints placed by Section 23(a) commented on above. (b) 
defines a part-time employee as working less than 35 hours a week with all deductions 
made. Needs to be modified to allow persons who are employees on a 1099 who pick 
up parts, deliver cars to auctions etc. to operate a vehicle owned by the business. These 
are usually retired persons working only 10 or less hours a week. Needs to be reviewed 
to ensure that salesmen/technicians are covered regardless of the method of wage 
payment. 

l 
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~ Section 2S(d) references 14-62 and establishes the sale of a motor vehicle without a title 
(when required to have one) as a class B misdemeanor. Should clanfy that not all motor 
vehicles are titled and that motor vehicle in different states have different title 
requ1rements, examples are CT titles 1981 and up vehicles, Rhode Island only titles 
vehicles 10 years of age or newer - this creates different registration requirements 
based on proof of ownership rather than title documents. (d) establishes that a class B 
misdemeanor could be issued for a violation of this section. Need to clarify all aspects of 
the sale requirements before this can be proposed. (g) establishes a class B 
misdemeanor for a violation of this section. This seems to be quite an extreme penalty 
for the provisions of section (g), especially the paperwork violations. In these instances 
who would be cited - the salesman, the manager, the owner, the business???. (h) 
prohibits delivery or possession of a vehicle by a retail customer unless the vehicle is 
fully paid for or financing is approved. Needs to be examined to determme if "buy here 
pay here" is included in the financing definition, also there are circumstances where a 
person may operate a purchased vehicle and the financing approval is withdrawn based 
on credit checks etc. The provision for a class B misdemeanor should be removed as 
there are simply too many extenuating circumstances to the sale/financing that would 
wmd up m an already overloaded judicial system. You have to remember that any law 
enforcement agency (not just DMV) could issue the misdemeanor. 

~ Section 26 references 14-63 and basically changes shall to may for the 
investigation/arbitration of complaints. This leads to selective enforcement against 
licensees as the DMV could now select who to take action against and for what reasons 
rather than investigating and applying the same laws, resolutions and/or administrative 
penalties to all. Either arbitrate all complaints to resolution/closure for the complainant 
or do not process complaints- other agencies could issue licenses as well as maintaining 
a more effective complaint process rather than tagging everything as a misdemeanor or 
an infraction -what purpose is served? What was done for the consumer? What other 
actions will be taken in an instance when an infraction is issued - will there be 
admmistrative action as well or would this constitute two penalties for the same act? 

~ Section 27 applies the odometer requirements in 14-10Gb (for an altered odometer and 
the replacement of an odometer (which are all part of vehicle history)) to 14-65 sale 
requirements based on the last transfer of ownership (not based on history). This 
provision would apply penalties if the odometer was altered on the most recent transfer 
of ownership and would seem to conflict with current Statute as well as the Federal 
Odometer Act. This proposal does not appear to accomplish anything as it is unclear 
what it attempts to add or modify, perhaps an addition to 14-10Gb rather than 14-65 
would be more in order. It would also benefit to research criminal penalties for 
odometer tampering, if it was altered the Connecticut Unfair Trade Practices Act would 
offer benefits to the purchaser making this a duplicative effort. 

~ Section 31 will require the two hour notification on a vehicle towed from private 
property (14-145 tow) in writing by fax or email to the local police department. 
Previously only telephone notice was required. Need to clarify who to fax email to, a 
telephone call usually was answered immediately, ema1l and fax lines may not be looked 
at over weekends or holidays in smaller departments. Need to establish that if the local 
police department has no fax or email it can be sent to a town or municipal office. 
Information regarding the vehicle is sent to the local police department; the local police 
department determines ownership and notifies the owner. 
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)o> Section 32 references 14-150 and changes the notification to a vehicle owner for a 
vehicle towed under the direction of a law enforcement agency. Currently the law 
agency has to notify the vehicle owner of the tow within 48 hours, this proposal would 
now also additionally require the tower to notify the vehicle owner within the 48 hours. 
This seems unnecessary as the law enforcement organization has all the information 
and they are required to make the notice to owner and lienholder. The tower does not 
have direct access to this information - it is only available to law enforcement and the 
DMV - so now the tower must get this info from one or the other and make the 
notification that the law enforcement organization has already made. Does not make 
sense, only places another bureaucratic step in the process that accomplishes nothing. 
We understand that law enforcement may be lax in this notice but if we need the 
information from them to make it ---- how is this going to work?? The costs of 
performing this service also need to be detailed. There are two certified mailings one to 
owner one to lien holder, not every towing company has an office person to call for 
information on ownership - someone will have to pay for this function also. 

)o> Section 34 references 140188 and basically voids a lien if the lien holder is not in 
business. If a lien holders business was bought out or incorporated into another 
business records may not be easily available but the lien may still be unsatisfied. If the 
vehicle owner can prove that they paid the vehicle off in full that is a different issue -
incorporate language requiring proof from the vehicle owner of lien satisfaction. If they 
cannot provide proof requ1re a bond for the amount of the lien or possibly current 
vehicle value if that cannot be determined. 

)o> Section 48 references 14-65f and requires documentation of estimate and authorization 
for repair work performed on a vehicle. Why would this be made an infra~tion? Does 
this prohibit the agency from taking additional action? Will the small business who did 
not cross the "t" receive an infraction, an administrative penalty and be ordered to 
provide restitution? The entire regulatory framework needs to be studied before 
additional penalties are p1led on. 

)o> Section 49 references 14-65g and requires a format for a waiver of estimate by a vehicle 
owner .. Why would this be made an infraction? Does this prohibit the agency from 
taking additional action? Will the small business who did not cross the "t" receive an 
infraction, an administrative penalty and be ordered to provide restitution? The entire 
regulatory framework needs to be studied before additional penalties are piled on. 

)o> Section 50 references 14-65f and pertains to the return of removed parts and sublet 
repair work .. Why would this be made an infraction? Does this prohibit the agency from 
taking additional action? Will the small business who did not cross the "t" receive an 
mfract1on, an administrative penalty and be ordered to prov1de restitution? The ent1re 
regulatory framework needs to be studied before addit1onal penalties are piled on. 

)o> Section 51 references 14-65i and references the signs to be posted in dealer/repair 
shops. Why would this be made an infraction? Does this prohibit the agency from 
taking additional act1on? Will the small business who did not cross the "t" receive an 
mfraction, an administrative penalty and be ordered to prov1de rest1tut1on? The entire 
regulatory framework needs to be stud1ed before additional penalties are plied on 

----------------------------------------------------------------------- - -- -- - r -
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~ Section 52 references 14-GSj and repairs not being completed on schedule, false 
statements as to the necessity of repairs and time of completion. Why would th1s be 
made a Class B misdemeanor? This is a problem that needs to be addressed by the 
DMV. If the agency cannot help why would they make it a criminal charge against the 
licensee for these violations? Any consumer who des1res to pursue a case can go to 
court -this proposal would place an alleged violation in court to be argued rather than 
DMV administrative process. What is being accomplished? How does this help the 
busmessman to come into compliance? Is this just another tool to threaten the licensee 
with to get restitution (which is only due in the OPINION ofthe Inspector?) 
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