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[pause]

DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Have all the members voted? Have all members
voted? Will the members please check the board to
see if their vote is properly cast. If all members
have voted, the machine’ll be locked and the
Clerk’ll take a tally.
The Clerk will announce the tally.
CLERK:
House Bill 6820
Total Number Voting
Necessary for Passage

145
73

Those voting Yea

145

Those voting Nay

0

Absent and not voting

6

DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
The bill passes. [gavel] Will the Clerk please
call Calendar No. 228.
CLERK:
On Page 56, Calendar 228, Favorable Report of
the Joint Standing Committee of Judiciary, House
Bill 6850, AN ACT CONCERNING PAY EQUITY AND
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FAIRNESS.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Tercyak. You have the floor,
sir.
REP. TERCYAK (26th):
Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. I move for
acceptance of the Joint Committee’s Favorable
Report and passage of the bill.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Question is acceptance of the Joint
Committees’ Favorable Report and passage of the
bill. Representative Tercyak, please continue.
REP. TERCYAK (26th):
Thank you very much. This is a simple bill
that prohibits an employer from disclosing, asking
about, or discussing the amount of – it prohibits
an employer from telling the employees they can’t
talk about how much they earn among each other.
This is a problem. We heard testimony that
this is part of what leads to the wage gap between
different employees. We see in states where they
have larger sections of public employees where
salaries are not secret. We do not see the same gap
between men’s and women’s wages.
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Mr. Speaker, the Clerk has an amendment LCO
No. 7941. I would ask the Clerk to please call the
amendment and that I have leave of the Chamber to
summarize.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Will the Clerk please call LCO 7941 which will
be designated House Amendment Schedule “A.”
CLERK:
House “A” LCO 7941 as introduced by
Representative Tercyak.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
The Representative seeks leave of the Chamber
to summarize the amendment. Is there objection to
summarization? Is there objection to summarization?
If not. Representative Tercyak, you may proceed
with summarization.
REP. TERCYAK (26th):
Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. This
amendment addresses concerns raised in the
Judiciary Committee, specifically, that the bill
didn’t prevent someone such as a payroll vendor or
HR staff from discussing the wages of other
employees which they know only because they have
special access to that information.
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The language makes it clear that the bill only
applies when an employee has voluntarily shared
their own salary with another employee, through
you, Mr. Speaker. Thank you.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Will you remark further on the amendment? Will
you remark further on the amendment? Representative
Rutigliano of the 123rd, sir.
REP. RUTIGLIANO (123rd):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. We are supportive of
the amendment, and I will reserve my comments for
the bill after its passage. Thank you.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Thank you, sir. Representative Candelora of
the 74th, sir. Would you comment on the amendment?
REP. CANDELORA (86th):
I’ll reserve my comments till after the
amendment.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Will you remark further on the amendment
before us? Will you remark further on the amendment
before us? If not, I will try your minds. Oh,
Representative Noujaim.
REP. NOUJAIM (74th):
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[pause] Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Good evening,
sir. Good evening, sir, I said.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Good evening, Representative.
REP. NOUJAIM (74th):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. [laughs]

[laughter]

REP. NOUJAIM (74th):
[pause] Through you, Mr. Speaker, I do have a
question to Representative Tercyak.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Please proceed, sir.
REP. NOUJAIM (74th):
Thank you, [laughs] Mr. Speaker. To the good
Representative. I been in the industry for many,
many years, and to my assessment, noo many people
want to hide the salaries they make. This bill is
simply sayin’ we want you to hide the money that
you make. Am I correct in that? Because it says do
not disclose what you make as a salary. So
basically, we are telling people to do what they
really want to do. Am I correct? Through you, Mr.
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Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Tercyak.
REP. TERCYAK (26th):
The answer is no, Mr. Speaker. He is not
correct, through you.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Noujaim, on the amendment.
REP. NOUJAIM (74th):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. So I would like to be
enlightened then as to if this my assumption is not
correct. What is then correct? Through you, Mr.
Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Tercyak.
REP. TERCYAK (26th):
Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. Through you,
this does not prevent employees from discussing
their salaries among themselves and with each
other. What this prevents is employers from telling
the employees that they are not allowed to discuss
their salary with each other.
Among private sector employees 62 percent of
women and 60 percent of men have reported that they
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have received instructions or have official
policies at work saying wage information is secret.
You cannot even divulge your own wage to the person
sitting next to you.
So this is about employers having a chilling
effect on discussion of wages and it’s specially to
make it clear that employees are allowed as the
good Speaker mentioned correctly that employees are
want to do – are allowed to discuss their wages,
through you, Mr. Speaker, please.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Noujaim.
REP. NOUJAIM (74th):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Through you, Mr.
Speaker, to Representative Tercyak, and I’m not a
member of the Labor Committee so I really do not
know during the public hearing who testified in
support of this piece of this legislation? Or who
support or who testified in opposition? Through
you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Tercyak.
REP. TERCYAK (26th):
Who testified in opposition was easy. CBIA is
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the first that jumps out on that. Let’s see. The
Commissioner of the Department of Labor, Sharon
Palmer, spoke in favor of the bill. Kevin Lembo,
the Comptroller for the State, spoke about this
being an important step towards bringing parity to
Connecticut women because it’s one of the factors
that contributes to wage disparities between men
and women, and that this transparency is one way to
dissolve pay inequalities.
Carolyn Treiss from the Permanent Commission
on the Status of Women said it’s very hard to know
what you’re being paid, whether or not you’re being
paid as much as a colleague if you and your
colleague are not permitted to discuss it or fear
that if you do there will be retaliation. Let’s see
NOW was in favor of it. Lori Pelletier from the
Connecticut AFL-CIO mentioned that it’s long
overdue. We had policy interns from different
organizations AFSCME, and the entire nature and
source of the opposition was CBIA. Thank you very
much, sir, through you.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Thank you, sir. Representative Noujaim.
REP. NOUJAIM (74th):
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Thank you, Mr. Speaker. This is very
informative and quite honestly, Mr. Speaker, I been
in industry for 35 years and I have never ever seen
people sayin’ I want to go to you and divulge how
much money I am makin’. I don’t know. We make laws
in here just because somebody came in and testified
whether it is a union or non-union or whoever
testifies in support of it.
We just go ahead and make a law for something
that I don’t think in my opinion is really needed.
I mean, people normally don’t want to say how much
money they’re makin’. I don’t think in my 35 years
of experience in industry and in manufacturing
somebody came up to me and said how do you make or
do you want to tell me how much you make or do you
make more than the man next door working in the
next office or woman working in the next office? I
think sometimes we just create things just for the
sake of creating things and I do not intend to
support this amendment nor this bill. Thank you,
sir.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Thank you, sir. Will you remark further on the
amendment? Will you remark further on the
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amendment? Representative Carpino.
REP. CARPINO (32nd):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker, just a question,
through you, for legislative intent?
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Please proceed, ma’am.
REP. CARPINO (32nd):
Could you – could the good Chairman just
explain to me how a corporation that has employees
both inside and outside of Connecticut how this
will apply to both those sets of employees? Through
you.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Tercyak.
REP. TERCYAK (26th):
I believe like the 10 other states that have
passed this law it applies to the Connecticut
workers, and that we are not passing laws for other
states or their workers, through you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Carpino.
REP. CARPINO (32nd):
Thank you, and I thank you for the answer but
I think that’s very clear for legislative intent.
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As we have these corporations here that are looking
to grown here, but sometimes have employees outside
of state. We need to let them know what the law is
so they can follow it when they leave here. So if
the good Chairman is indicating that this will not
imply to employees of Connecticut corporations that
reside in other states I will take him at his word.
Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Thank you, Representative. Representative
Shaban of the 135th, sir.
REP. SHABAN (135th):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker, similar line of
question, through you, about the amendment to the
proponent please.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Please proceed, sir.
REP. SHABAN (135th):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. In the context of
executives, I know that often times companies hire
executives, as employees, and have executive
contracts that in fact prohibit them from doing
exactly what you’re saying they cannot do. So,
through you, Mr. Speaker, is it the intent of this
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bill then to vitiate that contractual term in that
private contract? Through you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Tercyak.
REP. TERCYAK (26th):
Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. Through you,
I don’t understand the question.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Shaban, could you clarify your
question please?
REP. SHABAN (135th):
Alright, I’ll take another crack at it. Thank
you, Mr. Speaker. If there’s a private employment
contract between an employer company and employee
executive that says you cannot disclose your
salary, which is a very common term in executive
compensation contracts, is it the intent of this
bill to vitiate, i.e. nullify, that contractual
provision in that private employment contract?
Through you.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Tercyak.
REP. TERCYAK (26th):
Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker, through you,
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I appreciate the definition of vitiate. We don’t
use it much in nursing. And the answer, should we
be talking about just straight up salary
information, yes this would be nullifying that.
Should we on the other hand be discussing
information where a person’s salary for instance
would be not just be dependent on sales, but that
their salary information if separated out from the
sales information would give competition an unfair
advantage. Then those kinds of agreements which
would be more along the lines of a non-compete type
of agreement those would be allowed to continue
because it’s about the basic pricing of the
company’s business.
But in terms of what one person is being paid
or another people would be allowed, should they
wish, but not forced to say what they’re earning,
through you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Shaban.
REP. SHABAN (135th):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Is the description
that you just had regarding about the exception to
the nullification of the private contractual term
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in the employment contract, i.e. when it could
potentially implicates or disclosure of
confidential sales information, is that contained
in the amendment or the underlying part of the bill
that this amendment will be attached to? Through
you.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Tercyak.
REP. TERCYAK (26th):
Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. I want to be
clear. We weren’t just talking about sales
information in terms of how many of this or that
are sold as much as pricing information where that
remains constant. And the amendment doesn’t spell
that out which is why there was an agreement to
have some discussion establishing legislative
intent about this. And that’s what - where this is
coming from, through you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Shaban.
REP. SHABAN (135th):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I appreciate the
gentleman’s response. I may have a couple of
follow-ups if and when this amendment gets passed.
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Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Thank you, sir.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Thank you, sir. Will you remark further on the
amendment before us? Will you remark further on the
amendment before us? If not, let me try your minds.
All those in favor signify by saying aye.
REPRESENTATIVES:
Aye.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Opposed, nay.
REPRESENTATIVES:
Nay.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
The ayes have it. The amendment is adopted.
[gavel] Will you remark further on the bill as
amended? Representative Rutigliano of the 123rd.
REP. RUTIGLIANO (123rd):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker now that
the bill is amended the bill essentially prevents
an employer, not from asking his employees not to
discuss their wagers, but enacting a policy that
penalizes them for discussing their wages amongst
themselves. There are some that believe that the
lack of disclosure amongst employees about their
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wages leads to pay inequity.
The amendment we just passed addresses a
particular issue that we had; meaning that we feel
fundamentally that it’s okay for an employee to
talk about his own wages. The amendment prevented
that employee from disclosing somebody else’s
wages. So with that we are now supportive of the
bill. After I speak the Representative from the 86th
District is gonna ask some questions about
legislative intent, and from there we will proceed
with the bill. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Thank you, Representative. The Legislator from
the 86th District, Representative Candelora.
REP. CANDELORA (86th):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. If I may, a couple of
questions to the proponent?
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Please proceed, sir.
REP. CANDELORA (86th):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. As the ranking member
of the Labor Committee has pointed out, I think the
underlying intent of this bill is to not penalize
an employee to discuss their wages. One of the
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concerns that we had talked about is the effect
that this would have on non-disclosure agreements
as it pertains to an employee who wages might be
based on commission. For instance, where they’re
selling a commodity of the company and a percentage
of their wages might be based on the cost of that
product or what it is sold for.
And so in those situations where companies
have proprietary information that’s obtained and
that is worked on through the price of the product
where the sales rep would have the pricing
information, and that’s also based on their
commission. Would the employer still be able to
enter into a non-disclosure agreement as it
pertains to protecting the company’s pricing and
other proprietary corporate interest as it pertains
to third parties? Through you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Tercyak.
REP. TERCYAK (26th):
Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. Thank you
very much for the question because commission is earning commission is an important part of this
bill. And I understand from the question that we’re

004959
/am/rc
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

290
May 26, 2015

not talking about now how much somebody earns on a
commission for standard things where your employer
says I’ll give you this.
We are talking about when the pay is part of
how things are priced and to give up – and the
employer says to give up the pay information would
leave the other information being more valuable
than it would otherwise be because it would be too
specific. So the good Representative when he is
characterizing it in those terms about careful
about company secrets, and I appreciate also the
comment about other outside companies and the
competition.
This a bill, hopefully narrowly crafted, that
it will allow people to talk among themselves. This
isn’t about broadcasting to the whole world. This
isn’t about giving your competition a leg or about
when leave a company going and giving away company
secrets to the next place you go and work.
So with that, yes, those positions, those
agreements would still be protected under the
narrow and specific way you have described them as
important in terms of the company’s overall sales
procedures and not just about do you make three
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percent or four percent, through you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Candelora.
REP. CANDELORA (86th):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and just finally
because I guess under this bill in Line 16 – 19 is
where there is some discussion about requiring –
prohibiting an employer from requiring an employee
to sign a waiver or other document that would deny
the person’s right to disclose their wages. But
that disclosure only pertains to employees within
that company, as I read it, and actually I should
refer to the amendment because the underlying bill
was amended.
It would be Line 16 of the amendment. So that
the employer’s prohibition would be limited from
them not being able to prohibit an employee from
discussing something with another employee, but
they certainly could still contract to require a
non-disclosure to third parties? Through you.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Tercyak.
REP. TERCYAK (26th):
Under the circumstances that the good
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Representative has described, yes, that’s correct.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Candelora.
REP. CANDELORA (86th):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I appreciate the
answers to my question. I think this is sort of a
difficult bill. You know, we understand the
underlying intent of the bill. We’re always
concerned about the unintended consequences, and I
think - I appreciate the amendment and the work
that’s been done to narrowly craft this.
I still get concerned the unintended
consequences because we certainly don’t want to
affect the corporations in Connecticut that may
need to enter into agreements to keep things
confidential because it’s necessary to their
business. But I appreciate those answers to try to
make this clear what the underlying intent of this
bill is. Thank you.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Thank you, Representative. Representative
Staneski of the 119th. Ma’am, you have the floor.
REP. STANESKI (119th):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. If I may, through you,
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a few questions to the proponent of the bill?
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Please proceed.
REP. STANESKI (119th):
As amended – Earlier when you were summarizing
you made a point to say that 62 percent of
employees reported that they had to sign or were
asked to sign something that said that they could
not discuss salary or wages. Could you tell me
whether – where you got that 62 percent? Thank you,
through you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Tercyak.
REP. TERCYAK (26th):
Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. I’m told
that came from the Institute for Women’s Policy
Research part of the Rockefeller Foundations study,
through you.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Staneski.
REP. STANESKI (119th):
Thank you and, through you, Mr. Speaker, was
that a national survey?
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
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Representative Tercyak.
REP. TERCYAK (26th):
I’m sorry if I wasn’t clear. Yes, sir, Mr.
Speaker, it was a national survey, through you,
sir.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Staneski.
REP. STANESKI (119th):
Thank you, and also I guess I’m a little
concerned about the language of the bill. Does this
bill protect human resources or benefit managers
who handle payroll/benefits? If they were asked to
disclose wages, would it prohibit an employee from
inquiring about wages of another employee of such
employer? Would those people in those positions be
protected from giving up those wages? Through you,
Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Tercyak.
REP. TERCYAK (26th):
Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. The language
in the amendment is specifically to make it clear
that a clerk or other human resource worker or the
like does not have to give up information on
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employees’ wages when asked. This is about allowing
an employee to tell other people they work with
what they make. That’s it.
It’s not about requiring the company to tell
other people what they pay people. It’s about
letting – giving people the ability to talk about
their own wages, and to ask other workers what
their wages are if they’d like to participate in
the conversation. It doesn’t make anybody have to
give up the information about their own salary or
wages either. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker,
through you.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Staneski.
REP. STANESKI (119th):
Thank you. Through you, Mr. Speaker, segueing
off of that, could you then please explain to me
Line 15 of the amendment that says denies the
employee his or her right to inquire about the
wages of another employee of such employer? Because
– help me understand. I’m a little confused.
I know it says that no employee shall require
an employer to sign a waiver or other document that
denies the employee his or her right to inquire
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about the wages of another employee or such
employer. And if you could, Mr. Speaker, through
you, help me to understand what the word right to
inquire about the wages of another employee of such
employer means?
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Tercyak.
REP. TERCYAK (26th):
It means free speech, sir.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Staneski.
REP. STANESKI (119th):
I don’t know what to say to that. If you could
go to Line 20, where it says that they employer of
such employee that they have been disclosed
voluntarily or by such other employee, could you
explain to me by such other employee the – so I
guess I’m asking and here what I’m reading, and I’d
love for you to help me understand. If somebody
discloses the wages a co-worker, is that covered
under this proposed bill? Through you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Tercyak.
REP. TERCYAK (26th):
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Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. Through you,
that the words disclosed voluntarily by such other
employee means that yes, two employees can discuss
the wages of another employee should that other
employee, his or herself, disclose their wages.
Nobody else can be the one to initiate disclosure
of their wages.
But once you let the cat out of the bag, the
cat is out of the bag. Unless one were to say no
the cat’s not out of the bag; I’m whispering this
secret to you. Once people are allowed – once
people say I’m talking about my wages, and start
talking about them it’s okay. It’s now in the realm
of what’s often called public knowledge or it can
be learned.
But the protection against human resources
disclosures and things like that do not apply from
one employee and another discussing information
that yet a third employee has voluntarily
disclosed, through you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Staneski.
REP. STANESKI (119th):
And thank you, through you, Mr. Speaker. That
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would – I just want to make sure I’m understanding
– that would include if an employee voluntarily
disclosed a coworker’s salary? Through you, Mr.
Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Tercyak.
REP. TERCYAK (26th):
Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. Only an
employee can disclose their own salary. Period.
Only the worker can say what they’re working.
That’s the disclosure. Once the disclosure is made
other people may discuss it, through you, Mr.
Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Staneski.
REP. STANESKI (119th):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I’m apologized that I
still am not understanding. When I go back to Line
14 - 15 where it says no employer shall require an
employee to sign a waiver or other document that
denies the employee his or her right to inquire
about the wages of another employee of such
employer. I’m a little confused. When I read this
it says to me that you can inquire about your
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coworker’s wages. Through you, Mr. Speaker, is that
correct?
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Tercyak.
REP. TERCYAK (26th):
Through you, Mr. Speaker, in America with free
speech you have the right to inquire about the
wages of anybody. You have the right to inquire
about what’s being spent. The boss is not required
to answer that, and as a matter of fact nothing in
this bill suggests that the employer or human
resources should be answering that question. But
the person has the right to ask the question,
through you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Staneski.
REP. STANESKI (119th):
Thank you, and through you, Mr. Speaker, does
that include if as was previously asked, there is a
disclosure contract signed? Through you, Mr.
Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Tercyak.
REP. TERCYAK (26th):
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What this does is prevent just the nondisclosure contracts for the sake of nondisclosure. What a previous Representative from I
think the 86th was discussing was specific about
when disclosure of how much of the price of
something was going to employees would be giving
away confidential information and confidential
information on how prices are set.
But the idea that this would prevent in
general a non-disclosure policy is 100 percent
correct except with those narrow exceptions we were
discussing earlier. This would prevent and make
illegal a policy of demanding non-disclosure where
people cannot discuss their own salaries, through
you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Staneski.
REP. STANESKI (119th):
And I thank you, Mr. Speaker, and I thank the
good gentleman for his answers. I will not be
supporting this bill as amended. I still have a big
issue with the right to inquire about the wages of
another employee of such employer. I do believe in
free speech, but I also believe in confidentiality.
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I believe that an employer has a right to allow
those disclosure documents to be signed, and with
that I will not be supporting this. Thank you.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Thank you, Representative. Representative
Shaban of the 135th. Sir, you have the floor.
REP. SHABAN (135th):
Hello – there it is. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. A
couple of quick follow-ups if I may, through you?
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Please proceed, sir.
REP. SHABAN (135th):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Really, I guess the
only remaining question I have is under the
definition of employer on Lines 5. We talk about
all these different entities within the state.
Through you, Mr. Speaker, if when we say within the
state is it the company’s – is it the principle
place of business or is it the situs of the
corporation or the state of the corporation?
Through you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Tercyak.
REP. TERCYAK (26th):
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This means that if the employer is any kind of
corporation, partnerships, association or
individual employer, you know, including the State
and any political subdivisions of the State, and
any public corporation within the State then those
are the employers that we are referring to when
their employees are here in Connecticut.
It doesn’t much matter whether the corporation
is incorporated its headquarters in Connecticut or
outside of Connecticut. In Connecticut we are going
to join the 10 other states that recognize the
employees’ right to discuss his or her own pay, and
to have that discussion with their co-workers
should they want to, through you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Shaban.
REP. SHABAN (135th):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and I thank the
gentleman. I think that’s an important thing to
tease out for legislative intent. So what the
gentleman is saying it’s the situs of the employee
that counts not necessarily where the company is or
where the company is incorporated, etc. It’s where
the employee is.
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Last question, if I may, through you, if the
executive at – again I go back to my earlier
hypothetical. Typically in a large corporation, all
the executives have employment contracts. A very
common term is do not discuss your salary in order
to - frankly, in order to promote some
confidentiality and potentially competition between
the divisions and or competitors.
But if the employees’ contract is based on New
York law which is again common - folks down in
Stamford, folks in New Haven, folks anywhere, but
the company is in New York, but the employee works
in the State of Connecticut. But the contract is
based one of the states that don’t have this rule,
through you, Mr. Speaker, are we – is it the
opinion of the gentleman that the employer would be
still subject to this bill? Through you.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Tercyak.
REP. TERCYAK (26th):
Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. Through you,
I want to make sure I’ve got it correct. This’ll be
an employee who is working within the state –
within the confines of the State of Connecticut’s
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boarders? Through you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Shaban.
REP. SHABAN (135th):
I believe so, and it’s a good question because
frankly the definition of employee doesn’t talk
about within the state, but the gentleman is for
legislative intent has said yes. My hypothetical
assumes employee working predominately in the
state, more than 160 some odd days a year, or
whatever the six months - more than the six months
a year. But the employer is out of state, and the
contract’s based on a foreign state’s law. Is the
employer still subject to this bill? Through you.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Tercyak.
REP. TERCYAK (26th):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. The answer is yes.
REP. SHABAN (135th):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Shaban.
REP. SHABAN (135th):
I’m sorry. Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and I thank
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the gentleman. I’m gonna be a no on this for many
of the reasons you’ve already heard. The bill
doesn’t describe the exceptions that we’ve put into
the record. The bill is vague on what an employer
is. The bill is vague on what an employee is. The
bill vitiates, cancels, nullifies private
contractual provisions.
The bill is based on information that I
believe – data that I believe is probably decades
old ‘cause I could tell you as an attorney involved
in corporate law that many of the folks who are
signing these contracts at least half of them are
women. I understand the impetus behind it. I
appreciate the intent behind it, but I can’t
support this bill. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Thank you, Representative. Representative
Sampson of the 80th. Sir, you have the floor.
REP. SAMPSON (80th):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Much of what I would
say about this bill has already been said much more
eloquently, but I cannot help myself but standing
up and getting on the record. Simply put, Mr.
Speaker, this is a very, very bad bill.
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And it’s another in a long line of bad bills
that chooses a position that states that we in this
Body have the right to interject ourselves between
an employee and an employer. And I have news for
everyone here; we do not. Our role is not to
dictate the terms of an employee/employer
relationship.
If an employer and employee make an agreement
about the confidentiality of their salary then so
be it. Much like they might make an agreement about
the confidentiality of anything having to do with
the business. I’m looking forward to the day when
we’re in here telling Kentucky Fried Chicken that
they have to give up the recipe to the secret
crispy fried chicken. It’s simply a brazen overreach for this body to tell people, free people,
who are engaged in their own business arrangement
how they must conduct it.
The proponent of the bill said that this is a
result of the confidentiality having a chilling
effect on wages. I think the only thing it’s going
to have a chilling effect on is the business
climate in Connecticut which is already sub-par as
we know.
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If I was looking to start a business somewhere
in this country and I had all 50 states to choose
from, this is just another reason why Connecticut
would be farther down on my list. Thank you, Mr.
Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Thank you, sir. Representative Dubitsky of the
47th. Sir, you have the floor.
REP. DUBITSKY (47th):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. A few questions for
the proponent, if I may?
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Please proceed, sir.
REP. DUBITSKY (47th):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Just a couple quick
things; there was a – I just wanna make sure that
for legislative intent that this is clear. I
believe that the proponent indicated that if an
executive – that an executive could enter into an
agreement – an executive employee could enter into
an agreement with an employer to prohibit the
employee from disclosing his or her compensation to
a competitor, is that correct? Through you, Mr.
Speaker.
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DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Tercyak.
REP. TERCYAK (26th):
Thank you very much, Mr. Tercyak we – Mr.
Speaker. I’ll be Mr. Tercyak still. We were
discussing not just the compensation but
compensation that if known would give away
confidential secrets on pricing policies and
company policies on setting prices for a
manufacturer of either hard good or possibly
intellectual knowledge too.
It is not about outlawing an executive or
anybody else, barring those needs for to maintain
confidential production secrets that include salary
information. Barring that, it would not bar an
executive or anybody else from telling that third
party another employer what they had been earning,
through you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Dubitsky.
REP. DUBITSKY (47th):
Okay, I’m not sure I got the answer to the
question that I asked. So let me put it in another
way. If this bill were to become law, would it be
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illegal for an employer and an employee to enter
into a contract under which the employee, who
happened to be an executive of the company, agreed
not to disclose his or her compensation to a
competitor? Through you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Tercyak.
REP. TERCYAK (26th):
Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. Through you,
the bill does not allow an employer to ask or deny
an employee the right to disclose their salary
whether they are an executive or not an executive,
through you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Dubitsky.
REP. DUBITSKY (47th):
Okay, I thank the proponent for that. On Line
9 of the amendment, it says that an employee – an
employer shall not require an employee to sign a
waiver or other document that denies the employee
his or her right to disclose, etc. Shall not
require, does that mean that an employee and an
employer cannot voluntarily enter into such an
agreement? Perhaps, even for additional
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compensation to the employee? Through you, Mr.
Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Tercyak.
REP. TERCYAK (26th):
No employee is required to disclose what their
salary is to anybody else. The employer is not
allowed to make rules about whether that shall or
shall not be disclosed to other people, through
you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Dubitsky.
REP. DUBITSKY (47th):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Again I’m not sure
that really answered the question that I asked. My
question is would it be illegal under this bill for
two consenting adults to enter into a voluntary
agreement under which they both agree, and perhaps
even the employee gets additional compensation for
agreeing without any compulsion, that the employee
would not disclose his or her compensation to a
competitor? Through you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Tercyak.
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REP. TERCYAK (26th):
That would be an employer prohibiting an
employee from disclosing or discussing the amount
of his or her wages. The fact that they chose to
pay for prohibiting it would not make it okay. They
are not allowed to prohibit it. Paying for somebody
to keep the secret does not make it okay to keep
the secret. They cannot say it’s a secret, through
you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Dubitsky.
REP. DUBITSKY (47th):
Okay, thank you, Mr. Speaker. I think that got
a lot closer to the answer to the question. Now
another question, this bill is – says that the – is
effective as of July 1, 2015. That’s in Line 1. My
question to the proponent is if there are
contractual agreements that are already in place as
of July 1, 2015, that were voluntarily entered into
before that date, as of that date do those
contractual agreements become null and void?
Through you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Tercyak.
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REP. TERCYAK (26th):
Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker, and as I
learned earlier tonight, I believe the answer to
that is they would be vitiated as of that date.

[laughter]

REP. TERCYAK (26th):
Through you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Dubitsky.
REP. DUBITSKY (47th):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. So we are considering
passing a bill that would vitiate existing
employment agreements that were voluntarily
entered. That certainly gives me pause.
One last question, if I may, to the proponent,
if a company that is based in another state and has
all of its employees that are based in another
state, a state that does not have such a bill. And
occasionally their employees travel through
Connecticut, for example, to make sales calls or
something like that. But they are all based in
another state, does the fact that they enter into
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Connecticut make them subject to this bill should
it become law? Through you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Tercyak.
REP. TERCYAK (26th):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Should an employee
while incidentally - working in Connecticut want to
talk about what they are being paid for the work
they are doing in Connecticut you will be allowed
to do that once this is law, through you, Mr.
Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Dubitsky.
REP. DUBITSKY (47th):
Okay, so if I understand that correctly then
an employee, a New York employee, or let’s say – I
don’t know if New York has this provision but I
assume a state like Utah does not. So if a Utah
corporation with all its employees in Utah and it
has an agreement with its employees that they will
not disclose their compensation to competitors. And
one of their employees happens to enter into
Connecticut under this bill they are now entitled
to go against the provisions in their contract
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based on this bill? Through you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Tercyak.
REP. TERCYAK (26th):
Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. The answer
is yes, and in the same way should somebody be
employed in another state with a contract that says
they are being paid $7.75 an hour which is over the
minimum wage and which in that state be over their
minimum wage when they came and worked in
Connecticut they could not be paid $7.75 because
that’s what they normally make in another state.
The rules of Connecticut apply to the people
who work in Connecticut. If this person is working
in Connecticut they will be working under the rules
of the State of Connecticut that will include
minimum wage and it will after the passage of this
bill include privacy, through you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Dubitsky.
REP. DUBITSKY (47th):
Okay, thank you, Mr. Speaker. I’m more
concerned with executives in that type of capacity
that are being paid under an employment contract of
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some sort in another state that comes into
Connecticut for perhaps a business meeting or
something; is not being paid by a Connecticut
employer; is not being paid certainly not minimum
wage, and I’m just concerned that this bill would
entitle that person to now disclose their
compensation which may well be a trade secret in
some way to the competition. And my question is, is
it the proponent’s understanding that that is what
this bill would do? Through you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Tercyak.
REP. TERCYAK (26th):
Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. We already
had discussion earlier about trade secrets, and
when an employee’s compensation could be part of a
trade secret and when it could not. The rules would
remain the same, through you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Dubitsky.
REP. DUBITSKY (47th):
I’m sorry, Mr. Speaker, the rules will remain
the same. I’m not sure what that means, through
you, Mr. Speaker.
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DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Tercyak.
REP. TERCYAK (26th):
Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. I meant that
the conclusions we had reached earlier on when it
would be okay when something would honestly be a
trade secret that giving away the salary
information could make a difference in not just how
much somebody is earning but in how prices are
being set on some other things in competition. I
thought it was pretty narrow question that was
asked before for legislative intent, and I’m
content with those definitions, through you, Mr.
Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Dubitsky.
REP. DUBITSKY (47th):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Yes, I heard the
answer to that other question, but this is not that
question. This is a question just about
compensation that if an executive’s compensation in
and of itself is proprietary information to the
company in another state would the fact that the
executive enters into Connecticut make it okay
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under this bill to disclose that information to a
competitor? Through you, Mr. Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Tercyak.
REP. TERCYAK (26th):
Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. Through you,
when the question was just asked just before this
there was talk of proprietary or secret
information. In this example, my understanding is
that we’re not talking about secret information
that would allow somebody to get a competitive
advantage by being able to know how much somebody
was making on commission vs. how much they were
making on other things. Non-disclosure clauses in
existing contracts will be illegal in the State of
Connecticut, Mr. Speaker, through you.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Dubitsky.
REP. DUBITSKY (47th):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I will be voting
against this bill, and encourage everybody – my
colleagues to do the same. Thank you.
SPEAKER SHARKEY:
Thank you, sir. Would you care to remark?
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Would care to remark further on the bill as
amended? Representative Klarides.
REP. KLARIDES (114th):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, if I may,
one question to the proponent?
SPEAKER SHARKEY:
Please proceed, madam.
REP. KLARIDES (114th):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. To the good Chairman,
what was the original intent of this bill? Through
you.
SPEAKER SHARKEY:
Representative Tercyak.
REP. TERCYAK (26th):
Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. The original
intent of this bill was to allow people to be able
to discuss what they and their co-workers are
making should their co-workers want to discuss how
much they’re making. It was to prevent people from
being told they could not disclose their salaries
to each other and have a discussion, through you,
Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER SHARKEY:
Representative Klarides.
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REP. KLARIDES (114th):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and through you, what
is the reason why people would feel uncomfortable
discussing their wages with another co-worker?
Through you.
SPEAKER SHARKEY:
Representative Tercyak.
REP. TERCYAK (26th):
Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. In this bill
the reason somebody would be uncomfortable would be
if they were being told that they were not allowed
to discuss their wages. If there were other reasons
people would be uncomfortable separate from their
boss telling them not to do it, I wouldn’t be able
to guess why they would be uncomfortable, sir,
through you.
SPEAKER SHARKEY:
Representative Klarides.
REP. KLARIDES (114th):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I thank the gentleman
for his answers. I think that when we’ve been
discussing this bill throughout the session we have
been discussing a lot of gender issues that’ve come
up in regards to equal pay, in regards to people
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being treated equally.
And I just wanted to mention in a few closing
comments that although I certainly, and I don’t
know anybody in here that wouldn’t support equal
pay, regardless of gender. When we talk about men
and women getting paid differently some of those
statistics aren’t as clear as we like them to be.
And when I say that I mean when you talk about
women in the workforce you’re dealing with women
who may be married and staying home with children
and need more flexibility, and those types of
things. And when you look at women and the numbers
of women who are single, without children, the
numbers there say women make 98 percent of what men
do.
So I would just caution going forward when we
have these conversations that I am adamantly and
absolutely in support of equal pay for the same
job. I think sometimes it’s apples and oranges in
the conversations we have. We want to make sure
we’re comparing the same jobs to the same amount of
hours put in and to same amount of flexibility.
I applaud the Chairman and the ranking member
for all the work that was done in regard to this. I
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know things have moved along during session. I
would’ve wished that a lot of the ideas that were
presented were put into this bill because I think
it would have made it a much better bill. And a lot
of the people that had concerns about it today that
have mentioned them and feel strongly about them,
those may have been changed; those opinions may
have been changed, and I think it would’ve been a
better bill at the end of the day.
But I just wanna say that it’s a very serious
issue we have. Whether you’re a Republican or
Democrat, man or woman, whatever part of the state
you come from this is a serious issue. We want to
make sure all people are treated equally, but I
really wanna make sure going forward when we have
kind of matter that comes up we really compare
exactly what needs to be compared and not try and
talk about different things. That the numbers have
to be coming from the same places and they have to
be things that we can figure out at the end of the
day what’s wrong and how do we fix it. Thank you,
Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER SHARKEY:
Thank you, madam. Further on the bill as
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amended? If not, staff and guests to the Well of
the House. Members take your seats. The machine
will be open.
[bell ringing]
CLERK:
The House of Representatives is voting by
roll. [bell ringing] The House of Representatives
is voting by roll. Will members please report to
the Chamber immediately?

[pause]

SPEAKER SHARKEY:
Have all members voted? Have all members
voted? Have all members voted? Will the staff – I’m
sorry. Will members please look at – check the
board to see if their vote is properly cast. If all
members’ve voted, the machine will be locked and
the Clerk will take the tally.
Clerk will please announce the tally.
CLERK:
House Bill 6850 as amended by House “A”
Total Number Voting
Necessary for Passage

144
73
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Those voting Yea

104

Those voting Nay

40

Absent and not voting

7

SPEAKER SHARKEY:
The bill, as amended, is passed. [gavel] Are
there any announcements or introductions? If not.
Will the Clerk please call the Calendar No. 267.
CLERK:
On Page 12, House Calendar 267, Favorable
Report of the Joint Standing Committee on Insurance
and Real Estate, Substitute House Bill 6736, AN ACT
EXTENDING OPTOMETRISTS THE PROHIBITION ON THE
SETTLING OF PAYMENTS BY HEALTH INSURERS AND OTHER
ENTITIES FOR NON-COVERED BENEFITS.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Representative Megna of the 97th. Sir, you have
the floor.
REP. MEGNA (97th):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, I move
acceptance of the Joint Committees’ Favorable
Report and passage of the bill.
DEPUTY SPEAKER RYAN:
Question is on acceptance of the Joint
Committees’ Favorable Report and passage of the
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