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THE CHAIR: 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

65 
.May 4, 2010 

Will want I ~ove all items on S~nate Agenda 

Number 1·, dated Tuesday, May 4, 2010, to .be acted ·upon 

as indicat.ed, thqt the agenda be incorporat·eq by 

ref.erence into the s·ena-te journal and the Senate 

transcript. 

THE CHAIR: 

Without objection. So ordered . 

SENATOR .LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Also move that the item on Senate Agenda Number 1 

be placed. immediately· on our c;alendar. 

THE CHAIR: 

Without objection. 

SEN·ATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

If we rQigh.t s.tand at ease for a moment, Mr. 

President, to prepare for the next sequencing of 

items. 

THE CHAIR: 

~he Senate will stand at ease. 
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THE CHAIR: 

66. 
:May 4, 2010 

The Sena.te will come back to order. Senator 

Looney. Senator Looney? 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes, thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, if the Clerk would call as the 

n·ext i tern from calendar page 22, Calendar 542, Hous.e 

Bill 5027 . 

. . THE CHAIR:· 

Mr. Clerk.~ 

THE CLERK: 

Calendar page 22, Calendar Number 542, File 209 

State 230 fo~ House Bill 5027, AN ACT CONCERNING THE 

UNIVERS.ITY OF CONNECT'ICUT HEALTH CENTER'S FACILITIES 

PLAN, ~S AMENDED'BY HOUSE AMENDMENT SCHEDULE "A," 

favorable .r·e~>ort: from the Commi t·tees on Higher 

Education and Finance Revenue and B:onding·. 

THE CHAIR: 

Good afternoon, Senator Handley. 

SENATOR HANDLEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
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I move acceptance of the: joint commit tees 

favorable repo~t and passage of the bill in 

concurrence with the house. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator. 

On acceptance and passage in coneurrence with the 

House, will Ybu remark further? 

SENATO.R HANDLEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President~ 

This is a very important bill to the University 

Of Connecticut and I thin~ to the State of 

Connecticut. 

THE CHAIR: 

Excuse me, Senator Handley. People please tpke 

their conversations outside the chamber. 

Thank you, Senator~ 

Senator Handley. 

SENATOR HANDLEY: 

Thank: you. 

·As many of you know, the University of 

Connecticut School of Medicine has been in existence 

f"or about 40 yeqrs. It is connected with the research 

center and with the John Dempsey Hospital. Over the 

las.t few years, studies have been mad~ to determin·e. 
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how to do ess~ntially three things. One is to 

6"8 

.increase the student body in the medical school and at 

the same time to increase the status of the medical 

school with relationsh~p to other medical schools in 

the country. 

The second-question that has been asked is how to 

exp·:and the r.esearch branch of the university medical 

school and finally, what to do about the Dempsey 

Hospital, which is small, was des~gned 40 years ago in 

a style that is no longer appropriate for medical 

care. There have been a lot of stUdies. There's been 

a lot of work looking. at this. And several iterations . 

of plans for the medical school, the research center 

and the hospital. 

This plan, I think I am cbnvinced, is the best 

of the plans that we have looked at. It will provide 

for an expansion of the m·edical school. It· will 

provide for a great expansion of the research capacity 

of the school and of the communi_ty that. surrounds it. 

It will provide for the expansion of the nospita1 with 

40 new medical su:rgic.al beds in the hospital, and it 

also includes what I think is· mos·t important for many 

people, the creation in statute of· a netwo·rk of care 

between the John De~psey Hosp.:i,tal, ·the medical center 
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and the community hospitals in Hartford and other 

surrounding towns and cities. The project involves 

the construct~on oi a new tour at the site of the 

medical center. 

It calls £or the creation of an enterprise zone. 

It calls for the creat~on -- an. enterprise zone, I 

might say in. Farmington, Hartford, New Britain, and 

Bristol and it·calls for the expansion of ah already 

existing somewhat informal network of hospital 

relat.ion,ships to· begin to create the medical center, 

the medical school and centers health ne·twork. And I 

encourage my colleagues to support this, what I think 

is a very ex~iting and very promi~lng future for our 

own medical school £or the UConn Medical School and 

for the research tha·t is being carried on at the 

medical school and fo:r the r·enovation and 

modernization of the only public- hospital that we have 

in the state .. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator. 

Will you remark further? 

Senator Debi.cella. 

SENATOR DEBICELLA: 

Thank you, Mr. President, and Mr. President, as 
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both Senator Handley and I near the end. of our last 

regula.r session to9ether., I was.· wondering if through 

you I could ask some que,stions to her on this bii1. 

THE CHAIR: 

Please proceed, sir. 

SENA'rOR DEBICELLA: 

Through you, Mr. President. The bill before us 

seems to have two very distinct parts to it and the 

fiscal note reflects this. As we have basically 

$237 miliion in bonding, 207 million of which is going 

towards construction at Dempsey Hospital, specifically 

and mainly the new pat.ient tower. 'Anotner 30 million 

of which is going towa±d the UConn health network 

initiative. Through you.,· Mr. President, would Senator 

Handley just be able t~o describe. each of those two 

parts in a little greater depth. Through you ·Mr. 

President. 

Senator Handley. 

SENATOR HANDLEY~ 

Thank you. Thank you, Mr. President. 

The· UConn health network is, as I said, an 

at·tempt to put into a more formal arrangement, 

arrangements that already have peen. carried on between 

t·he Dempsey Hospital and ot .. her hospitals and -- I 
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guess it's mostly hospitals .. And this will provide --

the financing here will provide a method to expand. and 

make more complete some of these activit~es which 

include a center for simulation at .Hartford Hospital,, 

an Institute for Nursing at· the Unive.rsity of 

Connecticut, a cancer center in New Britain~ and so 

forth. There are many of these, and this will provide 

some assistance. 

The other activity involves the larger amount of 

·money which is designe.d to construct the tower. Tt 

really is in three p.arts; $25 million, which would 

provide for the planning of the new hospital -- of the 

new tower;..:..$100 million which 'is anticipated will come 

from. the. federal government or other non-state tax 

sources and which is ciitical. Everything else js 

contingent upon that. Lf that $100 million is 

achieved, then the other 200-plus million is achieved, 

will be included in the UConn 20.00 bond package. 

THE CHAIR: 

· Senator Debicella. 

SENATOR DEBICELLA: 

Thank you, Mr. President, and Mr. President, a 

couple of ot:her qu·estions on that second part of the 

bill in terms of the patient center. I did read that 
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the ·$100 million whethe·r it be from federal or private 

sources needs to be achieved first before that bonding 

haJ?pens. Through you, Mr.. President, is that 

$100 million contained anywheie right now. I know at 

one point it· was in the fed.eral health care 

legislation. Is that.$100 million that we eminently 

e~pect to have? Through you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senato.r Handley. 

SENATOR HANDiEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. :The $100 million is 

included in a competit.i,ve grant ,_in the health care 

··bill which was recently passed and we are hoping;-with 

the; help o"f Senato·r. Dodd, that the funds will become 

available to us, and if they're not, then there is a 

-- there has .to be a searcb for those funds for 

sources other than the taxpayers through their. taxes 

.J.:n Connecticut. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Debicella. 

SENATOR DEBICELLA: 

Thank you, Mr. President. And so then, just 

hypothetically, let us say that we don't get that 

$100 million. ·under the bill as it's written today, 
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the UConn health network initiative ~ould still go 

forward, but the patient tower would not. Is tha~ my 

reading of the bill, is that correct? through your 

Mr .. ·President.· 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Handley. 

SENATOR HANDLEY: 

No, that's not the case. The only thing that 

will begin is the $25 million for the planning, that's 

th.e only thing that we are committing. Simply because 

if we either to get the SlOO million from the feds or 

to get the $100 million .f.tom other places, we need t·o 

have ~ plan. We need to have something fairly 

concrete to demonstrate what. we're up to. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Debicella . 

.SENATOR DEBICELLA': 

Thank you, Mr. Pres.ident. So if we didn't get 

that $100 ~illion, would ther~ be any reason why we 

wouldn't go forward with the $30 million for the UConn 

health network in!t~ative. It $eems like if we were 

to spend $25 million on planning, wouldn't it make 

logical sense to move forward with at least the 

$30 million part of the bill. Through you Mr. 
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Senator Handley. 

SENATOR HANDL~Y~ 
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Thank you, Mr. President. The plan something for 

capital funds. It is not involved in the 

relationships that are goi~g on between the hospital 

and other institutions. There's no reason why those 

cannot continue, but· we're not obligat-ing· funds to 

that plan until the rest of the money·has been 

acquired. 

THE CHAlR: 

Senator Debicella. 

SENATOR DEBICELLA: 

Thank you, M~. President. 

I thank Senator Handley for t'he answers to those 

questions~ Mr. President, it's'been my honor in th~ 

fou_r_ years I've, been .in the Senate to serve as t:he 

ranking membe·r. on the Higher 'Education Committee, ano 

I've seen this. debate over the c.ours.e of the last four 

years. Where it started wLth Dempsey Hospital asking 

for an expansion of beds. A study done J:;>y CASE that 

~howed that there was no need to actually have 

additiona.l beds in the greater Hartford area, but 
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instead, ·there was a need for greater collabo-ration. 

A r:teed for g.r~q.ter collabor'ation. between all of our 

area hospitals for to facilitate not only research, 

"but pat.ient. excell:ence, bu.t allowing sharing of best 

practices, specialization amongst the hospitals and 

the sharing of expertise that diff~rent faculty and 

different doctors and residents have. 

The plan that has c.ome before us today, M:~:. 

President, contains some of those elements plus. And 

as I look at this, I see one-half ~f this plan that 

comes directly out of the work that has been done in 

the last four years. And that "is ·the UConn hea.l th 

network initiative. The $3.0 million described there 

to actually help all the area hospitals work in a more 

collaborative way, to actually increase 

specializati;on, ou.t at the same. time share that 

specializat-ion amongst hospitals. It is not only a 

'wort"hy goai; but directly follows the CA"SE Study 

findings. 

The second part of this, Mr. President, wbich is 

the patient tower is and. I've no.t received any 

evidence to the contrary, com:plet·ely and ·utterly 

sepa.rate from the ideas in the CASE· Study a.roun.d 

collaboration between our area hos.pita1s. Now, we 
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could have an argument whether a patient"tower is a 

good facilities ·plan or not for Dempsey Hospital, but 

the only argument I have hea~d ~s that we need 

upgraded facilities to attract the best and brightest 

doctors to Dempsey Hospi_tal. Well Mr.. Pres-ident, I 

don·' t see how that can be worth $200 million of 

taxpayer dollars, given the fiscal crisis that we' 're 

under right now·. And so Mr. President, with that, I 

would ask the Clerk to call LC0~432. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Cl·erk. 

THE CLERK: 

.,. LCO 5432, whic'h will be designated Senate. 

Amendment Schedo:1e "A." It's offered by Senator 

Debicella of the 21st District. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Debicella. 

SENATOR DEBICELLA: 

I move adoption of the amendment. 

THE CHAIR: 

On adoption, will you remark? 

SENATOR DEBJCELLA: 

Thank you, Mr, President~ 

Mr. President, this bill strikes sections three 
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through six of the bill which actually authorize the 

$200 million in bonding for :th;e new patient tower. It. 

remains intact. The elements of this bill related 

dire~tly to the CASE Study around collaboration 

between our area hospitals around the gteater Hartford 

area. Now why do r offer this amendment? I offer 

this amendment because we need to help our a-rea 

hospitals witho~t p.reaking the bank. We need to do 

this in a way that allows us to get all of the 

benefits that CASE outlined for us and we've been 

talking about for the last four years. Without 

putting the b~rden on the._taxpayers for an expensive 

new _patient tower~ now other folks i'n the circle might 

argue, gee, the patient tower is. a good thing to do .. 

Dempsey Hospital needs an .upgrade. We actually 

need to improve our facilities. .Now ~ can't argue 

~ith that, bat what I can argue with is, is it 

necessary to achieve what we actually need to achieve 

and what ~e've been talking about for the last tour 

years. The answer is no, and because of that, now 

c·annot be the time for us ·to embark on massive new 

banding p:r:oj ects tha.t are nice to hp.ves. We' r.e going 

to have more of a discussion later, Mr. President 1 

about the fut.ure of Dempsey Hospital, about where it's 
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But for the bill before us today, I actually 

think our concern should be how do we achieve the 

benefits that all of us agree on, while not· simply 

building things that are nice to hav'e for the sage o·f 

bUilding them. Mr. President, I would eneourage 

adoption of the amendment and ma·ke· this bill pure to 

the objective CASE Study that wa~ done in 2008. 

Thank you, Senator. Will you remark further on 

the bill -- on the amendment? Will you remark furth~r 

on the amendment?· Senator. Handley. 

SENATOR HANDLEY..: . 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

I first ask for a roll call vote on the. amendment 

and I would urge my colleagues to vote against thi.s 

amendment. It does not get to the base of what our 

efforts ar.e here, which a:s I said, as Senator 

Debicella has said, partly includes the expansion and 

the codification of this network, but it does not get 

to the fact that in order to increase the size of the 

student body in the medical school in order to 

increase the availability of research space in order 

to attract more research dollars and more research 

activit-y,_ we must increase -- we· must chang·e th.e 
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configuration at the UConn Medical School and the most 

effective way to do that is to remove some of the 

hospital activities from the present Dempsey Hospital, 

put them in the new hospital, which will then open up 

the space, which is absolutely needed for those other 

goals. Remember our goal is mul tifold and part. of it 

is to improve and give to the UConn Medical School the 

kind of status we certainly want in the for our 

medical school. 

THE CHAIR: 

·Thank you, Senator·. 

A roll call vote will be ordered~ 

Senator Frantz. 

SENATOR FRANTZ: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

I do rise in favorite of Senator Deb.icella' s 

amendment. and it really has nothing to do with the 

overall intent of the under~ying bill that I have a 

problem with. In fact, it is absolutely a noble cause 

to be promoting that w·e put ourselves on the map 

either further, to a further degree as a destination 

for not only medical students but for medical services 

to people from not only within Connecticut, but also 

outside the state of the Connecticut. It is a very 
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noble cause and if we were under bri~hter economic 

circumstances, you would have a resounding yes from 

this particular legislator. , 

However, given. our fiscal circumstances, I just 

think we need to either wait another year to two 

years. I know it's a pressing issue. I also know 

that this would be good for the economy,· not only in 

terms of the initial jobs that it would bring, but it 

also results in permanent, higher paying jobs in this 

particular area of the· ·state. And there's no question 

that there would be some synergy that is created 

fairly rapidly- .within this organization and s.et in 

different facilities. And of course, everybody does 

stand to benefit from modern facilities that are 

equipped with the latest and greatest technology. 

That's where medical services are going. 

And I recognize that fully, once again, it's only 

because of the fiscal circumstances that we face which 

are quite frankly unmanageable at this point, that I 

am in favor of this amendment, not against ·the 

underlying bill and its conceptJ but maybe the timing 

is just not right. Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator. 
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Will you remark further .on the amendment.? 

Senator McKinney. 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President~ 

If I cou1d7 through you a couple of questions to 

the proponent of the amendment. 

THE CHAIR: 

Please proceed, sir. 

THE CHA.IR: 

Thank you. Through you Mr. President, Senator 

Debice1la, would this amendment ma.intain the 

$30' ·million comm:i,tment under the· .. bill absent· the 

·construction Of the tower? ·Throl.lgh you Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Debicella. 

SENATOR DEBICELLA: 

Thank you, Mr. Pre~ident. Yes, it would. It 

would maintain those funds. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McKinney. 

SENATOR McKINNEY~ 

And throtJgh you, Mr. President, would this also 

negate this amendment if it were to pass, then ne9ate 

the need to spend $25 million on planning as put 

003267 



• 

jp/mb/gbr 
SENATE 

82 
May 4, 2.010 

forward in the bill? Through you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Debicella. 

· SENAT.OR DEBICELLA: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Yes, sir, it would. 

THE CHAIR: 

senator McKinney. 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

So, then I'm correct that if we were to pass this 

amendment, we would be eliminating tne need for 

$232 million of riew general obligation bonds. Through 

you, Mr. President, is that correct? 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Debicella~ 

SENATOR DEBICELLA! 

Mr. Eresident, t~rough you, that is correct. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McKinney. 

SENATOR McKINNEY~ 

Thank you and.through you, Mr. President, does 

Senator Debicella have an accounting of what that 

would save us in terms of principal and interest. on 

those.bonds, assuming our standard 20-year bonds at a 
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say four or five percent interest rate. Through you 

Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Debicella. 

SENATOR DEBICELLA: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

So I'm going to do this in my head as we go 

along, but on a 20-yea.r bond, you're_ going- to have 

$10 million a year of principal and at about five 

percent interest rate, you're going to have another 

15 percent million in interest. So it's going it save 

us about $25 million a year, $25 million a year in 

interest costs -- interest and principal costs. 

Through you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McKinney. 

SENATOR McKINNEY~ 

Thank you and I thank Senator Debicella for his 

answers. Mr. President, we talk about the cost of 

bonding $232 million new in general obligation bonds .. 

And I will leave for a moment the $2.2 billion that 

the University of Connecticut has received fro~ the 

taxpayers of the State of Connecticut, and focus 

simply on tha.t new $2_32 million. We can talk later 
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about the fact that we are about $500 million under 

our soft statutory bond cap and this removes about 

half of that, getting -our state even further in debt 

apd perilously close to that bond cap. 

But what we don't talk about, is what we have to 

pay every day, every month, every year to support that 

bonding. There's somewhere between 3 to $400 million 

that we will spend, that taxpayers will spend to 

support this borrowing. Some $20 million a year we 

will -be spending to pay off the .bonds, to construct 

the new tower and other physical changes to this plan. 

Lguarantee you we could spend that $25 million 

perhaps attracting:- some of the best and brightest 

minds'to our medical school for research, grants or 

other doctors who could be attracted to the medical 

scho:ol. 

We could spend that money to work on 

collaborative efforts between the greater Hartford 

area hospitals, Hartford Hospital, St. Francis 

Hospital, New B.ri tain Hos·pi tal, all the way through 

003270 

"¢" 



•••• 
.. 

• 

• 

jp/mb/gbr 
SENATE May 4., 2010 

85 

and a new tower, I think what we haven't focused on is 

the fact that this is some 3-$400 million of general 

fund revenue. Some 15 to 20 or $25 million of general 

fund revenue per year that has to go to sustain these 

bonds. 

So when you vote for this prdje~t and this 

project clearly has the majority of votes to do that, 

and you're looking at budget deficits in the next 

couple of years, remember that that money, that 15 to 

20 or $25 million a year, is going to be going to pay 

off these bonds, when you're asked to cut adult dental 

or raise taxes on the middle class or businesses, 

remembe·r that you thought .it was important. that the 

University of Connecticut on top of the $2.2 billion 

they've re~e~ved from the taxpayers of the State of 

Connecticut, that they get an extra $200 million and 

that all of our taxpayers have to pay for it. 

Many of the good parts of this bill will still be 

achieved if we pass tnis amendment and we could save 

the taxpayers hundreds of millions of dollars and 

still keep UConn going in the right direction and sit 

back down at the table and through a collaborative 

effort among area hospitals, and I'll talk about that 

a little bit later, make sure that our University of 
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Connecticut Medical School is as good as it can be. 

And I would urge adoption. of this amendment. 

THE CHAIR: 

. Thank you, Senator. Senator Kissel. 

SENATOR KISSEL: 

Thank you very much Mr. President, and just as a 

preface, to the folks that are ·advoc.ates of this 

project, I will say right now I apologize. For many 

months I have been very supportive of all the 

discussions that I have heard regarding this overall 

project, but I'm going to be very honest. This 

afternoon brings me to a point in time where I now 

have to loo'k at this project in light of everything 

else that is going on in this building, and so, as 

much as I've heard. over the last several months. from 

the executive branch that some things have to be 

looked at in terms of the context 6f the overall state 

budget, in a perfect world, if we didn't have other 

things hanging higher out there on May 4, I would have 

less reservation in supporting this kind of 

expenditure of vast amounts of money. 

So with that as a predicate and being a UConn 

alum and being very supportive of trying to do 

something with the health cente.r for many years back 
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when the chief financial officer was Lori Aronson, 

there was an extraordinarily freezing day in January 

where I actually went out to the. facility and to~red 

it and met with the staff and I saw some of the areas 

~here the patients were, understand how the 

architectural design of the facility at this time may 

not be optimal, but Senator McKinney is right when he 

says that there· are a lot of difficult. dec.isions· that 

are coming down the road. And I just haven't seen us 

p·ut our arms around tho·se decisi.ons this year. So 

through you, Mr. President~ some questions to the 

proponent of the~ amendment, my friend and c.olleague 

Senator Debicella. 

THE CHAIR: 

Please proceed, sir. 

SENATOR KISSEL: 

Through you Mr. President. 

This amendment pares away some of the costs of 

the project. I'm wondering what remains of this 

initiative and what is sort of cut out. Through you, 

Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Debicella, 

SENATOR DEBICELLA: 
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Through you~ first what is cut out is the new 

patient tower which has been proposed at the UConn 

at the Dempsey Hospital. What remains is the 

collaborate -- .the money to enable collaborati.on 

between UConn and its area hospitals. And if the good 

gentleman will abide with me for just one second, I 

will actually get you a more detailed list of what 

that $30 million that remains will be sent on. The 

remaining $30 million is for projects that are at not 

only at Dempsey, but at the area hospitals as well . 

And Lam just, if the good Senator with bea_r with me, 

looking through the note to get to the specifics. 

Yes, so there are things such as an Institute for 

Primary Ca~e Innovation, which is a collaborative 

enterprise between UConn School of Medicine, 

St. Francis Hospital Medical Center, the Connecticut 

Institute for Nursing Excellence, whi¢h is going 

thro"ugh at the UConn School of Nursing. T_here is 

looking at these f~rther~ a simulation and conference 

center at the Hartford Hospital campus that's going to 

be using new technologies and simulated care settings 

to educate and train health care pro{essionals. An 

Institute for Primary Care at St. Francis Hospital, an 
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Institute for Clinical and Translational Science at 

UCHC, a comprehensive cancer center to expand clinical 

trials and advocate patient care. A· UConn Health 

Disparities Institute, and new patient room 

renovations at Bristol Hospital. 

So ·if you actually look at the things that are 

still remaining in this bill, they are aimed at making 

sure that the hospitals in collaboration with each 

other are working on cutting edge things like advances 

in nursing care, advances in oncolog~. Where 

different hospitals will continue to .take on different 

specializations, but in doing so, will share that 

knowledge w':i,th al.l the area hospitals. This was the 

core of the CASE Report that came back to say how we 

can actually improve the quality of care in the 

Hartford region. Through you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kissel. 

SENATOR KISSEL: 

Thank you very much, and I appreci.3.te that 

extraordinarily detailed response. So it appears that 

through this amendment as Sena-tor Deb.icella had 

pointed out, the core of the findings of the study are 

maintained, but it's this tower that is cut out. Is 
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that correct? Through you Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Debicella. 

SENATOR DEBICELLA: 

Through yo~, Mr. President. That is correct. 

The patient tower was added in later. It was actually 

not in the original CASE Report, but was added in as a 

facility improvement that Dempsey Hospital believes is 

necessary. Through you Mr. President. 

THE_ CHAIR:_ 

Senator Kiss-el. 

SENATOR KISSEL: 

Thank you very much, Mr. Presiderit. 

And I appreciate the indulgence on my friends and 

colleagues here in the circle, because I've got to be 

honest. You know, sometimes I come in here and I sort 

of know exactly where my north star is on these 

issues. This one's real haxd, because I see a lot of 

the good things that can happen creating the sin gees 

related to this, this UConn endeavor. But at the same 

time, I'm really, you know, this afternoon, it was a 

hot day, and when we were discussing other i~sues in 

our caucus, all of a sudden we heard thunder. I 

really see storm clouds over Connecticut's horizon. 
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And I'm getting to the point. now where I have a 

great amount of concern that is being heightened on an 

almost daily basis because I think that we are going 

to inevitably put ourselYes in a position where it's 

going to be very, very di.fficul t to get out· from the 

corner that we paint ourselves in. How much money 

would this amendment save as far as not going forward 

with creating this tower? Through you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Debicella. 

SENATOR DEB I CELLA: · 

Thank you, Mr._President . 

I actually Senator McKinney asked me the 

question. I gave a range of 20 to 25. I actually 

calculated it out a little further. It's actually 

about $22 million a year in principal and interest 

costs over the course of the next 20 years will be 

saved by this amendment. Through you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kissel. 

SENATOR KISSEL: 

Actually, that sounds rather inexpensive for 

building this huge tower that they want in that area, 

but that being stated, who would be on th~ hook for 
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that 20 let's say $23 million? Through you Mr. 

President . 
. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Debicella. 

SENATOR DEBICELLA.: 

Mr. President that would be the taxpayers of the 

State of Connecticut. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kissel. 

SENATOR KISSEL: 

Thank you very much, but is that -- through you 

Mr. President) is that the taxpayers through our 

general fund or is that money that we allocate to 

UConn? 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Debicella. 

SENATOR DEBICELLA: 

Mr. President, through you, it would be through 

the general £und. These are general obligation bonds 

that would be paid back along with all the other 

general bonds of Connecticut, currently about 10 cents 

of every·dollar in the State of Connecticut go to pay 

for our bonding. So this would be added to that 

amount. Through you Mr. President. 
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Thank you very much. So the University of 

Connecticut would not be on the hook for any of this 

money? Through you Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Debicella. 

SENATOR DEBICELLA: 

Through you Mr. President, I do not believe so. 

The -- Senator Handley has explained this is actually 

going to be added into the UConn 2000.project if and 

only if that $·100 million of federal money and/or 

private money actually comes. So what this does not 

do is something we had talked ~bout in committee and 

elsewhere is reallocating UConn 2000 funds to this 

purpose. "Instead this is new bonding that is actually 

going to pay for the pati~nt tower. Through you Mr. 

President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kissel. 

SENATOR KISSEL: · 

Thank you v~ry much~ 

And I want to thank Senator Fasano for p~ivately 
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sharing some information with me this aftern·oon 

regarding some concerns regarding this aspect and I 

certainly dpn't want to speak for my friend and 

colleague, Senator Fasano. But to my mind, I'm 

getting to the point to be quite honest, not that I 

wouldn't be anything but·that, but tuitions continue 

to go up for people that are struggling to try to get 

a higher education. We send out our funds and in 

particular to UConn as.like a block grant. 

And I'm going to be honest. When I pick up the 

paper and I see something like a floor was squeaky and 

they did a renovation and all of a sudden they found 

asbestos, that's the kind of thing that my 

constituents say what is going on. We have hundreds 

of millions of ·dollars of deficit that we have to try 

to address and there seems to be no control mechanism 

out there. With all due respect, because I know that 

the folks that are working at UConn are working very, 

very hard and are diligent advocates and we have great 

sports teams and everything else. It's my alma mater, 

Bachelor of Science from the School of Education, 

Bachelor of Arts and His.tory from the School of 

Liberal Arts and Sciences. Two bachelors degrees from 

that great institution. 

003280 



• 

• 

• 

jp/mb/gbr 
SENATE May 4, 2010 

95 

B~t L don't really think that we can continue to 

write a ·check as a block grant and let that school do 

whatever it wants. I think going forward, we have to 

take a step back and get some more control over things 

that we have going on in our state. You know, we have 

no hire policies to try to save money, but apparently 

those no hire policies don't affect these institutions 

of higher education. I don't know how many provosts 

we need in the State of Connecticut o~ bursars we need 

the State of Connecticut or heads of various schools 

in. the State of Connecticut. I'm not taking a shot at 

any of those folks, but to_have a chan~ellor and £our 

separate presidents under the state univers~ty system 

and to have an .entire huge infrastructure of 

individuals at UConn, therejs got to be duplication 

there and tnere's got to be ways to do this far more 

cost efficiently. 

We can't even get into that game to ha~e those 

discussions at this point in time~ and now we're going 

to go down the road with something that, you know, in 

a perfect world~ I love- the idea. But we don't have 

the money. I, you know, my wife tells me I am crazy 

for running for reelection, but gosh darn it, r love 

this state, and I am honored that I have been able to 
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be able to serve ~y constituents for the last 18 years 

in this circle and I want to make .sure that when I am 

done, and hopefu~ly it's on my terms and not some 

challenger's terms~ 

But you know what? It's a free country. But I 

want to be able to leave public service or change 

public service or in some other respect in a way so 

that I know I did my best for my not yet 14~year-old 

Nathaniel or my 6~year-old Tristan to create a state 

that they can live in. And right now, we talk about 

jobs leaving for N6rth Carolina or other states. But 

I look at ou;r: f.uture leaving. You know that whole 

thing about leaving the nation ari"d the exodus of 18 to 

30 years old. Talk about best and the brightest. How 

a.bout everybody. 

Is Connecticut such a bad place that we raise our 

children here and above every other state, they leave 

here. I love my kids too much to think that they're 

going.to have to find greener pastures down south or 

out west or in the Midwest or somewhere else. I love 

New England. Born here, raised here, everything has 

been done·here. This is a nice thing. I know that 

the gov~rnor is behind it and God bless her soulf I 

think she,s done so many good things for the State of 
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Connecticut. The UConn advocates have been 

impassioned regar~ing th~s, and 1 applaud them for 

their effort~. But we had UConn 2000 and then we 

added to that and we added investments in central and 

it just seems to go on and on and oh and on and at 

some point in time, we have to pay the pipe-r. 

And I think that time is way sooner than we might 

think~ Whoever is luc~y enough to win reelection or 

to win election or to seek public service, to Serve in 

our Senate or serve in our house or serve as our 

governor or any othet const~tutional officer, I swear, 

when they get sworn in, that's when the day of 

reckoning comes. We struggle trying to find three 

quarters of. a billion dollars to fill holes and that 

is extraordinaiily difficult. I can't imagine the 

difficulty of finding $3 billion or more and then for 

the next year, another $3 billion. 

I donrt think you can do it all by raising taxes. 

The public ~on't stand for that. Tea party? Forget 

about tea parties. Peopl~ don't have it. Creative 

thinking. Yeah, there will be a lot of creative 

thinking, but I am of the firm belief that we have an 

unsustainable spending pattern. And as much as now we 

have notions of borrowing on our state credit card to 
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gentlemen we did do that in the fall. We were what? 

$930 million, $940 million short in fiscal year 200~. 

And we ·had ov.er a billion dollars in the rainy day 

ftind and what do we do? Seven year notes, borrow and 

because we didn't want to deal with it. 

We wanted to just pray that we could just weather 

the storm, we pushed off the principal and interest 

and we.didn't have to start paying that for three 

years. And that day hasn't come yet. But that day is 

right around the corner . 

So whomever is· lucky enough to be sworn. in to be 

public servants next year, it's time to start paying 

for your operating expenses that were incurred in 

2009. It will be 2011. We can't borrow our way out 

of this financial predicament and to then layer on 

another wonderful, how can you just say no to this 

:project, becaus.e it will create such a synergy .. So 

just continue to do these things. When are we going 

to say no? These are likes. I would like to do this. 

I would like to do this. Do I have to do this? No. 

I think we're now quickly moving quickly moving 

from the likes to the what do we have to dos. Oh, 

we'll have a few months where we can debate that and 
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go out on the campaign trail and no one's going to 

want to say how bad it is because all the choices are 

horrible. But I know my constituents know if in their 

bones. They reaLize that we are at a de~ining moment 

as a state. Do we start reining in our spending, stop 

our borrowing~ and get our house in order, or do we 

continue to pray_that this is all going to go away. 

So there's things we have to do and things wevd 

lik~ to do.. And u·p until very recently, this .is a 

Project that I wanted to do. I like to do it. It's 

great and laud~ble and this facility would be a 

shining beacon on a hill and we could really put 

ou•rselves on the map. But we can't afford it. We 

just can't do all the things we woul.d like to do. And 

I arn so conc.erned that before you know it, within a 

year, in the next year of our lives, God willing, 

we're all alive and walking on this planet. ·The folks 

. that are working here in this· building a year from 

now, because that will be the long session. 

You won't be like, oh, beginning of May. You'll 

be saying, oh, we don't get done until the beginning 

of June. That's when the h~avy lifting will have 

·occurred all during that period of time. A year from 

now, you will not be debating in this circle things we 
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like to do. You will be debating hard choices about 

things ~e have to do. What do we have to do for the 

people of the State of Connecticut ahd how can we 

possibly cut b~ck on those things? Because they will 

be looking to us to maintain the safety net. They 

will be looking to us ·to maintain bas.ic services. 

They will be looking to us to make sure b.ri.dges don it 

collapse. They will be looking to us to make s.ure 

that prisoners don't run in the streets. 

And when you add it all up, there's only going to 

be so much money to go around and you're going to look 

at that pie chart and sa¥ "How mu,ch control do we 

have? Oh, look at that giant piece of trre pie that 

grew too large. What is that?" That's our bonded 

indebtedness. That's our obligation to Wall Street. 

We can't touch that. 

If we don't make tough decis.iohs r1ow, weire never 

going to make them until they're made for us. Every 

day that we put off ·these issues is one less day that 

we have to make decisions that are less painful thah 

tomorrow's. My constituents understand that~ That's 

why it's taken me a long time to ~restle with this 

issu~. It has not been easy. But at the end of the 

day, to use that hackneyed phrase, I've come to the 
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conclusion that I have no choice. I have to support 

this amendment, and if this amendment doesn't pass, 

I'm afraid I can't support this project. 

Whether Uncle Sam wants to send us a check for 

$100 million or not. You know, it'~ like winninQ a 

car. He.y, gre_at, I won a car. I'm broke. I can't 

pay the taxes. Guess I can't get the car or I have to 

sell the car to pay the taxes. We donit have the 

money to cont-inue to do 1 i kes. We need to get down to 

~usiness and £igure out needs. We don't need to do 

this huge project~ 

Ladies ... ,~mci gentlemen, I support the amendment and 

I urge my colleagues to suppo··rt it as welL Thank 

youj Mr. President. 

THE CtJAIR: 

Thank you, Senator. 

Will you remark ·further on the amendment? 

Senator Fasano. 

SENATOR FASANO: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, I'll keep my comments short. I 

support the amendment and sort of for a philosophy 

reason that's been stated. But to me, it's a little 

bit more precise. What really is happening is as the 
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underlying bill says, is that the State of Connecticut 

is going to put up $25 million on the come. So if 

you're thinking of like a bet, there's $25 million by 

the team on the come, which is the State of 

Connecticut. And we're be.tting with a roll of the 

dice that either we're going to get $100 million from 

the federal government or if we donjt get the 

$100 million, we're going to get 100 million is going 

to be raised by UConn. 

Now, if that happens; our $25 million that we put 

up is a valid investment~ If it doesn't happen, we 

lose the $25 million. So I guess I don't und.ers.tand 

the bet. I don' t--·understand the bet. What makes more 

sense is for UConn to put up the $25 million. Let 

them have the skin in the game. Then if the 

$100 million comes in either by virtue of the federal 

government or it comes in by virtue of charitable 

donationB to raise that $100 million, then I would be 

happy as a Legislature to come back and reimburse the 

$25 million. 

Well why are we out of the General Fund putting 

up the come bet? And that's a concern that I have 

with respect to tbis underlyiQg project. So Mi . 

President, in a more lase~ point fashion, that's the 
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reason why I support the amendment. Because if the 

amendment goes through., it doesn't necessarily· impair 

the ability to go forward, it just realigns the 

financial st.ructure of the deal. So I support the 

amendment. Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator. 

Will you remark further? 

Senq.tor DeFronzo. 

S~NATOR DeFRONZO: 

Thank you, Mr. President . 

Mr. President, I rise to sUpport t~e opposition 

to thrs amendment. We've got· that strai9ht there. 

You.know, this has been a difficult proposition for 

me. Last year the proposal that was put forward was a 

very difficult one and I opposed it. But things have 

changed dramatica.lly in this proposal, and probably 

later when we discuss the bill in depth, we'll be able 

to discuss some of those things. But this amendment 

really embodies a tough decision that~s going to be 

demanded in us in this bill. An~ Senator Kissel said 

and, I agreed with him to some extent, that.we are 

being -- I think the time. is upon us when we hav·e to 

make difficult deci.sion·s. lt' s not what we like. 
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In the case o£ the UConn Medical Center, I think 

the time for doing nothing is long past. I've been 

here eight years. This issue has been kicked around, 

been pa_ssed around, been tossed around, here's an 

idea, here's an idea, and nothing's gotten dorte. We 

have already invested billions of dollars in UConn. 

Are we going to protect that investment or are we not 

go~ng to prot~ct this investm~nt. 

There's a vision involved in this proposal be£ore 
I 

us. You ~ay agree with the vision~ Yoa may not agree 

with the vision. But there .is a vision. It'' s a 

coherent plan. It's based on a distributive model. 

You m~y disagree with it. You may agree with it. 

This amendment will cut the heart out of that model 

and will render the entire proposal null and void and 

destroy it. That·'s what the amendment does. 

Financially, I might clarify for Senator 'Fasano 

that the $25 million that is being proposed is coming 

out of the UConn 2000 fund. It's not new bonding. 

It's a reauthoriz-ation of existing Ioonding. So that 

piece needs to be clarified. 

In addition, a lot has been said in this 

discussion earlier about the cost to Connecticut 
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taxpayers of paying this $232 million, which only 

becomes a real cost i£ we receive $100 million in 

federal funds. And I would suggest to members of the 

Senate· that our c·ost would be 40 percent or 50 percent 

higher if we do not get that $100 million. I mean, 

that is a fact to bring into this. If in the future, 

we want to make these types of systemic changes, our 

costs are going to be borne by the same taxpayers~ 

But we're not -- who's kidding who here? UConn 2000 

is still the taxpayers of the State o£ Connecticut. 

It's only an accounting.distinction as far as I'm 

concerned. 

So those arguments that are ··put forth are --

certainly we've got to consider all of our bondin.g 

capacity and all of that impact on our bond situation 

going forward. But this amendment ·will essentially 

destroy the underlying purpose o.f the bili and the 

image and the vi~ion that's put forward here. So Mr. 

President, I WoUld urge members of the circle so 

defeat this amendment. Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator. 

Will you remark further? Will you remark further 

on the amendrne·nt? 
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If not, Mr. Clerk please announce the pendency of 

a roll call vote. 

THE CLEB.K: 

Immediate roll call has been ordered in the 

Senate. Will all Senators please return to the 

chamber. Immediate roll call has been. ordered in the 

Senate. Will all Senators please return to the 

chamber. 

THE CHATR: 

Senator Gomes. Senato_r Wi tkos. Senator 

McDonald. Senator Gomes. Senator Witkos. Senator 

McDo.nald . 

Have all Senators voted? If all Senators have 

voted, please check the board to make sure your votes 

are accurately recorded. Have all Senators voted? 

The Clerk will announce the tally. 

THE CLERK: 

The motion is on adoption of Senate Amendment 

Schedule "A." 

Total number voting 32 

Necessary for Adoption 17 

Those voting Yea 9 

Those voting Nay 23 

Those absent and not voting 4 
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Will you remark furthei on the bill as amended? 

Oh, sorty. Will you remark further on the bill? Will 

you remark further on the bill? 

Senator McKinney. 

SENArOR McKINNEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

I rise for purposes of an amendment. Mr. 

President, I believe the Clerk is in possession of LCO 

Number 5090. 

(The-· President in the Chair.) 

THE CHAIR-: 

Mr. Clerk. 

THE CLERK: 

LCO 5090,· which will be designated as Senat·e 

Amendment-Schedule "B." It is offered by Senator 

McKinney of the 28th District. 

THE CHAIR:· 

Senator McKinney. 

SENATOR M~KINNEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
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Mr. President, I move adoption of the amendmsnt 

before us and seek leave to s·ummarize. 

THE CHAIR: 

Motion on the floor for summarization. P,l·ease 

proceed, sir. 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

Thank you. Mr. President, in putting forward 

this amendment, if I could, I would like to ask 

through you several questions to t-he proponent of the 

underlying bill for clarification. 

THE CHAIR: 

· Senator Handley . 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Senator Handley, if section five of the bill 

before us and if yo.u're looking at a copy with line 

numbers as I am, I believe it starts on line 360 and 

then goes through 390. That would be all of section 

five. 

SENATOR HANDLEY: 

I am sorry, I was looking at the wrong numbers. 

Would you give me those numbers again, please? 360 -.-

SENATOR McKINNEY~ 

Absolutely. 
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Thank you, Senator Handley. Section five, there 

is a new subsection (e) and a new subsection (f), 

starting in line 360 through 376 for subsection (e) 

and 377 to 390 for subsection (f). Does the good 

Senator have that. section? 

SENATOR HANDLEY: 

I do. I do. 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

Through you Mr. President, Senator Handley, is it 

1air to characterize this section ~s the section 

dealing with the funding and the $100 million that we 

would hope to get through a grant through the federal 

government, through you Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Handley. 

SENATOR HANDLEY: 

Through you, it certainly includes it. Yes, 

Senator. 

THE CHAIR:· 

Senator McKinney . 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 
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Thank you and through you Mr~ President, is it 

also true that in addition to securing $100 million 

grant from the federal government· we could also 

seek -·- the University of C.onnect.icut could als.o seek 

private or other non-state monies for $100 million. 

Through you, Mr. President, is that true? 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Handley. 

SEN~TOR HANDLEY: 

Through you, Mr. President. Yes. 

THE· CHAIR: 

S~nator McKinney . 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

Thank you and through you Mr. President. On 

lines 363 and 364 -- well le~ me back up if I could, 

Mr. President, and I apologize to Senator Handley. 

Online 362 -- 360, it talks about how the plan of 

funding for the new health center, new construction 

and renovation shall b~, one, the contribution of .not 

less than $100 million of federal, private or other 

non-state money or any combination thereof. And what 

I weald like to ask, ·through you Mr. President, is 

through·you, if we were to sec!lre a grant from the 

federal government of less than $100 .million, would 
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the plan of fun~ing and ihe additional 200 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Looney, for ·what purpose do you rise, 

sir? Excuse me, sir. 

SENATOR HANDLEY: 

Yes, they are, sir, thank you. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes, Mr. President, for a point of order, just 

for ~larification. 

TBE CHAIR: 

Please proceed, sir. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

'Thank you. Through you Mr. President. Senator 

McKinney has offered-an amendment and I believe his 

comments are questioning Senator Handley on the 

underlying bill. Just wanted to clarify the direction 

and the content. Because normally, it would be the 

amendment would be explained and then voted upon apart 

from its ~f£ect on the underlying bill. 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

Well, thank you. Through you to Senator Looney. 

I'm actually trying to shorten the prospect and the 

process here. My amendment deals specifically with 

the funding plan in subsection (f) and I think it's 
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important to understand my amendment to have a full 

understanding of subsections (e) and (f), and rather 

than spend a lot of time talking about it, I. think 

Senator Handley can at least help set up the basis £or 

~y amendment, if she's okay. Thank you. Through you, 

Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

(Inaudible) the point of order, sir? 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes, through you Mr. President, withdraw the 

point of order and inquiryL Just wanted to clarify 

that it was going to tie together.somehow to the 

·amendment rather than j·ust the underlying bill. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. Senator McKinney . 

. SENATOR McKINNEY:. 

Thank Y?U· And so, through you, I guess Senator 

Handley what I'm trying to understand is the term any 

combination thereof. Obviously, the language of this 

bill is our law and published reports in the media, 

things that have been put out by the University of 

Connecticut notwithstanding, but there was a lot of 

media reports about how if we did not get the 

$100 million grant from the federal government through 
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the health care bill that was recently passed by 

Corygress, we had to get that $100 million before the 

plan weht forward. 

And is it £air reading of this language, through 

you, Mr. President, that we don't have to get 

$100 million f_rom the federal government. We can get 

something less than $100 million or even nothing, but 

if we were to raise the money privately, we being the 

University of Connecticut, we could still go forward 

as long as that amount of money raised is 

$100 million. Through you, Mr. President, is that a 

fair reading of that language? 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Handley. 

SENATOR HANDLEY: 

The development of the plan is contingent upon 

that money., whatever its SO). . .Irce, federal or ·private. 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

Thank you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McKinney. 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

And therefore -- and Senator Handley is there a 

date by which -- a cut-off date by which if the state 
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or the University of Connecticut as an applicant has 

not received a grant of $100 million or h~s not raised 

$100 million, whereby the project would end? Through 

you Mr~ President. 

THE CHAIR: 

·senator Handley. 

SENATOR HANDLEY: 

2015 or 2016. There is a date certain, but the 

date's shifted around a little bit, but there was a 

date certain. 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

That' s_,_okay. There is a date certain . 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McKinney. 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

Thank you and. the reason why I ask that, through 

you Mr. President, i·s Senator Handley if I could bring 

your attention to the second part, which was 

subsection (f) and line 382, it says that the 

university shall not e~pend any funds authorized in 

tnis bill, in effect, expect for $25 million which is 

for planning and design costs. So as I understand 

this language, through yoa Mr. President, the 

University of Connecticut cannot spend any money on 
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this project other than that $25 million for planning 

and design until they've secured that $100 million, 

and if they haven't secured it by that date, whether 

it be 2015 or 2016, then the project would end as we 

pass this. Is that c~rrect, through you? 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Handley. 

SENATOR HANDLEY: 

Yes. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McKinney. 

_SENATbR McKINNEY~ 

Thank you. And I want to thank Senator Handley 

that she has answered all my questions and I 

appreciate that_. 

Mr. President, the reason why I asked those 
. 

questions is because there have been a lot of reports 

about the f~ct that this project will not go forward 

if we don't get $100 million from the federal health 

care legislation. There ari rumo~s obviously that 

Senator Dodd got into the health care legialation a 

$100 million gr~nt. As I understand it, there are 

more than one state, maybe as marty as 12 ·or 13 states 

that will be competing for those grant dollars. And 
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that while Connecticut may stand a good chance, I'm 

sure those other states are. equally emboldened by 

their prospects as well. 

The reason why I ask that is because in 

subsection (f), we are saying that the University of 

Connecticut is going to spend $25 million to plan and 

design this project. Yet we don't know if this 

project's even going to go forward. And we're going 

to spend $25 million and if we canit find 

$100 million, stop the project. That to me seems like 

a very bad bet for the State of Connecticut. We're 

going.to spend a quarter and if we can't raise a 

dollar, we're going to lose the quarter. We're going; 

to put $25 m~llion at risk, at jeopardy, and spend 

$25 million, incur the debt costs on those 25 million 

bonded dollars over 20 years. And if we don't get 

this money from. the federal government, we have wasted 

$25 million. Now i£ we don't get the $25 million from 

the federal government., the University of Connecticut 

has until 2015 to go raise the $100 million. My guess 

is they will not be able to raise 100 million private 

dollars. They probably may be s~ccessful in raising 

some, but they probably won't be able to raise 

$100 million. 
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So one of two thinqs are going to happen. Either 

the project wi.ll die and ·we will waste $25 million or 

the University of Connecticut will be back before the 

Legislature saying we're $20 million short, please 

give us the $20 million. Who wants to bet me it's 

going to be the latter? And I would stand here today 

and t~ll you that if we)ve already spent $25 million 

on planning and design, and they're $20 million or 

$50 million or even $100 million shy of their goal, it 

would be fiscally irresponsible not to give them the 

rest of the money, rather than lose a·nct waste 

$25 million. 

So when we say, we're not going to spend any 

money· and this project is not going to happen until we 

get this $100 million from the federal government or 

we raise it privately, we're not being entirely 

.accurate with the people of tbe State of Connecticut. 

We're saying we're going to spend $25 million on the 

hopes that this project happens. That's a bad bet. 

So this amendment, Mr. President, which I have 

offered here, would simply s-ay this. It would simply 

say weire ~oing to make an application under the 

federal health care legislation, University of 

Connecticut or the state. I don't kno~ who would be 
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the applicant, probably the Un~versity of Connecticut, 

maybe the medical school or the medical center. And 

we're going to wait until we hear whether we get that 

$100 million, and if we get that $100 million, then 

the project goes forward, we spend the $25 million in 

planning and design and we build the project. But 

what this amendment would say is we're not going to 

spend that $25 million until we first know whether or 

not we are successful in our grant application with 

the federal government. 

Why would you spend 20 -- this isn't -- you know, 

this isn't you.know a small soft-cost figure, Mr . 

President. ·This isn't a couple ·of· thousand do1lars on 

architects' fees~ this is $25 million that we are 

going to spend on a project that we have said in the 

law will not go forward if we don't get $100 million 

from the federal government. Why would we want to 

risk that $25 million? Now, ~hat are the down sides 

of my amendment? The down, sides are, there's probably 

a year or two delay in the project. I don't know how 

f~st we're going to hear from the federal government. 

Perhaps Senator Dodd, as a swan song, can get that 

application through faster. It appears that he got it 

written into the bill. Maybe he can get the 
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applications~ I honestly stand here not ·knowing what 

that application process is. But why would we want to 

spend $25 million and I thank Senator Handley for her 

answers, and she's right. We spend $25 million and if 

we don't get the $100 millton, the project stops and 

$25 million is wasted. So this amendment says we're 

not going to spend a dime of that $25 million until we 

first know we've secured the funding to .build the 

project. 

How many people, how many small business owners, 

how many homeowners are going to go out thete and say 

we're going to spend a lot of money you on something 

we don't know we have·the money to build. That would 

be foolish for a business to do that. In fact, a 

business couldn 1 t get a loan on those terms. It would 

be -even more foolish for a family to do that with 

their money. BUt apparently, as the State of 

Connecticut and the University of Connecticut, we can 

do that. 

Now I understand that this $25 million comes from 

UConn 2000, phase 3, 21st century UConn. That doesn't 

m~ke it not real money. Itts still real money. It's 

still $25 million that we're going to pay interest and 

principal on over 20 years. It's still part of the 
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$2.2 billion, with a "b." We've given UConn. And 

this might sound a little harsh, but sometimes the 

truth hurts. I understand that more than $25 million 

of UConn 2000 was wasted with all the construction 

problems. And· we've gone down that road before and 

this Legislature has taken action and UConn has taken 

action to correct it so those mistakes don't happen. 

again. Why would we want to be party to making the 

same mistake, .wasting $25 million, on the chance that 

we get~ grant from the-federal government for 

$100 million. Let's make our application. Let's hope 

that the governor and the University of Connecticut 

and the UConn Medical S~hool and the health center put 

the best application possible So we can win. 

To. ;be fair,. our track record hasn't been grea·t. 

We applied for Race to the Top, we didn't get it. We 

applied for transportation funds under the ERA. We 

didn't get it. Not blaming anybody~ but if it is true 

as .reports from Washington say that there are 12 or 13 

states that will co~pete for this money, we are 

risking $25 million on the chance that we get 100 when 

maybe a dozen other states are competing for that 

$100 million. Who jn this circle would ~ake that kind 

of bet with their own personal finances? Who in this 
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Circumstance would make that kind of bet, that kind of 

gamble with their own business' finances? I don't 

know that anybody would. 

And I don't think we should make that bet with 

the taxpayers of the State of Connecticut. This does 

not kill the project. As an opponent of this project, 

this does not kill it. This will delay it some, yes. 

But to those who will stand up and say w~ can't delay 

it, my response is, well, we've been waiting eight, 

nine, ten years. John Dempsey Hospital when built was 

built with the vision of a 400-bed plus hospital, was 

only built at 224. So one could argue that they've 

been waiting since it was very first constructed in·· 

1975 for this to happen~ I'm sure that we can wait 

another year in order to protect that ~25 million. 

So Mr. President, I would say that t"his amendme·nt 

does not kill the underlying bill. It makes it a 

better bill. It might even warrant my support and I 

would ask that when we vote on this amendment we vote 

by .roll call. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

A roll call vote will be ordered . 

Senator Handley. 
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Thank you. I would urge my colleagues to vote 

against this amendmen-t.. There are a couple of issues. 

One, it is the University of Connecticut's Medical 

School which is going to be foregoing remedial 

projects in order to provide this money. This is not 

coming out of stores. It is the medical center. It 

is their commitment to what they believe· is necessary 

for the future of the medical school, the research and 

the hospital. I think this is important to 

understand . 

It a~so is important that the planning begin. 

Number one, because it may be necessary ~t.o have -- it 

probably is necessary to demonstrate when the gr:ant 

proposal goes· to Washington that we have begun a 

commitment. That this is not just a pie. in the sky 

idea and we don't know what's going to be in the 

request for proposal from Washingt·on, but certainly 

the ability -- the decision of the university medical 

school to commit th;is kind of resource to the planning 

is a demonstration of good faith. 

Secondly, if the grant proposal fails in 

Washington, we certainly will need -- or th~ 

university and the medical school will certainly need 
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to have a plan to demonstrate to potential SU;pporters 

that what is going to be constructed and. what -.is going 

to be designed and planned for has real substance. 

So f6r those reasons, I encourage my colleagues 

to vote against this amendment. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you ma'am. Senator Debicella. 

SENATOR DEBICELLA: 

Mr. President, .briefly in favor of the amendment. 

You know, one of the things that I like to think about 

in this circle is common sense. And if you think 

about the amendment that Senator MCKinney has brought 

forward,· it just makes common sense to say that we are 

not going to spend ~25 million of taxpayer dollars 

until we know whether or not we're actually going to 

do this pr.oject. !t' s also common sense, with all due 

respect to Senator Handley, that you don't need 

$25-million of planning to actually have a good enough 

p1an to go get the grant. $25 million is an awful lot 

of planning if you're trying to put together some 

architectural drawings, a small model of the place. 

This is not $25 million. And so my worry, Mr~ 

President, is that with this amendment does not pass, 

the risk to the State of Connecticut and to the 
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taxpaye~s is we spend $25 million and end up with 

bupkis. We end up with a nice plan. A really 

expensive plan, but n~ ~atient tower~ no g~ant from 

the federal government. 

Again, Senator McKinney's amendment just makes 

common sense and I urge its adoption. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. Will you remark further on 

Senate amendment "B?" Will you remark further on 

Senate amendment "B?" 

If not, Mr. Clerk, please call for roll call 

~ote. The machine will be open. 

THE CLERK: 

A roll call has been ordered in the Senate. Will 

all Senators please return to the chamber. Immediate 

roll call has been ordered in the Senate. Will all 

Senators pleas·e return to the chamber. 

THE CHAIR: 

Have all Senators voted? If all Senators voted, 

:please check your vote. The machine will be locked. 

The Clerk will call the tally. 

·THE CLERK: 

Motion is on adoption of Sena,te ,Amendment 

Schedule "B." 
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THE CHAIR: 

The amendment fail~. 

34 

18 

12 

22 
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Will you remark furth~r on House Bill 5027? 

Senator Debicella. 

SENATOR DEBICELLA: 

Thank you, Mr. President . 

On the underlying bill, I stand in opposition 

reluct·antly to this bill.. And I say reluctantly 

because I do think there are good aspects of this bill 

with UConn health network. Unfortunately, Mr. 

President, r think the bill misses t~o key facts. One 

is any sense of fiscal reality about the State of 

Connecticut right .now. We c.an' t afford this bill. 

Plain and simple. We cannot be bonding $237 more for 

a patient 'tower that is not recommended by CASE, bu,t 

is simply .something that Dempsey Hospital wants. It 

is at the end of the day, a nice to have. 

But s~cond, M~. President, I also think that this 

bill misses what is sure to be a topic of conversation 
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for the next two years and that~s the future of Jbhn 

Dempsey Hospitq.l. Is_ -- with our budget crisis 

looming. An $8 billion of a deficit for the next two 

years. With no stimulus package, with no rainy day 

fund, we. are going to be looking at all op~ions. And 

there' ·s been talk on tne Higher Education Committee of 

looking at other models. Of looking at models like 

Harvard Medical School, which partners with a private 

hospital. We all know Dempsey Hospital has a loss· 

year after year after year that the taxpayers have to 

fill. 

This bill is a missed opportun.l.ty for us to 

actually discuss what Dempsey Hospital should·iook 

l-ike in the future. Should it be ·public? Should it 

be private? Do we need it at all, given the strength 

of our hospitals and teaching hospitals in the State 

of Connecticu_t? 

So Mr. President, I believe that this bill before 

us,· both for physical reason -- for fiscal reasons and 

for- the fact that it misses a tremendous opportunity 

to talk fundamentally about whether we even need 

Dempsey Hospital or not is a 'bad bill and we should 

vote against it. Thank you, Mr. President . 

THE CHAIR: 
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Will you remark further on the bill? 

Senator McLachlan. 

SENATOR McLACHLAN: 

Thank you, Mr. Presid~nt. 

I rise for a point of question to the proponent 

of the bill please. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Handley, please proceed, sir. 

SENATOR McLACHLAN: 

Thank you, Mr. President. Senator Handley, thank 

you for all your hard work on this. I see many, 

wonderful points about this plan. I can see that an 

awful lot of effort has gone into it and a lot of 

p~ople have worked very hard on th~s. I have one very 

specific question_that I'm not sure about and that is 

where is this $100 million from federal government 

coming from? What was the purpose of that? Was it an 

application for a grant1 Could you clarify where that 

money, you anticipate that coming from?. Through you 

Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Sena.tor Handley . 

SENATOR HANDLEY: 
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Thank you, ·Mr. President. The origin of that 

$100 million is the health care bill which passed 

recently through the Congress and was signed by the 

president. Included in that bill was a $100 million 

grant proposal introduced by Senator Dodd as a -- in 

the 'hopes that it might support some o£ the work that 

wotJ.ld be done at Dempsey HospitaL !t has evolved 

into a grant program, through you Mr~ President, a 

competitive grant program. So we have to engage, or 

the university and perhaps the state has got to engage 

in some activity in order to apply for that grant. 

THE CHAIR.: 

Senator McLachlan. 

SENATOR McLACHLAN: 

Thank you, Mr. President. Thank you, Senator 

Han~ley for that answer. Now just for further 

clarification, the grant program, as I understood it 

originally, it was known in sort of political speak as 

an earma~k, meaning that we basically didn't have to 

do anything to get the money. What do you mean by a 

grant? We have to apply to qualify for the 

$100 million or does that go out to all of the United 

States and ·another hospi t.al can apply f·or that money? 

Through you Mr. President. 
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Through you Thank you, Mr. President. It may 

have begun as an earmark but it evolved, as I said, 

inio a 9rant program for which according to the 

stories I've seen, anywhere from 10 to 12 hospitals in 

the country may be eligible. I.t' s still ·n.ot clear. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator .McLachlan. 

SENATOR McLACHLAN: 

Thank you, Mr. President, and so the grant funds 

the total grant funds available countrywide is 

$100 million and we'll be applying for the full amount 

of $100 million? Through you Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Handley. 

SENA'rOR HANDLEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. Yes. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McLachlan • 

. SENATOR McLACHLAN: 

Thank you and thank you, Senator Handley for your 

answers. And once again, thank you fo.r all your hard 
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work as ranking member. You've had a distinguished 

career in the State Senate. I applaud your efforts. 

As I read through the bill, I am heartened to see· 

strategic partnerships at all levels. I have 

continued to advocate for strategic partnerships of 

this nat . .ure in local, state and federal government. I 

think that's a good thing. My concern though is that 

similar to my colleagues on the minority caucus who 

fee.! that this .is an inappropria,te time for us to take 

on such a very large amount of debt for a "what if" 

scenario. And that perhaps this is the right time to 

continue the planning process for thia strategic 

partnership until such time as our economy improves 

and we are not so close to our statutory limitation of 

state bonding debt. 

And so reluctantly, I will oppose this bill in 

hopes, frankly, that another day will bring per 

opportunities for us to further this type of a 

strategic partnership and perhaps many others. Thank 

you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. Senator Boucher. 

SENATOR BOUCHER: 

Good afternoon, Mr .. President. Thank you. 
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• THE CHAIR: 

Good afternoon, ma'am. 

SENATOR BOUCHER: 

I rise actually to support ·this bill, but also to 

respond to really accurate comments by some of my 

colleagues, particularly Senator Debicella when he 

talk~d about the actual structure of our UConn 

Hospital, For years, for those of us that have been 

here and on appropriations~ we struggled on a yearly 

basis to meet some short£alls that seemed to be 

continually coming up and created quite a bit of 

• controversy with regards to~deficits that were being 

run .. at the hospital, ·usually to the tune of -· 

20-$22 million a year. Mostly due to the cost 

structure of the employees of that hospital that far 

exceeded other hospitals in the area, non-profit 

hospitals and often times the cost structure of most 

university, non-profit hospitals. This is a very 

unique modeL in Connecticut. Most state university 

hospitals are structured as non-profit entities, are 

spun off and because, in f'act, they do have to compete 

and are reimbursed for_costs in a way that other 

non-profit hospitals are charged and reimbursed . 

• In order to struggle to meet some of the crisis 
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situations that appeared on a yearly basi~, there were 

many plans and many negotiations to sit down and 

negotiate with area hospitals as ~ way to address some 

of those very ·serious crisis situations that Dempsey 

Hospital found itself in. And we also spent quite a 

bit of time listening to outside consultants that 

would review possible mergers between the area 

hospitals, and in do so, it became very clear over the 

years that it was very difficult to do so~ The cost 

structur~ f6r salaries, benefits and other costs with 

labor between those two hospitals ~ere vastly 

different . 

And if they were to merge, those other hospitals 

in the area would not be able to sustain themselves 

due to the reimbursement rates and ot:t1er charges that 

they were allowed to have. So I think the whole issue 

ran into quite a few road blocks and as such, now we 

find our~elves at this point and as I said, I stand 

here as a great supporter of the university, but I 

think that in this proce~s, we've missed an 

opportunity and a very important opportunity to 

address that structur·al difference so that .in the 

future the functioning of the hospital sector of this 

health care program c·ould sustain itself l·ong-term, 
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coulq compete and be similar· to the cost structure:s of 

all of our Conn~cti~ut hospitals~ 

My concern is that with this kind of infusion of 

investment, we find ourselves back at the same problem 

with having shortfalls on a yearly basis because we 

really havenrt addressed the real serious problem 

internally. And I would hope that others that come 

after us will take a look at this again. Maybe there 

will be a different time and a different climate that 

would be more hope to this. I'm sure that there are a 

lot of folks that are running for office these days 

that are going to have ~ddress some of these issues as 

well. But as I said, I ~do stand here as a supporter 

of this proposal_~ecause I do believe, as I did in 

UCohn 2000, when I had to, as a local board of ed 

per~on, persuade my colleagues ihat were serving in 

the house and in the Senate at that time. They were 

asking my opinion of UConn 2000. I believed even ·then 

that it was the right thing to do. That we had an 

amazing higher educational institution with an amazing 

academic reputation whose buildings and structures 

left it at the bott.om of the pack when .it came to 

competing for the best and brightest . 

We had wonderful athletic teams that also were 
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being addressed at that time to create a division 

I football people and a stadium. I also came forward 

and testified in favor of that because we found that 

in talking to the professors that teach there, they 

found themselves. disadvantaged prior to our team's 

recei~ing s~ch national notoriety, such great success. 

Once they did that, they say that even they were 

respected more. That within academia that all of a 

sudden, pe·ople knew who UConn was and they saw the 

value of investing in certain aspects of the 

university. Building~ and infrastructure, so when 

students came to _look at our schools~ they felt they 

wanted to go···there. Tbey wanted to have a quality 

experience over the four years. 

And the s~ccess and the investment in our 

wonderful successful athletic teams that have added so 

much to the prestige of the university. Not just 

prestige. It translated into real money and real 

investment. Because you can talk to the UConn 

foundation folks and they will tell you that their 

donations really grew at a rapid pace the more its 

reputation was improved and gained widespread 

recognition. So I do believe in investing greatly in 

our premier institute of higher education. It has 
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helped the state. It has brought economic 

development. It has brought dollars. 

But we also need to be reasonable ~bout this and 

in fact; as I said, this particular difficult problem 

with the university Health Cepte~, a lot of it does 

revolve around the fact that it is structured 

differently and maybe not appropriately in the way it 

should be as a hospital. That section of it. Maybe 

not the research se_ction of it, but certainly- the 

hospital tnat delivers hospital services that should 

be more in line with the other hospitals in the State 

of Connecticut~ so that it can be_sustainab~e into the 

future. That it can support itself on the 

reimbursement_ levels that they get that are based on a 

very different employment structure. 

And so I raise those concerns because I do agree 

with many of the concerns that have been expressed 

this afternoon by my colleagues~ But as L said to you 

before, I do feel that I have to make the commitment 

to support it in this new venture. Thank you, Mr. 

President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator Boucher . 

Senator Handley. 
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I would like to respond briefly to Senator 

Boucher's comments. Number one, the change in the 

makeup of the hospital beds from the infant beds to 

medical/surgical beds will add 40 rather higher paying 

beds in the hospital.. And it is anticipated, through 

you, Mr. Presid.ent, that that addition will resolve 

much of the fiscal problem of the hospital. That is 

part of the design. 

I might also add that the position of many of us 

on the Higher Education Committee was that it was 

importc:;mt for us to maintain the Demps·ey Hospital as a 

public hospital. It plays an important part in 

serving the health needs of the entire state and it 

provides certain very important programs in terms of 

psychiatric care and the care of prisoners who need 

hospitalization. So it was an issue of public policy 

that we maintain the hospital and as I said, the 

expectation is that the fiscal problem, which has 

diminished in the last. year or two can be resolved by 

the chan9ing compositio~ of the beds. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, ma'am. 
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Will you remark further on House Bill 5027? 

Senator McKinney. 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. · 

·Mr. President, I believe the Clerk is in 

possession of an amendment LCO Number 5105. I ask 

that he call the amendment and seek leave to 

summarize. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk. 

THE CLERK: 

LC0.~105, ~hich will be designated Senate 

Amendment Schedule "C." I't is offered by Senator 

McKinney of the 28th District. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McKinney. 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

Th~nk you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, I move adoption of the amendment. 

THE CHAIR: 

Motion on the floor for summarization and 

adoption. 

Seeing no objection, please proceed, sir . 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 
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Mr. President, what this amendment would do is 

change the funding plan for the hospital before us so 

that what we were to finq, if this amendment were to 

pass, would be a true partnership. One in which the 

University of Connecticut would raise $135.5 million 

and the taxpayexs ~ould give them in terms of bonding 

$135 million. Now· why should we have a true 

partnership? We should have a true partnership 

because over the last decade and more, the ·taxpayers 

of the State of Connecticut have given the University 

of Connecticut a $2.26 billion in bonding. Forg.et 

about the hundreds of millions of dollars in our 

general fund we spend on principal and interest to 

stain that level of borrowing. Forget about the 

operating funds that ~e give to the University of 

Connecticut in our general fund. This state and the 

taxpaye~s of this state -- not ~ven sure I should say 

this state, because it's not the state's money. It 

belongs to the people of .the State of Connecticut. 

The taxpayers of the state have been 

extraordinarily generous to the University of 

Connecticut, and in return the University of 

Connecticut has been a very good steward of the 
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people's money. Some mistakes along the way, no 

doubt, but the University of Connecticut has grown 

into an extraordinary state university. As a graduate 

of the University of Connecticut law school, I am 

grateful for this staters involvement in the 

University of Connecticut. Its law school, its 

medical school and everything el~e ih between. But at 

some point,· at some point, you have to say enough is 

enough. At some pointj money runs dry for the people 

in the State of Connecticut. At some p·oint, we have 

to stop spending money. 

So Mr. President, this amendment_ would simply 

create a partnership where the University of 

Connecticut would have t-o come up with the same amount 

of money and raise the same amount of money, 

$135.5 million that they would receive in bonding. 

And with that, Mr. President, I urge adoption of the 

amendment. 

THE CHAIR: 

Sena:tor Handley. 

SENATOR HANDLEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. I would. urge a 

:rejection of the ame·ndment. This would create a very 

unusual situation; one that I am not aware of has eve:r 
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been imposed upon a state facility. And we do have to 

realize that the University of Connecticut and the 

university -- the medical school of the University of 

Connecticut are two separate institutions, although 

they have· some connections in terms of their goals. 

They are separate, and I am not at all sure tha~ the 

University of Connecticut would be in a position to 

raise this kind of money for its medical school. I 

thi.nk this is not appropriate. 

THE CHAIR:. 

Thank you ma'am. 

Will you r~mark? 

Senator McKinney, £or the second time~ 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President, and for the second time 

to clarify, while I think Senator Handley's in part 

right and in part incorrect. This is not -- this is 

not the funding mechanism and trigger and plan and 

·this amendment is not the first time we've done 

something like this, because thi~ i~ modeled under 

exactly what we do in the underlying bill. The 

underlying bill, Senator Handley, r~quires QConn if 

they can't get a federal grant to go out and raise 

private dollars. This just says and I said 135, I 
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guess dyslexia is hitting me today. It's actually 153 

and a half, so you get half of 207. But this says 

where under your bill, they should raise $100 million, 

this says they should raise 153. This says the 

University of Connecticut can go out and raise half 

the money and they'll get half of the money from the 

.taxpayers. That's a true partnership. It may be 

unique, but the idea comes from the underlying bill. 

It just creates more equity and more balance, Mr. 

President. And that's why I urge adoption. Thank 

you . 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Handley, for the s·econd time. 

SENATOR HANDLEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. Two things. If, when 

we vote, r would like it to be on a roll call --

THE CHAIR: 

Roll call. 

SEN~TOR HANDLEY: 

And I might -- Senator DeFronzo has pointed out 

that it apparently is part of the federal grant that 

60 percent of the cost of the building of the 

project be undertaken by state funds. So we would 

have to this would not keep us in compliance and we 
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would lose the $100 million that are possible through 

the grant. So I would again urge rejection. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, ma'am. 

Will you remark further on Senate "C?" Will you 

remark further on Senate "C?" 

If not, Mr. Clerk, please call for a roll call 

vote. The macihine will be open. 

THE CLERK: 

Immediate roll call has bee·n ordered in the 

Senate. Will all Senators please return to the 

chamber. Immediate roll call ha.s be·en ordered in the 

Senate. Will all Senators please return to the 

chamber. 

THE CHAIR: 

Have all Senators voted? Have all Senators 

voted? If ail Senators have voted, please check your 

vote. The machine will be locked~ The Clerk will 

call the tally. 

THE CLERK:· 

The motion is on adoption of Senate Amendment 

Schedule "C." 

Total number voting 34 

Ne·cessary for Adoption 18 
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Will you remark on House Bill Senate 5027? 

s·enator Kane. 

SENATOR KANt: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

I've actually been enjoying the debate that's 

been taking place in regard to this bill, and 

especially concerned about the bonding issues that 

have been brought up. Along those lines though, I 

have so~e other concerns in relation to the actual 

UConn Health Center. So through you, a couple of 

questions t6 the proponent of the bill. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Handley. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Senator Handley, this UConn Health Center is a 

teaching hospital, correct? Through you Mr. 

President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Handley. 
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Among -- among its functions, it ·is a teaching 

hospital. Yes, through you Mr. Pre~ident. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

And Thank you, Mr. President. Our other teaching 

hospital is I believe Yale New Haven, which is in the 

City of New Haven? Through you Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senato.r Handley. 

SENATOR HANDLEY: 

" Through you M~. President. Yale New Haven~ 

Hospital is connected with Yale Medical School, 

a1 though not as intimately .as Dempsey and the UConn 

Medical School. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Right. Agreed. Thank you, Mr. President. My 

point was not that ~t's a state-run facility. We kno~ 

that it's a private facility, but it is a teaching 

hospital. And it is located in the City of New Haven . 

So are there any bther teaching hospitals in the State 

003330 



• 

I' 
I, 

• 

•• 

j.p/mb/gbr 
SENATE 

145 
May 4, 2010 

of Connecticut? Through you Mr. President. 

THE. CHAIR: 

Senator 'Handley. 

SENATOR HANDLEY: 

Depending on how you want to define you, through 

you Mr. ·President, the hospitals in the greater 

Hartford area, that is St. Francis, Hartford Hospital, 

Bristol Hospital, New Britain Hospital, all serve as 

teaching hospitals and there are many more. That is 

they provide teaching services and clinical tr.aining 

to the UConn medical students . 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Mr. President, and I appreciate that. 

That's I guess kind of where I'm going with this. In 

addition to what you mentioned, what is the other role 

of a teaching hospital? Through.you Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Handley. 

SENATOR .HANDLEY: 

I'm not an expert, through you Mr. President. 

I'm not an expert on hospitals, and certainly not on 

teaching ho~pitals. I think that -- my understanding 
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is that among the other functions of the teaching 

hospital in Farmington is to provide medical service 

to the community and also ·provide a site for research 

which is being carried on in the medical school's 

research department. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE:. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Through you, would you agree with my assumptio·n 

or understanding that teacher hospitals were created 

obviously_ for what we've spoken about, but also ·to 

help maybe the indigent community, low-income 

community, inner cities, those types of things. 

Through you. 

THE: CHAIR: 

Senator Handley. 

SENATOR HANDLEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. When we began this, 

and I don't mean to the smart-alecky, but when we 

began this study, somebody said from the CASE . 
Institute, when you've seen one teaching hospital 

medical.teaching hospital, you've seen one medical 

teaching hospital. There i~ really a great diversity 
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of the way in which these schools and the hospitals 

that tbey are related to carry on. Certainly in many 

cases that's the care of the indigent and the care 

folks ~ith particularly very extre~e medical needs a 

part of their job. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank. you, Mr. President. So you would agree 

that teaching hospitals are typically are locateo 

within the inner ci'ty or within an urban center. 

Through you Mr. President . 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Handley. 

SENATOR HANDLEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

That~s not always the case. Frankly, in some of 

the Midwestern medical c.elleges, as I understand, they 

are located on 1·arge college campuses rather than in 

~rban areas. So as I said, when you'~e seen one, 

you've seen one. It'~ very hard to generalize. 

SENATOR KANE;: 

Th~nk you, .Mr. President. You mean, when you've 

seen one, you've seen them all? 
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Okay, so they're specific is what you're trying 

to say. See -- I 9uess the point I'm trying to make 

is, you know, we're not in the Midwest. The Midwest 

is obviously very different from the topography and 

geography where ~e live. I can only think of New York 

City, for example, I mentioned many times that my wife 

is a clinical psychologist and she went to the new 

school" of soc_ial research and she did her internships 

-- her sc-hooling at elm Hearst. Hospit,al, ·which was 

located in queens. You know, so that was a teaching 

hospital located in a very urban area. And many 

teaching· hospita1s are located in those communities 

because they're able to help the people within those 

communities. 

My question in. relation to thatj and· I know you 

didn't make this decision and someone made it 

somewhere along the line, but we have a tea9hing 

hospital located in Farmington and I'm guessing we can 

t:all it the Farmington valley, which is a much more 

affluent community; probably much nicer homes -and the 

like. Do agree that this ·teaching hospital should be 
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out in the suburbia rather than in the inner city, 

which is typically where teaching hospitals should be? 

Through you M·r. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Handley. 

SENATOR HANDLEY: 

Than~ you. As I said, if I had my druthers, 40 

years ago things would have moved in ~- different 

direction, Senator. What we have is what we have. 

THE C.HAlR: 

Senator Kan.e .. 

SENATO~ MNE: 

Through you Mr. President. It'· s been 4·0 years? 

Through you Mr. President, 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Handley. 

SENATOR HAND.LEY: 

I beli·eve so. 

THE C.HAIR: 

Senator Kam~. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you I appreciate that. I did not know that 

and I was look .for that. The people that we're talk 

bein.g wit.hin the inner city, within the urban 
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community·, how do they get to Farmington? Through you 

Mr.. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Handley. 

SENATOR HANDLEY: 

I would guess that· they come in any numbe·r of 

ways, LIFE STAR and transportation on their own. I 

understand that the university of -- that the Dempsey 

Hospital, the university hospital serves people from 

every town, almost every zip code in the stat.e in the 

course of a stretch of time. So it does serve for in 

particular areas, .. all kinds of people. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you~ M:t. President. I really wasn't 

referring to LIFE STAR, bt:ft mo're importantly 

preventive care, exams, physical exams, checkups, 

dental, what have you. I guess my co·ncern .is. that 

and I'll s~y it again i~ teaching hospitals in 

a:dd~tion to instruction were created to help those 

individuals who live within. an urban setting and need 

that care and don't have access to that care 

otherwise. I think Senator Harp, when we ta1ked a few 
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weeks ago about the budget de.ficit mitigation, 

mentioned that UConn Health. Center has a great 

pop~lation of Medicaid pa~ients. And I think it coul~ 

be highest or at least one of the higher ones. I 

don't know, if you know that for sure, through you Mr. 

President, whether the Medicaid p:opulation is greater 

at UConn Heal t.h Center. 

SENATOR HANDLEY: 

I'm having trouble hearing whether you said 

Medicaid or Medicare. The senior health c~re or the 

health care fo~ the poor? 

l'HE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane, could you repeat your question, and 

we ask the chamber to keep the noise level down 

please. 

SENATOR KANE: 

I think I said Medicaid. 

SENATOR HANDLEY: 

I am sorry.-- I am not able to hear you. Can you 

try it :again? 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator, I think you said Medicaid, sir?· 

SENATOR HANDLEY: 

Medicare? · 
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The intensive care for babies, the newborn b~bies 

has a very high Medic?id rate. All of the prisoners 

are dn Medicaid. The dental school, the school of 

dental medical and the clinic is the clinic of la$t 

resort for all Medicaid dental patients in the state. 

So there are high degrees of Medicaid patients at the 

Demps~y Hospital~ Wh~t the Hartford hospitals 

provide·, of course, is immediate service fo.r folkS who 

are in the city and that is why the students at the 

University ot Connecticut "Medical School do ~uch of 

·their work their clinical work in Hartford, at 

St. Francis and at Hartford Hospital. 

THE" CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, M~. Pre$ident. I'm glad you mentioned 

St. Francis and Hartford Hospital. I think we are 

agreeing to the same thing and that is that 40 y~ars 

ago if you and I had our druthers, we would have not 
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. put the hospit·al in Farmington. :We would have placed 

it in the inne·r city. We. also know that St. F.r·ancis 

and Hartford are teaching hospitals. Why not scrap 

this whole. plan and put· a teaching hospi ta.l in the 

inner city, Hartford, New Haven, Bridgeport, 

Waterbury, where it' s needed mos.t. Through you, Mr. 

President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Handley. 

SENATOR HANDLEY: 

It -- through you, Senator if your colle·agues on 

your'side of the aisle were concerned about tbe cost 

of this tower, I would hate to think what the cost ~f 

doing what you suggested is. It would be a very large 

arr:tount and I think you would find it, i·n this world .in 

which we· are li vi.ng ," almo·st ·insurmountable. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane:. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you. Thr.ough · you Mr. Pres.ident ~ Do we 

have studies that show that? I mean~ have we looked 

at. that possibility? Have we questioned that? 

Whether the building in Hartford.would be more than 

the tower that we're proposing here? rhrough you Mr. 
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The only study that has been done recently was 

the study that was done by the CASE -- the CASE 

.Institute, at which argued that there· wer,e· sufficient 

numbers o.f beds fo·r until. about 2015 t·o 20.20 in the 

greater Hartford area, and that the medical needs of 

the area are reasonably we.l1 accommodated by the 

hospitals that we have. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. ,.. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Mr. President, and I appreciate 

Senator Handley's ans~ers, and I appreciate you taking 

the time with me. I think without putting words in 

your ~9uth, I think you tend to agree with me that if 

we had. ·our druthers, we would have placed this 

hospital within the urban center. The needs of the 

inner city community are greatest. That's typically 

where teathinq hospitals go. No one has looked at the 

question and asked the question. Mayb.e.we should do 

it in the inner city rather than cbntinae down this 
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road. I mean we've already said that, you know, jeez, 

if we had what we call ideal, we wouldnrt have put it 

out in Farmington to begin with.. But now we're going 

to spend more money in Farmington when~ in fact, this 

should ·be in the inner ~i.ty. 

So I do have a problem with the bonding issue, 

but that's not even my biggest concern. I think my 

bigg.est concern is that teaching hospi,tals should be 

in the inner cities. I believe that's where th~y do 

the most good and help the most people who need it 

most. So for· those reasons, I'll be opposing the 

bill~ Thank you, Mr. President . 

THE CHAIH: 

Thank you, sir. 

Wi.ll you remark on the bill? 

Senator McKinney. 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, if I could through you~ a couple 

of qu~stions to the pr~ponent of the bill befo-re us. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Handley. 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

Thank you, Mr. "President. 
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Senator Handley, in 2006 we passed Substitute 

House· Bill 5695, which became P'ublic. Act Number 

06~134. This essentially was legislation creating the 

construction oversight at the University of 

Connecticut. and 'the prequalifications of substantial 

contractors. That was due to many of the missteps and 

mistakes that occurred with some of the projects in 

UConn 2000. · Would the construction and development· o.f 

this hospital 'fall ·under all of those changes we made 

and the oversight of that public act in 2006? Through 

you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR:· 

Senator Handl:·ey. 

SENATOR HANDLEY: 

Thank you, Mr .. President. ~ assume so. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McKinney. 

SENATOR McKINNgy~ 

And I assume so as well~ If it were the case 

that we were to learn later down the road that the 

University of Connecticut were -- this project were to 

operate differently than the rest of UConn 2000, would 

the· ·good Senator agree and support that we should make 

sure that. this. follows the same ruies as those 
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Thank you. As far as I'm concerned right now, 

through you Mr. President, the rules of .engagement in 

the construction are in place and I would expect them 

to continue to be in place. I've had occasion to look 

at the work of that oversight council and I'm rather 

impressed with· the level of deta.il in which they p.ay 

attention to construction sites. 

THE CHAIR: 

:-. Senator .McKinney. 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

Thank ybu and I agree, and a good friend of mine, 

Jim Bradley, was very helpful i.n looking at that. I 

just want to make sure that since the medical school 
I 

is different than the Univeisity of Connecticut, I 

want to make sure it fell under that as well~ 

Mr. ·President, through you well let .me just 

back up before I ask the question. You know, one of 

the things that I think is very important to bring out 

in 'this debate. Senator Kane elud.ed to it and he's 

exactly right. Is not whether or not we should help 
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the uni ve.rsi t.y the Connecticut, its medic.al s·chool and 

the University of Connecticut Health Center. The 

question really is how do you best do that. I think 

that's the question that Senator Handley as cochair of 

the Higher Ed Committee have struggled w_ith. If you 

look at where we've cbme through the years, the 

project ,has had a number of different forms. We. 

started out with a new hospital at the cost of I 

believe some $595 million. We then came -~ ·uconn came 

with a proposal which was a colla~oration between, I 

beiieve, Hartford Hospital and the University of 

Connecticut, and now we have the proposal before us . 

What strikes me though is that the .initial 

proposal for a brand new hospital, a brand new 

hospital with an excess. of 400 beds was premised upon 

the fact th_at the CASE Study -and the Tripp Umbach 

findings says thqt the·re was s.trong relationship 

between schoo~s that own their own hospitals and bed 

capacity. Not that there was one way to have a 

succ.essful university school and hospital. Senator 

Handley is right, if you read this report, .if you've 

seen one·, you've seen one. ·aut there were common 

themes. There were common themes for ownership of 

your own hospital and one of the common theme.s was 
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this strong relationship between bed capacity and, in 

fact, what we know i·s th·a.t all of the t~p ten medical 

schools bad more than 450 b~ds and that none -- excuse 

me, only two in the t~p 20 had less than 400 beds~ So 

what we know from all of your research is if you want 

to have a top 20 medical sch~ol, if you own your own 

hospital, you have to have in excess. of 4 0.0 or 4 50 

beds. 

So through you, Mr. President. I understand that 

we're not adding bed capacity with the NICU unit 

moving to the Children's Medical Center, I believe we 

do add 40 to 6~different beds in the hospital, but we 

st.ill don't get anywhere close t·o that 400 o-r 450-bed 

ma~k. Through you, Mr. President, is Senator Handley 

concerned about that? Are we trying to just have a 

better medical school? Have we lost the goal of 

havihg_a top 20 medical school? How do we rationalize 

what was the unassailable re~earch that was done on 

·this project. that said if you o·wn your o.wn hospl. tal 

and you want to be in the top 20, you have to have 

over 400 beds or 450 beds. Y~t here, we don't get 

close to that number. Through yol..l-, Mr. Pre·sid.ent. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Handley. 

003345 



• 

• 

• 
I 

jp/mb/gbr 
SENATE 

SENATOR. HANDLEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

160 
May 4, 2010 

I think that is the blessing of the 

c.ollaborati ves that are. being set up here. In effect· 

the UConn Medical School will have access to hundreds 

and hundreds of beds in both the Hartford area, 

specifically, and the neighborhood areas.. I notice 

you very carefully said, "Schools which own their own 

hospi tal.s have large· hospitals.'·' Harvard University 

Medical School, which is' one of the great medical 

schools in the country, owns no hospital. beds. BUt 

.has access to the -- all of the rJchne,ss of the 

hospitals in the Boston area. 

THE CHAIR: 

S.enator McKinney. 

SENATOR M~KINNEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President, and I think that's the 

best answer I've heard a11 day. B.ecause when l fought 

against the first phase and the first design of this 

p~oject for a $595 million brand new hospital, all of 

the ad~ocates and the University of Connecticut said 

Senator, you don't understand. If you own your own 

hospital, you have to have the bed capacity. And my 

answer was., wel1, and I know I'm a Yale graduate, but 
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Harvard Medical School ig probably the best medical 

school if not in the country, in the world. One of 

the most well-renowned medical schools in the world, 

and they don't owp their own hospital~ 

And I was told repeatedly_time and time again, 

no, Senator McKinne~, you don't understand. We own 

our own hospital. We have to own our own hospital and 

we have to have over 450 beds to have a top tier 

medic:al school. be.cause we own our own hospita.l. The 

Ha~vard model won't work here. 

I ca,n' t· tell you how m·any times I was told the 

Harvard model won't work here. Yet, when ~e can't get 

t'he funding···-to build a brand new hospi ta1, Senato'r 

Handley is exactly correct. The University of 

Connecticut can rely on those beds at Hartford 

Hospital and St. Francis and Bristol and Children's 

· Medical Cent.er and New· .Britain. Because of a 

co~laborative effort. So then I ask you, if we can 

rely on all of those beds. If we know because study 

after study has told u~ that we don't nee~ great'er bed 

.capacity in the greater Hartford area, at least until 

2025, then why are we spending $207 million on a brand 

new tower and brand new beds? It seems to me that 

there's a group of people that wants new. We're going 
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to get a new towe·r, an.d tha.t' s one of my greatest 

frustrations is that when they said, when you own your 

own hospital, it is unassailable, nobody di.sagre:es. 

with this report. You own you~ hospital in order to 

be a top 20 medical school, you have to have over 400 

beds. Top ten medical school, you have·to have over 

450 beds. Not beds that you can access in the 

community. Beds in your own ho~pita.l that you own. 

-That is what this repo·rt says. And then when I. 

said there's another way to do this. There are 

medica-l schools like Ha·r-vard a·nd other medical school 

models around the country that can do it without their 

own hospital or could do it with a collaborati~e 

effort beiween hospitals, I was told no, that won't 

work here. And now when the bill is brought out and I 

ask about why the 224 John Dempsey, which is not 

enough beds, and we're going to spend an additional 

$237 million in bonding, the 207 is going to cost us 

315-400 million .in interest and principal payments 

over 2 0 year,s .. Why, ·when we're not building. a 

hospital to get those 400 or 450 beds, I'm told we can 

access beds at the area hospitals. Of course, we can. 

That's why we don't need new beds. That's why we 

don't need to build a new tower. 
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It is a.1wa,ys hard ·to argue against a moving 

target. And Over the years this has been an 

incredibly moving target. I will say that when I met 

the head of the UConn Medical School, .I found him to 

be an extraordinarily brilliant, intelligent and 

hard-working a_sset to our state, as he walks into the 

room. ~y conversation with the president of the 

University of Connecticut was a little more 

£rustrating, and I just wanted to ~hare with the 

circle some of those frustrations. Because in this 

~eport or this packet that has been done in support of 

this· project. It talks ._about how the University .of 

Connecticut Health Cent~r represents one-'·half of the 
. . 

University of Connect~cut, one-half of its budget, 

one-half of its employees and one-half of its researcb 

portfolio, and I'm happy that we have such an 

incredibly capable person running that one-half of 

that University of Connecticut. 

So wh.en I as·k the president, I sa~d uccnn 2000 

was slightly over a billion dollars. UConn 2lst 

century was slightly over a billion dollars, which is 

$2.26 billion that we've given to the University of 

Connecticut. My assumption would have been that 

roughly hal£ of this was going to half of the 
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university. Shocking to find out tha-t ma.ybe only 

q.bout 10 percent was· being districted t·owards half of 

the University of Connectieut. Half its budget, hal£ 

its employees .and half of i.t·s· research portfolio. So 

who was doing the planning for UConn 2000 when we 

first decided to ask the people o·f th.e State. of 

Connecticut, the taxpayers to spend $2.2 billion? 

Because when I look at the history of Johri Dempsey~ 

they tell you it was originally built to have another 

tower· for 400 beds. So the idea that a 224-be:d 

hospital was going to be too smal.l is not something 

that just. cre·.eped up on us just' last year or the year 

before that. It's ·be·en with u-s since. very beginning. 

So that's why I'~e been saying and I'm frustrated 

that when we have over $780 million left on phase 3, 

UConn 21st century, don '·t you think the University of 

Connecticut could reprioritize its programs, its 

projects, its spending So that they can focus on 

one-half of the university? And I ask the president, 

could you do tnat?. No, Senator McKinney, we can't. 

We have to spend every dime of that 780, $880 million 

we have.left. 

It's all c-ritically important to the operat.ions 

of the university. We need an additional, at the 
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time, 500 plus million dollars for a brand new 

hospital. Now an additional ~237 million. 

And I say that as a University of Connecticut 

alumnir I love the school. They've done a great job. 

It's something we should all be proud of. But when 

does it stop? 3 bi1.lion, 4 billion, 5 billion? How 

much money do we continue to get from the taxpayers 

and at what point do we say to the· -administration, if 

you're getting $2 billion, how can you focus about 10 

pe~cent on one-half of your university? And who, if 

anyone, are we going to hold actountable for that? 

One of the reasons why I offered the amendment. to say 

let's not spend the .$25 million Until we know whether 

or not we get the research grant, because I guarantee 

as I stand here right now, that- if )Ne do not get that 

federal graht and the uni~ersity cannot raise that 

$100 million, we will spend the $25 million and they 

will be back here asking for more. And you know what? 

The Legislatu~e at the time is just going to give it 

to them. Because it. seems like there's a blank check 

and it's a check the people of the State of 

Connecticut cannot afford. 

Senator kane is 100 percent right. I don't blame 

those who put John Dempsey in Farmington. I blame 
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those who want to double down and ex~and it in 

Farm.ington. If we. wa·nt a world-class medical school 

with. a hospital. If we want to spend hundreds of 

millions of dollars more to make our University of 

Connecticut .Medical Scho·ol a world-class facility, we 

"should be doing it in Hartford. Every single one of 

us has talked about smart growth. About how hard our 

cities have .been hit by flight into the suburbs, and 

here we are further exacerbating those mistakes of the 

past. 

·so when I hear, as I have in the past, the echoes 

of Senator Penn fighting for his City of Bridgeport 

and economic deve.l·opment ther·e and Senators from 

Hartford and New Haven and Waterbury and New Britain, 

I say you're right. But· instead of recognizing that a 

mistake was made. Instead of recognizing thq.t the·r·e 1 s 

a better way that the State of Connecticut, the 

University of Connecticut and its medical school and 

its health center can work on rebuilding downtown 

Hartford, Connecticut, a city decimated by insurance 

industry jobs leaving our state and other jobs 

lea~ing. Being part of rebuilding our state's capital 

city, we say, no, let's give it to Farmington. They· 
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So it is not acceptabl·e to this Senator to say 

somebody made a decision decades ago to put it in 

.Farmington. We're stuc·k with that decision for the 

rest of eternity. I don't accept that. 

Mr. President, l was going to spend a lot more 

tim:e talking_ about had bill; but. I don't think it's a 

surprise that itls going to pass and it's going to 

become law. To those who support this plan, to those 

who run J6hn Dempsey and the health center and the 

medical school, I hope you're right and I'm wron.g. I 

hope yo.u' re right and I'm wrong. But i.f we see more 

d~ficits in the future. If we see further trouble at 

our hospitals in the area like St. Francis ~r 

Hartford, then you've got some explaining to do. 

Because all of our hospitals in this state at one time 

or another have been hurting, especially those in our 

urban centers, whether it's Bridgeport Hospital, or 

New Britain Hospit'al or the hospitals in Wa,terbu,ry. 

They've $truggled financially. 

And to all of those hospttals, I say I'm sorry 

that we decided to spend $2.37 million on our .state 

hospital and none on yours. Now I understand there's 

a little exaggeration because there's $5 million in 

this bill for New Britain Hospital and $2 miJlion f"or 
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Bristo1 Hospital. There are a lot of o.ther hospitals 

that I didn't name who arenJt gettin~ their favors or 

extra money for new ·programs. So as a st'ate we have 

stil.l have a big health care problem with the 

viability and long-term success of our hospitals as 

our main health care providers. And this doesn't dd 

anything to help that. This may actually do something 

to h_urt that. 

At a. time wh.en we are about $5.00 million under 

our bond cap, we're going to spend $237 million new. 

At a time when we can lea·st a_fford to w.aste a penny, 

we are g·oing to .. gamble $25 million in design and 

planning on the hope that we get- $100 million from the 

federal government~ In a plan ihat ack~q~ledges we do 

no.t .need to have a large-bed hospital if we own it,_ 

because we can rely on hospital beds in the area, 

·we're still going to build new beds because we want a 

new tower. And we're going to build those new beds 

.and tha·t new tower in the suburbs which goes a_gains·t 

every smart growth, transit oriented development 

prog~am we've talked about in this Legislature since 

I I ve been here. S"in.c:e· r I ve been here .. 

I don't -- I don't oppose or I'm critical of any 

member of this circ-le or anyone downstairs who 
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SQpports this plan. I(m frustrated in what I think 

has been an unwillingness on. the part of our state, 

whether it's in the executive branch or in this 

Legislature, ~he's been willing to hold up a critical 

mirror to this entire process and demand :better and 

demand more from the U_ni versi ty o_f Coil.he.cticut. 

Because for $2.2 billion, now add another 

$237 million, the peqple of the State of Connecticut 

have been more generous to the Unive_rsity of 

Connecticut than anyone could have envisioned or 

ima9ined. And yet, ·we have a. plan. that hopes to 

eliminate the structural deficits that hospital has _ 

f~ced. Those .structural deficits that in years have 

been 20, 21, $22 million. That bas been made Up by 

t'he taxpayers of the State of Connecticut._ Not -a plan 

that guarantees it, but a plan that hopes. 

So Mr. President, I understand that this will 

_pass. I hope I' rn wrong·, but I would as·k those if 

they're on the ·fence, to reject this proposal 'before 

us and get back to the drawing bo_ard and com:e up a 

better plan for our region and for our state's medical 

Bchool. Thank you. 

THE CliAI_R: 

Senator Williams. 
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I rise to support the bilL and also to thank 

Senator Mary Ann Handley,. Senator Don DeFronzo for 

their work on this, tbgether with the other Senators 

and represents of both parties who have expressed not 

only interest,.but great support for the idea o£ 

mo:ving our 'state medical school into t.ier 1 and 

enhancing the medical economic s.ecto·r in our state. 

Ndw my friend Senator McKinney is correci, I 

think, in many ways. So i£ we could go back in ti~e~ 

ba-c.k when the. Dempsey Hospital was cons.tru,cted in 

Farmington, maybe we would want to revisit that. 

Maybe we want ·to go back in time and change those 

decisions. P~rhaps locate everything in downtown 

.Hartford.· I suspect tbere are many folks who might 

say· that if we could go back "in. ·time and change those 

decisions, we would do that. 

However, to do for better or worse, we are faced 

with the infr~structure that's in place. The tact 

that Farmington :now has come to depend on the Dempsey 

Hospital in so many different w.ay·s and the quality of 

care that is provided for that part of our state. I 

would say, at the same time, that this proposal does 

003356 



• 

• 

• 

jp/mb/gbr 
SENATE 

171 
May 4 ,. 20.10 

move us forward in terms of connecting ~ore of 

downtown Hartford with our medical school, bring~ng 

.other 'hospitals in·to not only the sphere but into the 

actual educating process of our medical school. 

Particular Hartford Hospital, St~ Francis Hospital, 

Hospital of Central Connecticut, the Children's 

Hospital. So there are significant steps forward here 

in bringing more ot our health care infrastructure and 

professionals into the process of educating the next 

generation of medical students in the State of 

Connecticut. 

Now, we also. know how .. important this· is to our 

economic future, and I would like to thank the folks 

who have be·en involved in the Legis'1atur.e, but also 

the .Board. of Trustees~ and part.icularly Larry 'McHugh, 

who stepped up and xecognized that~ you know, this has 

to be part of our economic future. Because we know 

that in other states medical and technology corrido~s 

have p~oduced jobs.and contributed to moving the 

economy of states forward. In these tough times, not 

only is nigh quality he.alth care .important, but jobs 

and providing the jobs of the future, that's also a 

very important goal. This proposal does that. It's 

estimated that there will be at least an add.i tiona! 
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And as we are successful mavin~ the University of 

Connecticut irito tier 1, in terms of the quality of 

its medical school. That in turn vith the research 

that occurs at the school will help attract the 

cutting edge medical sector technology jobs of the 

future her~ in Gonnecticut. Is this plan .Perfect? Of 

co~rse, not, but as is often said, we cannot let the 

perfect be the enemy of the good. And in this case, 

this is not only a good plan, this is an excellent 

plan for moving our medical school forward, and 

increasing the number of jobs in ConnecticU't . 

~hank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you·, Senator Williams. 

Will you re~ark further? Will you remark 

fl.lrther? 

If not, Mr. Clerk .please call for a roll call 

vote. The machine will be open. 

THE CLERK: 

Immediate roll call has been ordered in the 

Senate. Will all Senators please return to the 

chamber. Immediate roll call has been ordered in the 

Sen!3t·e. Will all Senators please return to the 
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Have all Senators voted? If all Senators have 

voted, please check your vote. The machine wLll be 

locked. The Clerk will call the tally. 

THE CLERK: 

The motioh is on passing the House Bill 5027, in 

concurrence with the action in the House. 

Total. number voting 35 

Neces.sa·ry for Adopt:ion 18 

Those voting Yea 28 

Tho.se voting Nay ·7 

Those absent and not· voting 1 

THE. CHAIR: 

The bill pa·sses. Senator Kissel. 

SENATOR KISSEL.: 

Thank yo~ very much, Mr~ President. 

I rise for a point of personal privilege. 

THE CHAIR: 

Please proceed, sir. 

SENATOR KISSEL: 

Thank you very much Mr. President. Well, it's a 

tradition in the Kis~el household that on the very 

first day of se·ssion, my wife anq wonderful two boys 
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come up and then sometime in the last week, two years 

later, they come back to .ma:ke sure that I'm still 

alive and, I am and SQ with that, I just want to 

introduce to my friends and colleagues here in the 

circle my beautifu;l and wonderful wife Cindy and my 

sons Nathaniel and Tristqn. 

They tolerate me. They re~lly, really tolerate 

me. Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Sehator Kissel. It's great to see 

your family he.re with you ·today. Senator DeFronzo. 

SENATOR DeFRONZO: 

Thank you-, Mr. President. 

I just want to second those remarks. I know what 

it is to tolerate Senator Kissel on a daily basis. 

SENATOR ~ISSEL: 

Touche. 

SENATOR DeFRONZO: 

t rise for a point of personal pri~ilege1 Mr. 

Pre·sident. 

THE CHAIR: 

Please proceed, sir. 

SENATOR DeFRONZO: 

Thank you, Mr~ President .. We 1 re joined in the 
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chamber tonight by a. young woman who came forward l·ast 

year .and helped us introduce a bill to rec.ogniz·e 

May 12 as fibromyalgia day. This is a debili t:ating 

illness and her mom suf·fers f'rom it. Her mom is now 

essentially at home~ not able to wor:k, substantially 

debilitated by this disease. And Brianna Tulin is the 

young woman who came forward, asked that we int.roduce 

the legislation, th.e GA Committee, S.enator Slossberg, 

was helpful in moving that thro~gb. The legislature 

passed the bill. It 1 s now been enacted and the 

governor has designated May 12 as fibromyalgia day in 

the State of Connecticut. And I would just a~k th.e 

members. of the chamber to recognize Brianna and her 

dad ~ho are here tonight a~d right here. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes, thank you. Thank you, Mr. President. Two 

items to mark at this time, or actually we'll mark a 

.nu.mber of items. The first one 'to be taken up is 

calendar page 17~ Calendar 513, House Bill 5030. The 

next bill would be emergency certified bill on 

. 
calendar page 39, Calendar 54·5, Senate Bill 493. 
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Addition.al go i terns, Mr. President, that we' 11 mark as 

well wou1d be calendar page 4, Calendar 2-25, Sen"ate 

Bill 241. 'Al.so calendar· p_age 4, Calendar i85, Senate 

Bill 369. In addition 1 Mr. President, calendar page 

8, C~lendar 427, Senate Bill 110. And Mr. President, 

returning ·to calend_a·r page 2, Calendar 114;. Senate 

Bill 214. Also Mr~ President, on calendar page 35, 

Calendar 333, Senate Bill 270. And on calendar page 

-- returning to calendar page 8, Mr. Pres~dent, 

Calendar 398, Senate Bill 231. And then calenda~ page 

361 Calendar 397, Senate Bill 196. 

Mr. Pre~ident, would mark those items at this 

time 'and the f,irst two to be taken up -=·- the first two 

mentioned, that is ca~endar page 17, Calendar 513 .and 

then calendar page 39, Calendar 545~ 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr·. Clerk. 

THE CLERK: 

Calendar page 17, Calenc;l.ar 513, File Number 545, 

Hou$e Bill 5030., AN ACT CONCERNING THE FORFEITURE OF 

MONEY AND PROPERTY RELATED TO CHILD SEXUAL 

EXPLOITATION AND HUMAN TRAFFICKING AND ·THE POSITION OF 

CHILD PORNOGRAPHY, favora'ble report on the Committees 

of the Judiciary and Public Safety. 
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Mr. Presid~nt, I move acceptance of the joint 

commi t.tee' s favorable report and pa-s·sage of the bill. 

THE CHAIR: 

Acting ~n acceptance and approval~ sir, would you 

like· ·to remark further? 

SE;NATOR £\1cDONALD: 

Yes, Mr. President. This legislation extends a 

civil forfeiture proceeding to property· whether 

-
monet.ary or ·otherwJse t:.hat was involved in cr:imes 

.involving sexual offens-es.. It Is a well-known 

establish~d proce~ure under the law. It also expands 

the d~finition of what constitutes first d~gree 

position of child pornography. 

THE CHAIR: 

Will you rem~rk? Senator Stillman. 

SENATOE. ST·ILLMAN: 

Thank you, Mr. President. For the purpose of an 

amendment. 

THE CHAIR: 

Please proceed, ma'am. 
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·If. the Cle-rk w.ould kindly call LCO Number 5327 

and ·then I be. allowed to summarize. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk. 

THE CLERK: 
, . 

. LCO 5327, ~hich will be designated Senate 

Amendment SchedQ1e "A" is· of.fered by Senator Stillman 

of the 20th District. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Stillman . 

SENATOR STILLMAN: 

Thank you, Si'r. I. ·move. i.ts adoption. 

THE CHAIR: 

Please. ·proceed. 

Than)( you. T.his .ame.ndment sets forth criteria 

that must be incorpo·rat~d with .any request for 

proposal issued either by the Department of Correction 

or the court support services division of. the. Judicial 

Department for a %e$idential sexual offender treatment 

"facilities services pursuant to sections 19 or 20 of 

Publ-ic Act 08-1JSS. And what this amendment doe.s is 

it lay as it said, it lays out criteria. The 
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departments are putting together proposals and 

start-ing to look at siting a sex offender trea,tment 

facilities which we have ~iven them the authority to 

do. ·aut we now need the criteria to b~ put in place, 

and again, :r. move its. adoption. 

·'THE Cl:iAIR:. 

Motion is on adoption of Senate Amendment "A." 

Senator Prague.· 

SENATOR PRAGUE: 

Thank yo~, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, 'I rise in strortg support of this 

amendment. Lines ·t3 through 21 clearly indicate. the 

parameters within which a facility cart be located. 

,It's critically important that these. facilities, ·which 

are. treatment facilities, be· located where the 

communities will be safe. I. want to add my support to 

this. The. state has· a lot of property that they're 

not using and it~s my strong suggestion that those 

properties be looked at as possible sites for this 

sort of facil~ty.. Those sites have to meet the 

requirements of this amendment.· Thank .You, Mr. 

President. 

THE CHA·IR: 

Thank you, ma'am . 
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Will you remark further on Senate amendment "A?" 

Will you ~emark further? 

If not, I will. try yO\~·r minds. All those in 

favor please signify by saying aye. 

SENATORS: 

Aye. 

THE CHAIR: 

Oppos.e, ·nay;. 

The ayes have .it. The amendment is adopted .. 

Wil~ you remark.further on House Bill 5030? 

Senator McDonald. 

SENATOR McDONALD: 

Thank you, .. Mr. Pre.sident .. 

Mr. President,. I just ri.se. in support of the bill 

as amended and since this item ,requires· .additional 

action in the House, I will. not be asking for. i,t to go 

on consent. Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Will you remark? Will you remark further· on · 

Hous·e Bill" 5030? If not, Mr. Clerk, please call for 

roll ca11 vote·. The machine ~,ill be open. 

THE CLERK: 

I:mrnedi-ate roll call has been ordered in the 

Senate. Will all Senators please return to the 
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chamber. Immedi.ate .. ro.ll call has been ordered in the 

Senate. Will a~l ~enators please return to the 

cham.b~r. 

Tl:iE CHAIR: 

Sen:ator. Gome.s.,. have you r.ecorded your· vote, sir? 

Thank you. 

Have al1 the Senators voted? Is yoQr vote 

properly reco~ded? If so, the Clerk will clo~e the 

machine a·nd the; Clerk will kindiy take the tally and 

announce the t-ally please .. 

THE CLERK: 

Motion is on passage of House Bill 5030 as 

amended ,by Sen~te. Amendment . .Schedule "A." 

Total numbe~ voting 35 

Necessa~y £o~ Adoption 18 

Those·voting Ye~ 35 

Those voting Nay 0 

ThoSe absent and not voting 1 

{Senator Hartley of the 15th in the Chair.) 

THE .CHAIR: 

Bill passes as amended. Mr. Majority Leader. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

0.0 .. 3367 
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Yes, good evening, Madam ·President. ve·ry good to 

see you there, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Good evening, sir. Thank you. 

SENATOR LOONEY:. 

·. Madam President,. -would move for immediate 

tr.an·smi ttal. to· the House. of Representatives of 

calendar· p·a.g.e .17, Calendar 513, ·House Bill. '5030 as 

amended. 

TH.E· CHAIR: 

Without objection. Seeinq none, so ordered. 

SENATOR LOON.E't: . 

Thank you,. Madam President. 

If the Cler~ would return to the call of the 

calendar with calendar page 39, an E;merg·ency Certified 

sena-te Bill · 4;93. Calendar 54 5. 

THE CHAIR: 

Wil~ the Clerk please call. 

THE CLE;R~:. 

Turning. to. calendar page .39, Emergency. Certified 

Bill Calendar Number 5·45. Bill Number 493~ AN ACT 

REDUCING ELECTRICITY' COSTS AND PROMOTING RENEWABLE 

ENERGY. The Bill is accompanied 'by Emergency 

Certif~cation sign.ed by Donald E·. Williams:, J·r .. , 
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Presid~nt Pro rem-of the Senate, Christopher G.-

Donovari of the House of Representatives~ 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara. 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

'Thank you, Madam President. 

Madain .President, I move for acceptance ot. the 

emergency ·certified bill and passage o.f.. the bill. 

THE CHAIR: 

The. motion i_s acceptance of the. emergency 

certified bill an~ passage of the bill. 

Wil.l you .remark, Senator Fonf:ara? 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Yes, ·Madam President. 

Madam President, the Clerk is in possession of 

amendment·LCO 5.273. May .he please call and I be 

permitted to summarize. 

THE CHAIR:. 

The. Cler,k is in possession of LCO 5273.. The 

Senator has asked.if you would call and waive the 

reading. 

THE CLERK: 

LCO $273, wh~ch will be designated Senate 

.Amendment Schedule "A" is offered by Senator Fonfara, 
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THE CHAIR:. 

Senator Fonfara. 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

I move adoption, Ma~am eresident. 

THE CHAIR: 

T.he. motion is for adoption. 

Will. you rem·ark, sir? 

SENATOR FONFARA:. 

Yes, thank you, Madam President. 

184 
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Mad~m President, this bill is the product of not 

only ~4ny hours and hours of work on substance~ but 

also a determined .~md s;incere effort to build a 

relationship between two p~ople ·who share a de~ire to 

dO What IS best for_ OUr. State When it. COmeS tO. energy. 

issues, .but who. haye different philosophies on how to 

get there.. And before I go on with ~y remarks, I 

would like· tc;> thank my cochair, Vickie. N-arde11o for 

working with me on this legislation, as well as 

Senator Wi tko~. Irrespect·i.ve of how. we e·nd up in 

'v6te, he was invaluable tq me and to the process, 

al?ng with Representative Williams, Rich Kehoe from 

the Attorney General's Office, Joe Rosenthal from the 

Office of Consumer Counse1. Jennifer (inaudible), our 

'• 
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LCO,. Kevin McCarthy, our.Legislative Researcher, and 

Melissa Buckley fiom the Senate research staff. 

Wel~ we set out to find a path that would allow 

us to develop meaningful policy and advance the 

state's interest without violating our individual 

beliefs our letting our differences dominate or derail 

us. In broad strokes, t~e .bill takes meaningful 

steps, some more immediate and some longer term, t.o 

reduc~ the eosts of electricity and energy overall and 

it makes meaningful investments. to make our energy 

more. -- energy use more efficient. To· improve our 

economic cotn.petitiveness and to create jobs . 

The. bi-ll begins the reorganization of the 

Department of P"Ublic Utility Control, renames that 

agency to the Connecticut en~rgy and technology 

authority.· It establishes a working. group to develop 

a new division which would consolidate the many 

different ageneies now located in different !<;>cations. 

It makes us more efficient. It makes this agency more 

efficient, cost-effective and organized. It 

establishes a rese~rch unit which, among other things 

identify how we can begin building an energy and 

technology based economy. . Secondly, it .seeks to lower 

rates.. For tne f_irst time, it requires that the 
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_planning process for insuring that our electric needs 

are met --

·THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kissel, for. what rea=.son do you rise, sir? 

SENAT.OR KISSEL: 

Thank you very much, Madam·President~ 

It is·. great t·o see· you there. As members of my 

.friends and colleagues o-f· the. ci'rcle note that I. just 

.saw my wife and two chi.ldren out of the chamber and as 

·I came. back,. :~. r.ealizecl t'_hpt ·you were on the energy 

bill. So to avoid even the appearance of conflict of 

interest or impropriety, I am standing. ·to abstain from 

this particular vote under rule 15. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank-you, Senator. Kissel. 

Senator Fonfara,· you may proceed~ 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Thank·you. As I was saying, that the bill seeks 

to lower rates by for·the £irst time requiring that 

the planning process for insuring thet our electric 

needs.are met, that the price, not jrist available of 

the electricity is considered and it requires that 

recommendations on how to lower our electric ·r:ates by 

15 percent. It esta.blishes a. d,ocket at the DPUC to 
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determine the affect of the indepe_ndent system 

operating in New England and how those rules and 

policies may be helping or "h-urting Connecticut 

ratepayers as it relates to elect~icity. 

It provides fQr a more strategic app~oach to 

.buying power. for. 5·tandard service customers who have 

not. gone. into the, private market. And it. ·provides for 

a. low-inc:::ome ra·te for the most disadvatitaged of us in 

the state. ~amilies and individuals who struggle to 

pay their electric bills. 

The·bill also seeks to improve efficiency in 

growing jobs and ·building our eco.nomy·. It invests 

money in fuel_ cell investments, the.home grown 

technology initiated here in Connecticut. And 

.invested in combined heat and power, a highly 

efficient means of generating elec·tricity and creating· 

-- and capturing waste heat to be used.as a secondary 

energy source .. 

It ~nvests in boiler~ and furnaces so that 

homeowners, property owners and busine·sses can remove 

inef·f·icient boilers, natural gas and oil, with highly 

efficient furnaces and creates a funding mechanism to 

s-tretch out tho.se payments over a 10-year period, 

thereby avoiding the need to have to come out of 
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poc~et·. for a significant sum and be able. to finance 

the project and still see a lower bill for heating oil 

on a monthly basis. It invests greatly in 

e~tablishing a so~ar industry in the state. It 

creates more·sustainable and efficient funding £or the 

fledgling. solar industry .. Residential, commercial and 

industrial projects .. 

. It· reduces our: peak demand', .. the most expensive 

and dirtiest ge.neration sources., and begins to focus 

our. renewable investments of which all ratepayers 

today,: pay a portion of their electric bill. More in 

Connecticut than in othe~ states and other countries . 

It requires that 3 percent of the conversation 

renewable investments will be focused in underserved 

areas in our state and supports the.growth of 

minority-owned.businesses, o£ which there are have you 

few in the energy industry in Connecticut currently. 

The bill also ·provides for consumer protection. 

An allocat-ion o.f costs for ret.ail choice customers. 

It establishes a procedure for determining the proper 

allocation of profits for standard service customers 

and retail .choice customers. It provides for rules 

!or solicitation of customers with 100 or less KWH, 

identification, time of solicitation, clear terms of 
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And lastly,. it. provides for electronic efficiency 

standa,rds, primarily :f.or TV_s, to improve t:he 

e{ficiencies of increa~ingly energy using electronic 

devices. 

In al_l, Madam President, and member·s o·f the 

circle, this bill represents the effort·s of a lot. of 

people coming together- to ta-ke significant steps t·o 

help our state's .energy users, residential, 

commercial, industrial,.- institutional t·o. have the 

tools to reduce their cost, to become more. competitive 

and to- improve efficiency . 

Yes, these issues are complex and that enables 

those who seek to maintain the status quo to cr.eate 

enough confusion in this chamber and the chamber 

downstairs. and in the governor's office, to make 

thoughtful, well-meaning people question the direction 

of this bill overall. But I say we must no longer 

accept as inevitable, the title as ~he ·state with the 

highe~t electric rates in the continental United 

States. 

With the passage of this bill~ Connecticut will 

have a sm·arter energy policy. We will prudently take 

steps to understand betfer what is causing us to haqe 
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high rates ~nd begin to change that structure. We 

will support economic g~owth and job creation ~ith 

investments in solar, wind, hydropower and fuel cells. 

We. will. help the most disadv.antaged who struggle most 

to pay the~r energy bills. 

In short, wor.king together Madam. President,. tnis 

.bill -~·with this bill ·we begin today to turn the 

corner towards a .more. positive en~r.gy future .in our 

state. And I urge pas~.age of the amendment. Thank 

you,_ Madam Pr.esiden-t ... 

THE CHAIR• 

Thank you, Senator Fonfara .. Will. you remark? 

Senator. Witkos. 

SENATOR WITKOS: 

'Thank you-; Madam President. 

The go~d Se_nator summarized a bill 86. pages long 

iri under eight minutes. A bill that will have 

sweeping, profound chatiges on obr energy policies here 

in the State of Connecticut. I want to £ir~t start my 

comments. off about ta_lking about the proces$ as to how 

we got here today. And I realize this is my first 

term on the Energy and Technology Committee and there 

is, as Senat_or Fonfa·ra mentioned ea·rlier in his 

comments that the.chairs of the committee come from 
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different viewpoints as to 'what would be best for 

Connecticut ratepayers. 

And I think that's the ultimate goal~ That we 

w.ant to do what~ s best for Connecticut resident·s and 

that's ~ha~'s·driven us here today. But I think 

what'$ dr,iven .us .here today was rushed Madam 

President-. It·. reminds, me of. the debate that happened 
. ' 

in Washing·ton, D~ C. on Christmas Eve when a bill 2, 000 

pag·es. H>ng wer.e plunked .on Congress' desk, and they 

were. ·asked to vote for a health care bill, without 

reading the bill, not knowing what was in there. This 

i~almost a copy-cat of that same process .. 

I w<;>Uld ask by a: show of hands how many members 

around 'the. circle read the b;i.ll, but I wouldn't want 

to embarrass anyone,~ .because I know what the. answer 

is!. There aren't that many. It's a very, very 

complex subject matter that we're dealing with today .. 

Ahd·~~ should be concerried with the magnitude of the 

impact this legislation and how it. affects the 

electric i'ndus·try 'in ·the State of Connecticut and we 

should be more concerned with the underlying goals of 

reducing energy costs in the state. However, we have 

not· done a comprehensive analysis of whether these 

~hanges in this bill will yield the desired results . 
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12 yea:rs ago members of this circle were asked to 

vote on deregula.tion. Whether you supportect it or you 

didn't, yo·u were. asked to.· trust the chairs of the 

committee at that time. Put your trust in a bill. that 

was ~o complex many people .didn't know what it did. 

They heard the words, it's going to save and reduce 

our rates, so you'know Mhat, let's just go for it and 

we'll try it. And here we are today. 

And I. believe we're asking you to do the same 

thing, ladies and gentlemen, today with thi~ bill 

before you. .There are. many, many. changes. enumerated 

in this bill. Th~ first of which creates -- well 

takes. the department of utility control and breaks it 

up. It says we're not going to create two divisions, 

and we' r.e going to call it the CETA, C-E-T-A, 

Connecticut Energy Technology Authority. And 

contain·ect. within the· CETA is what is known as the 

Department of Public Utility Control and then also the 

acronym of DRED, the Division of Research and Energy 

and Technology. And there shall be a procuremen-t 

individual who ~ill go out and buy the power. It says 

that in the bill. But then there's alsb going to.be 

three bureau chiefs contained in that-. 

And then we heard that there's going to be a 
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wo·rking group that' .s going to back f'ill the agency· .. 

Now does that make sense to you? We're going to 

create an ag~n:cy, we're going.to hire a ·person, we're 

going to put them over there. We don't know where 

"there" is yet. ~nd then we're going to have .a 

w.orking. group study how. we're go.ing to cre_ate the 

agencyj evert· t~ough··we'r' creating the agency ~n 

statute. It's kind of-like putting_ the cart before 

the hor.se, .don't you think? 

If I. my, Madam President, throug·q you, a few 

ques.tions: to S.enator Fonfara .. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara .. 

Can you prepare yourself for questions, sir. You 

have the. floor, you may. proceeq Senator Witko:s •. 

·sENATOR· WI TKOS: 

Thank you, Madam"President. 

Through you, what would be the make-up of the new 

CETA group? I'm concerned more with staffing levels, 

the anticipated numbe·r of employees. and .funding for 

that. Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Sena:t.o.t Fonfara. 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

003379 

-;:"' ·~ . -



• 

• 

jp/mb/gbr 
SENATE 

194 
M~.y 4, 2010 

Thr:ough you, Madam President. That will ·be 

decided by the. working group, or recommended by the 

working group, of. which the chairs and ·ranking members 

will be __ .. I believe the majority members. of that 

working group. ~nd.·r.anking members of the Energy and 

Technology Committee·. The recommendations of the 

working group wil.l be ·f-orwa:r:.de_d to. the energy and 

technology group and then to t}Je ·Energy and Technology 
. . 

Committee a·nd the:rt act-ed on by the Legislature. 

Through you. , .. 

THE CHAIR: . 

Senator Wi.tkos,. yoti h-ave the floor, sir . 

SENl\.TOR WI'l'KOS: 

Thank. you, Madam President-. I was. kind of 

confused as to t.hi.s · gro:up go:es. to· that and then it 

goes back t<;> this. group and then the group' s. going· to 

report. ba-ck to the- CETA group and- everything will 

happen. It's kind of like put it all together,. turn 

it all around and that's what it's all about .. And 

here. we are. The b-ill speaks o.f conducting a study by 

the academy of science.and engineering. Could the 

Senator describe what =-- who is the Connecticu·t 

academy of -science and engineering -and ·their 

expertise? Through you, Madam President. 
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Through you; Madam President. It is, as the 

title indicates, it's· an organization of e·ngine.ers, 

scientists and others wno nave done· a number of 

studies for the Legislature and £or the Energy and 

Technology Cornmitte.e. in the past. And I think that 

I think ·that. ans.w:e·rs the ques.tion., through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Witkos·. 

SENATOR .WI:TKOS :. 

Thank yc;m, Ma.dam President. Do.es the academy --

are they a quasi-public agency? Are they affiliated 

with a school? Is it a consulting firm? Do they work 

for a college? Through you, Madam .President .. 

THE CHAIR:· 

Senator Fortfara. 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Through you, Madam President. To the best of .my 

recollection, ~t's a non~profit organization that 

offers itself to the Legislature to address complex 

issues that we, in this building, would not have the 

capacity to undertake. Through you . 
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Thank. you, ·Madam President.. And when I 

understand it's a non-profit organization, there's 

still a cost ~~sqciate~ with.doing the ~tudy, so would 

the good Sen~tor ~~ve an idea as to the cost of the 

study to have: ·th.e. academy of. science and engineerin9 

do that study for the Leg-islature? Through you, Madam 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara . 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Through you, Madam President, I do not. 

THE CHAIR: 

. You have_ t·he .floor, sir, Senator Witkos. 

SENATOR WITKOS: 

Thank you, Madam President, and through you~ to 

Senator Fonfara~ while ~e doh~t know how mu~h money 

the study would cost, do we know where the funds to 

fund that ·study wou1d come fr:om? ·Through you, Madam 

·president. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara .. 
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Through you, Madam Pre5ident. The DPUC would 

contract with the academy. Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Wl.tkos, you may proceed .. 

SENATOR WITKOS: 

Thank you.and, through·you, Madam President, if 

the. DPUC contracts .out for tha.t to pay for that 

service, where· does. the DPUC get· their money from, 

their revenue stream? Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara . 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Through you, Madam President. A.s all. of these 

ekpenses·do, through ratepayer assess~ent. Through 

you .. 

THE CHAIR: 

S~nator Witkos. 

SENATOR WIT~OS: 

If a clarifica~·-ion, the ratepayer assessment is 

our ratepayers throughout the State of Connect.icut, 

both commerc-ial a:nd residential. Is that not correct, 

throqgh you; Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 
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Thank you., Madam Pres.i,dent. -And if the Senator 

couid explain, we 'have the academy of science and 

engineering reporting back to the working group by 

November .1, 2011. Yet. the working. group has to report 

back to. the Ene_r·gy Technology Committee their· findings 

by January 1, 2011. So we. have a working group that 

are· not. comprised· of engineers reporting back to the 

'Energy Technology Committee, and t.he professionals out 

there tha~ we':re ,paying. for, report Joack 11 :month~ 

after the wotking group has to report to the Energy 

Techno1ogy. Committee f'or their recommendations. I 

think therers a drafting problem in the bill because 

·why would .we .. pay for a s·tudy that we' 11 never. And 

when I. say "we" pay for the study, I mean e·very 

.ratepayer in the State of Connecticut is going to be 

paying for that study~ That is one of the costs 

asso~iated in the bili. 

Through you, Madam Pre·s'ident, · to Senator· F.onfara. 
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Do you believe the division of research energy and 

technology will be similar in size and scope to the 

New York equivalent? Through y9u, ·Madam Presic;ient. 

THE CHAIR: 

SenC!-tor .Fonfara. 

SENA.TOR -FONFARA: 

I'm sorry, "Madam President. Could the gentleman 

repeat the qnestion? 
. . 

SENATOR WITKOS: 

Thank you, certainly. T.he state of Ne·w York has 

a divi-sion· si.milar· to what we're trxing to establish 

here in the State of Connectic-ut. And do you. think 

that th.e goal of Connecticut would be to have 

somet}"l_ing similar in size and· scope, the scope meaning 

tbe.duties that w~'re trying tb establish ~n this bill 

as ~ew York· does? 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara. 

SENATOR FONFARA: . 

Through yoQ, ·Madam President. I'm not sure ~hi6h 

organization Sen~tor Witkoa is referring to. If he 

.could be a little bit more· specific. 

THE CHAIR: 

You have the floor, Senator Witkos. 

.. -. 
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Thank you. The division I'm referring to is the 

NYSE~DA .. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara. 

SENATOR "FONFARA.: 

Thro.u<Jh you·, Madam President. Again, the 

determination of:· the scope -- of. the scope of the 

responsibilit·ies ·of this unit·, the research bureau, 

wo_uld (:a) be recor:nrnende~ by the academy and then 

brought· .. to . the .. department and then ·recommended to us 

in. terms of what should 'be done. That's a cou·ple of 

· step process to look at whether what the ·si.z·e of 

this unit should be. Right now we don't have one. 

NYSERDA· has been. a~ound. for many years. It. has grown 

over t'he ·years an9- tn:e focus on thi·s would be to, as ·I 

said in my opening remarks, to help us to bave a 

facility, which we don •·t have right now, t.o understand 

how to grow an energy-based economy, how to. support . 

renewables in this state that are based in 

Connecticut, to keep the dolla·rs here in: Connecticut, 

to support technology devel_opment as well in our 

economy.. Another opportunity that we do not t.ake 

advantage of very ·we.ll in ~my opinion in this state,· 
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ahd the research arm would be there to help the 

Legislature, help re9ulators an~ that division. of the 

new autho~ity to be able to have in£ormation and so 

study different approaches as· it relates. to energy and 

technology. Through you. 

THE CHAIR:· 

Thank you, Senator Fonfar.a. You have the floor, 

Senator Witkos. 

SENAT-OR WITKOS: 

Thank you, Madam President.. we· often look to 

other ent·i ties ~or. potentially other states to see ·if 

they have. something that we're aspiring- to do or 

·be.come. Why reinvent the wheel? .If they have a 

succ:essful organization or division in this case that· 

work well for them, why should Connecticut go out and 

start anew.· We should copy some of their ideas and 

maybe twea~ them a little bit t.o our liking and maybe 

correct the proble~s that they've ~ade. If they've 

discovered the problems, we certainly don't want the 

problems that they've discovered, so we'll take the 

good and kind of throw out. the bad. And the reason 

why I brought up t'he NYSERDA to the chamber --

Senator, I'm finished questioning £or just a ~ew 

minutes. You don't have to stand_ Is because of the 
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cost of the NYSERDA. Our: DPUC budget is roughly 

$11.6 million per year with 141 employees. The 

NYSERDA, which is in New York, their budget last year 

was $31. million with only 288 employees. And why is 

. it tl}.at t_he· budget is almost double with not that many 

extra _employees?. It's .beca_use of· those type of 

employees .. The eng-ineers, their procurement folks, 

research people. ·They command high salaries. And 

those. salaries will be borne by the ratep_ayers of the 

State of connecticut. 

Remember in the onset. in the ·opening remarks, 

the ultimate goal. is to reduce the cost of electricity 

to .our residents to the State of Connecticut. We used 

to be number .. two. on the list.· I tell you, -if we pass· 

this piece of. legis-lation tonight unamended, we will 

become number . one. I .. broug-ht up the examples of 

NYSERDA and I wanted to. touch base a little bit about 

the establishment. of the ·CETA group, the authority, 

because it goes back to the process, Madam President. 

After the months of ~ublic hearings and ~any of the 

bil1s were h~ard on an individual bas~s, but they were 

never combined into a conglomerate of bills. So I 

kind of said the hokey pokey a little bit earlier,·! 

turned it all about, and here we have a bill. Well, 
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when the bill was being worked on, the·two co-chairs 

and I applaud their efforts of working'together Spent 

many hours toget-her, alone wi t.hout the republicans in 

the room. Is that rigqt? No, it is not. And when it 

was brought to the chair's attenti~n, ihe doors were 

opened, and I ~hank. them for in~iting us in. It might 

have been· overlooked, but tl:le discussions. began. And 

when we're ·talking about complex issues such as this, 

the rest of the people weren't at th~ table ·either. 

Where was .OPM·? Where· was tne DPUC? The DPUC, the 

agency ta.lking abqut breaking in half. They weren't 

there. Not until the very ·end, were they in vi t·ed in . 

The attorney general's office was there. The office 

of consumer counsel was there, and the republicans 

were there. along with the chairs, but the DPUC and the 

note posted on·the energy technology door that sa~d, 

"Technical amendments are welcome, but substantive 

policy changes~ basically, keep. to ·yourself." 

Can you imagine that? We're talking about 

changing ou:r energy polici.es in the State of 

Connecticut. We don't want input from suppliers. We 

don't want input from generators. No, you'~e 
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disallowed, and by the way, you have 24 hours to get 

them to us. Oth~~wise you're SOL. Can you imagine? 

B~llions of-dollars. Billi6ns with a "b." 24 hours~ 

I believe at the time, it was 129-p~_ge pill to get 

them to us. And I was part of t"he conversat·ions and 

thanks in .large part to. Senator Fonfara. And I 

listened as many of those folks. came in and they 

abided by the rul~s and they didn't bffer substantive 

changes and they had their technical changes, and they 

were saying the ~ay the bill is, isn't gett~ng you 

where you want··to be. And ·they were aski·ng,. well what 

do you mean? .Well, they PI;"oug_ht the bill bacj( arid 

they had teams of lawyers who deal with these issues 

e·very day, ei9ht ~:lours a day. And I'm sure it was a 

sleepless night for those f·ol'ks, the· .council members 

'tl:lat had ·to get their recommendations back to the 

·Energy and Technology. Committee by noon the next day. 

And I don't blame out LCO attorneys because they've 

been working around the clock with many, many, many 

changes. But w_h.en yol) have a tea.m of at:tor~neys say.in.g 

you need to tweak this, because we know where you want 

to goi but it doesn't get you there. And still t.o 

move forward with. those I enumerated earlier about 

the studies. One being 11 months before the other 
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one. That's ju$t one example. As I read through.the 

bill, I became more concerned about some of the areas 

and on.e of those areas was the part about the 

electronic home appliance efficiencies. Connecticut 

is adopting a California standard? From the east 

coast, to the west .coast. How do w~ adopt California 

standards? More importantly, why are we adopting 

Californi~ standards? Because state standards are not 

effective in creating efficiency gains, folks. You 

will create a. patchwork across these United States by 

allowing individual states to say you must have an 

efficient rating in this state, but it may not conform 

to the same efficiency rate in that state. And by the 

way, the bill says if it's passed and signed into law, 

·that if there's a product.on the mar~et and California 

doesn't have a code --·an efficiency code, then any 

other states that.are in this multistate agency that 

we belong with~··we have to adopt theirs. So can you 

.imagine if little Rhode Island who is ·a member adopts 

an efficiency standard of televisions must be at 

97 percent efficient. O~herwise they can't be sold. 

Anq California doesn't have that. .We have to adopt 

Rhode Island's~ You know what's going to happen to 

televisions in our state? They're going to be 
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non-existent. You're going to have to ~o out of state 

to buy a TV. And one of the rea:sons ;why I have 

concerns in particular about this section of the bill 

is that many folks go to a discount store because of 

:economies. to. purchase these appliances, whether it'~ a 

toaster, a t·elevis·ion, a CD player, and you can see a 

wide range of products and prices~ You could start at 

the lower end and I'll give you an example. For an 

audio-- a DVD playe~, :$150. Those can go .owi the way 

up to the 700-dollar range and people will buy 

according. to their ability to. pay and the quality of 

the product that they want. If this bilL passes, you 

can say good-bye·.to the $150) and the 30D and the $400 

item, because they ma-y not be as energy efficient, so 

they '.re off. tbe shelves .in Connect·icut. But hopefully 

you've saved up your pennies,. because you're paying 

$500 .and $700 f9r the items be.caus·e. that's a-ll we 

have. Unless you go to a neighboring st~te and you 

can give your neighboring. state your t_ax dollars. 

While the State of Connecticut is in a huge 

deficit, we'r~ going to be chasing our resi~ents out 

of the State of Connecticut on the sik percent sales 

tax, because they're not going to be able to afford 

the bottom line· of the item. ·This bil-l w:ill create 
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confusion in the marketplace. The ·technology of· these 

items grows so rapidly and changes so frequently. How 

many of you have the old-style, flip-up cell phones 

and how much of you have the new iPhones. The time 

·s·pan of those f·rom. resea-rch/development to. the market 

was rapid. Imagine in that time frame .. if ~e had· these 

efficiency standa.rds and all o·t is you had they just 

get dropped off oh the shelves and now they're no 

longer able to be sold in the State of Connecticut. 

That is the wrong direction for Connecticut. 

AS far·as the solar piece goes. Now I consider 

myself an environmentally friendly person. In fact, I 

person~lly like solar, but the portions in this bill 

will ral:se ratepayers fees astronomically. The 

sections of the bill which allow for renewable 

energies, if you met their goals, we're looking at 1.5 

to.$2 billion over 20 years. 1~5 to $2 billion. But 

there _is a cap~ So all those advocates out ~here that 

are saying, yes, great, great, look at all those 

programs we can get into -- we can got involved in. 

Renewable energy, green ~nergy, great thing for 
. I 

Connecticut. It should be is, but guess what? The 

program is going to open and it's going to close the 

same day because while we have these goals of 
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providing financial incentives and assistance and 

loans for wind po~~r, hydropower, thermal pow~r, we 

can't afford it. 

Can we afford to add afiother $150 million to 

ratepayers expense? Because everything we do in this 

bill .is: going to. a.ffect ratepayers dollar --

r_atepaye·rs in the State of Connecticut electric bills .. 
. . 

We've heard from our .busines_s community that the CO$t 

of doing business .in Connecticut is outrageous and· one 

of the number one issues is the cost of: energy. Well 

guess what, ·you· :pass this, you're raisirtg that. And 

whert we talk about .·affordability; remember we have a 

no Shutoff law in the State of Connecticut and we've 

just passed-that deadline so they can be shut off. 

There are 64,044-residents in the cue to be ~hut off 

in the State of Connecticut. 21,000 are waiting for 

their matc_hi_ng payment program. 

So the net of that is 42,648 residents will have 

their utilities shut off. Why? Because itrs too 

expensive and they can't pay their bills. Do you 

think that number .is· going t.o go down? Certainly not,. 

Every single thing in this bill is going to raise 

ratepayers costs. The speculation is how much is it 

going to raise. We talked about the laddering effect 
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and how we procure our electricity .. The laddering 

effect has worked so far for the State of Connecticut. 

We buy our ~lectricity on a three-year sliding scale. 
. . 

We know today, that next year and the year after, we 

are guaranteed that our electric rates will go down by 

10 percent each year. And you could say, do you have 

a crystal ball, Senator Witkos? ~ow do you know that? 

I know that because we've already bought the 

elect·ric.ity out those two years. We purchased it 

already. 

We ~an't say that for 2012, because we haven't 

bought all of 2012. But last year it·went down 

10 percent, this year it's going 10 percent and -next 

year, it's going down 10 percent and it's because of 

the laddering effect. Because we maintain a constant 

level and there are no spikes in our .electric rates, 

like you might see in other states. Depending on when 

you take that picture as to comparing our rates to 

another state's rates. They may be down three cents a 

kilowatt, we may be up. BUt if you did an overall · 

average, we don't succumb to thos.e spikes because of 

the way we purchase. But tbere are some very good 

things in the bill, that we'll go over in a few 

minutes when I call my amendment .. 
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And I £ind it odd when we talk about providing 

discounts, low -- providing lower r~tes for folks. 

And in the bill is says .it should. be at 60 percent of 

the median income.· And I try to tl':tink, well w~ alw~ys 

assimilate and associate things with income and in our 

building we talk· a lot about the federal poverty 

level, and I was_ curious as to what ~e provide at the 

federal poverty levels. So I did a little ~esearch, 

with some help.. And at the 150 percent poverty level 

for~ ·family of four,. okay? That's making $33,000 a. 

year. Those folks are· eligible for. the earned income 

tax credit, ·:food- stamps, HUSKY aid for children,. HUSKY 

aid for parents/caregivers, school breakfast~ school 

lunch program and ut-ility assistance. That's. at the 

£ederal pover~y-level, family of four, $33,000. 

If the p~rson makes $20,ooo·more, guess what? 

You're on. your own. But, you're still eligible for 

the lower di~count rate for electricity. .How is it 

that we won't provide shelter and food for somebody at 

that level but weill certainly give them a discounted 

.tate on their utility bills? It makes no sense to. me.· 

Shouldn't they be matched Up? 

The bill talks about project 150. Now project 

150 is a project that actually came into being back in 
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1998. Back then it. ~as known as project 100. And the 

numeric at the end stands for the amount of mega watts 

that's supposed to be generated: And through the 

years, nothing happened and back in ~ think it was 

'05, it became project 150. And the cost of project 

150· wil.l soon be borne by ratepayers because the 

utility companies have· alre~dy .signed· the contracts, 

they are building these generating facilities, 

biomass, trash to energy, fuel cells,.. ten locations 

spread. throughout. the State. of Cotmectic·ut. At. a cost 

of lOOs of millions of dollars ·and who's paying for 

it? Ratepayers. Do you 'kind of see a- constant theme 

in my ~rgument? · The cost· of shifting to. ratepayers .. 

When all we're saying is our electric bills are 

to.o high, we keep: adding more and more and more on. 

These hundreds of millions of dollars in the project 

150~ that's already been passed into legislation. The 

next time t~e DPUC adjusts the rates, youjre going to 

see it. There's nothing we can do about ·that now. 

They're in the works. Contracts have been sigried~ 

What we can do is to slow do~n the rate so we can 

r·ectuce our rate and I think that's what ·the people of 

Connecticut are asking for and demanding for. 

The programs are so great that the cap that is 
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placed upon them basically will be the same result as 

the clean energy fund. It opens up and everybody gets 

in the pipeline and then the program shuts down. And 

then people become. frust·r·a-ted. W.e ought to have an ad 

in the paper that says "While supplies last." Bait 

apd switch .. ~hat's what· we're doing ~t the capital. 

Bait and swi~ch .. ··se·ca~se we're not being honest with 

everybody .. Wel~e:saying we're giving you mill~ons tif 

dollars, tens of millions of dollars and we're not 

really. Not. w-ith· the· cap. buried in ·there. And as 

this bill.moves fo~ward, we~re going to be discussing 

the· budget. bill pret·ty s.oon and in that budget bill it 

removes 35. percent of the. convers.ation fund. That is 

downright wrong ... ' That _is ratepayers money to be used 

for energy efficiency. 

The one program we should not touch that actually 

can reduce electric rates, we're raiding. And you 

want to increase the cost of ratepayers to more funds 

so we can raid it. ~nd put it in the general ftthd? No. 

I urge the chamber's rej ecti·on on the ·amendment befor·e 

us. 

Th~nk you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator Witkos . 
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Thank you, Madam President. Good evening. 

003399 

THE CHAIR: ·I 
Good evening_, sir. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Senator Witkos' remarks have led me to a great 

number of· ques.t·i.ons,. through you, Madam President, can 

you ask a £ev que~tibns to the proponent of the 

amendment? 

THE CHAIR: 

Please· ·ph;r,ase your question . 

Senator Fon~ara, ~auld you prepare yourself, sir. 

SENATOR KANE:. 

Thank you, ·Madam President. 

Does this :r:1ew Connecticut Energy and Technology 

Authority,. I believe I have the acronym right, is that 

·really renaming the DPUC .or creating a new agency? 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfa-ra. 

SENATOR. FONFARA: 

Through you, madam speaker. It renames the 

organization. It establis.hes a ·second division. On 
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one side, yo_u' 11. keep the Department of Public Utility 

Control, which will a.ctually b:ecome the Division of 

Public Utility Control. Nothing· on that. side would 

cha~g~. It would continue to maihtain its 

responsibilitie~ with resp~ct to regulating utili-ties 

and other responsibi1ities in that regard that are in 

statute and regulation. And we'll create a second 

division ~hich woUld establish a division where 

research, energy and technology would· be located. 

Through you. 

THE CliAIR: 

Thank you.~ sir . 

Senator-Kane. 

SENATOR KANE:. 

Thank you, ·Ma~i'am President. 

So it's not creating a new agency, but we are 

creating a new bureaucrac:y. Through you, Madam 

President. 

THE CHAIR:. 

Senator Fonfara. 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Through you) Madam President. 

To the ~ontrary, as the gentleman, r~m sure, is 

aware and the circl,e is aware, that Conn.ecticut has 
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some o.f" the m.ost O.isparat·e e.lements across the· .state 

that have responsibilities for energy. And as a 

matter of fact, in 2007 our governor proposed in her 

budget address, creating an energy department for the 

very reason.that I just stated. That we in 

Connecticut have energy Offices of one kihd or ~nother 

located in many· different places. .And she then called 

for the. cr.eation of an energy department. And while 

we're not calling. this. an ener9y depCI,rtment, in ·many 

_respects, they.will have the same kinds of 

responsibilities. that the governor had suggested to 

the Legislature that we do. And for the same reasons, 

.becaus& ~e're ineffici~nt~ 

We are costing taxpayers many mpre dollars right · 

now be.cause of that decentralization and because of --

people aren't talking to each other. the way they 

shou1d, because they're not working together. They 

don't see each other. They aren't able to benefit 

from the opportunities. to wor"k in the same place and 

coinmunicate. And this will begin th.at process. 

Through you. 

THE CHA.IB.: 

Thank you, Senator ·Fonfara. You have the floor,. 

· Senator ·Kane. 
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Th.ank you, Madam President. So through you, the 

existing structur.e, DPUC is not doing what. this new 

division will be suggested it do? Through you, Madam 

President. 

THE CHAIR: 
• 

Senator Fonfar.a. 

SENATOR FONFARA·: .. 

Through you, Madam President. .Again, it is the 

. beginning· of the c.onsolidation :of a number of offices 

and agencies tna.t ·cu.rrently are occupying space .around 

the state, and in pa~ticular in the Hartford area, 

that have re.sponsibilities with respect to energy in 

ihis state. And we will begin the process of 

consolidating them at the new authority under the 

respohsi'bili ty o.f the Same five commissioners who 

currently run the Dep·artment of PUblic Utility 

Contro.l. Through you. 

THE Cl::IAIR~ 

Thank you, Senator Fonfara. You have the floor, 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam President. T'm sorry, I guess 

I'm unsure then because you'xe ~aying that we're 
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consolidating but we're create a new division. Is it 

truly a consolidation ~hen there's a new creation? 

Through you,. Madam President. 

THE CHA"IR: 

Senator Fonfara. 

SENATOR FONFARA: . 

Through you, Ma~am Presid~nt. Again, it. is 

consolidating ."the many. agencies that exist under one 

roof. So there-' s:'"or9anization, there's .coordination, 

there'~ e;fficiency, and getting away from this 

alphabet sou·p of operations. that we have arou·nd the 

state that our own·governor in 2007 described very 

accurately in her. huc;iget .in propos·ing an energy 

.department. Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank, you,. sit. . You have t.he floor, Sena.tor, 

Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam President. L guess that's what 

I c·an' t get: my arms around is the creation of a new 

division is in some way a consolidation when in my 

mind if, we 1oolc to be efficient, we make the existing 

agency do what this new agency is supposed to be 

created for, when if they 1 re not being efficient, why 
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can't we make them more efficient. I guess that's 

what ha,ppens in government as opposed.to the private 

·sector. We. just c;reate a.nother division to. make 

ourselves more efficient, when in fact, w~'re making 

the actual bureaucracy larger, which creates 

inefficiency~ Can you, through you, Madam President, 

explain the costs of this new division? 

THE CHA.IR.: 

Senator Fonfara, you have the floor. 

SENATOR FONFARA.: 

.~hrough ybu, Madam President. As I indicated 

earlier to Senator. Witkos, with respect to hi~ 

q~estion, the working gtoup that will repor~ back to 

the Energy and Technology Committee next January will 

work .. through the fall to come up the recommendation as 

to. what agencies would come under the new DRED, the 

division of research energy and technology. And with 

the charge of consolidating the various office was and 

departments currently- operating in the State of 

Connecticut, but not operating in a single -- under a 

single agency and a single authority. Through you. 

THE. CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator Fonfara. You have the floor, 

Senator Kane. 
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Thank you~ Madam President. Through you, this 

new division will have bureau chiefs assigned to it. 

Throtigh you, is that true, Madam President? 

THE CHAIR:· 

Senator Fonfara. 

SENATOR FONFARA: . 

Through youi Madam President. Yes. 

THE CHAIR: 

You have the floor Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam President. · And through you, how 

much is the cost for those hew bureau chiefs. Through 

you 

T.HE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara. 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Through you, Madam President. That too will be 

part 6f the responsibility of the working group. 

Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. You have the floor, Senator 

Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 
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Well the working g;roup that you mention and I 

think you I believe you believe you said that it 

will be made. up of the chairs· and the ranking members. 

Have the chairs and ranking members on the Energy 

Committee discussed what. the possibilities of the 

costs for th~se bureau chiefs would be? Through you, 

003406 

Madam Pres·ident. .. · '' 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara. f; 

SENATOR FONFARA:. ,"-?J· 

Through you,. Madam President. I can only speak 

for myself and I have hot. Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Tha~k you, sir. You have the floor Senator Kane. ; ': 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

How about this bureau of power procurement? Is 

that undern.eath that. same division or is that a new 

division. Through· you, Mad~m President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara. 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Through you, Madam President. I believe it will 

be under the conversation and renewable component . 
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You may proceed, Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 
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And the cortversation and the renew~ble, is that 

an existing division or is that a new divis~on. 

Through you, Madam Presiden-t. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator ·Fonfa.ra . 

. SENATOR FONFARA: 

Through you, Madam Pres-ident. Currently there 

are responsibilities undertaken at the DPUC regarding 

c.onversati.on. and there is a separate agency, the clean 

energy :fund and ·~oard located away from the DPUC, 

which would be brought .unqer -- at le·ast that is 

artticipated and the working group will ultimately 

decide that and make recommendations back to us, but 

that is what is ctirrently anticipated. 'Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank' you, si,r. :You may proceed Senato;r Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam President. 
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Senator Fonfara, I hate to make you ke.ep going up 

and down, because I do have plenty of questions. I'm 

glad you brought up the Connecticut clean energy fund. 

I think you sai.d tha.t that would be moved and I think 

what I've been told,· what I understand, the 

Connecti~ut clean energy fund is a quasi-public 

.agency, if I'm explaining that correctly~ and the 

re~son for that is the timeliness and the speed of 

contracts, ·and they':re able to move. 

·Is that a danger of us moving·us underneath a 

governmental agency, if I'~ Understanding it 

correctly? Puttin~·u~ in danger with that timeliness 

and speed of contracts? Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara·. 

SENATOR FON.FARA: 

Thank you, Mada~ President. 

Through you, and I think and that's an excellent 

question by Senator Kane because it's something that 

has been discussed and I think.again the working group 

is the. best place to make those decisions as to how to 

bring the best of that organization, its timeliness, 

its ability to make decisions quickly, which I think 

is in the best interests of ratepay~rs and projects 
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and proposals, but also to be able to benefit from the 

coordination tnat would be brought about by the 

creation of this new division. So that's an excellent 

issue, an important issue that needs to be considered 

by the working group. Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Se~ator Fonfara. 

You have the·floor, Senator Kane. 

SENA?:"OR KANE: 

Thank·you, Madam President. 

So is that now in the bill or is that something 

that can be adjusted through the working group,. that 

c·an be changed if.· it's found that it does not make 

sense. that they're. underneath a governmental agency. 

They need that speed that, I think, you and I agree 

upon. Tha·t' s something that can be worked on through 

the working group? Through you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara. 

SENATOR FQNFARA: 

Through you, Madam President. 

• I don't .think there's anything that is off the 

table for the working group and clearly if they felt· 

that it would be better to recommend that something 
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·not happen that was envisioned ~arly· on or something 

else·.happened that wasn't envisioned, there's nothing 

to prevent. the wor.king group f·rom .doing ·that. That •·s 

the benefit of having the time where you're not 

dist-racted· bY. other aspects of work to consider all 

elements and bring all the parties t·ogether. 

Remember the objective here is to bring a·bout 

gr.eater efficiency, to expand the opportunities that 

this new division· would provide for the State of 

Connetticut as it -relates to energy and do that in a 

manner where thoughtful -- hopefully, thoughtful 

people will.be doming together and to make 

recommendations back to the Legis·l~ture. Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. You have the floor Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you~ Madam President~ 

·I. appreciate that answer. Through yo~, Madam 

President, I don't -- I don't· -- I want to ask about 

the ISO piece in here that Senator Witkds talked 

about. Can you just talk a little bit about ISO New 

England and how it was creat.ed and why it was created. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 
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_The purpose is that ?f all the areas that have an 

effect on the cost of electricity for Connecticut 

ratepayers, it is. my_ belief and .others that the role 

and the. effect of the independent sys.tem operat·or in 

New England, otherw.ise known as ISO, has as much of an 

affect as any othe~ on how their rules and procedures 

impact Connecticut's rates in contributing our rates 

to our· rates being as high as they are. And this 

process is. being created and we're called for a docket 

at the DPUC, an examination in other words, an 

examination by those that we have charged with 

understanding ·these issues, the·se complex, issues far 

better than we to look at the policies and procedures, 

the rules of the· ESO and how they affect. us, 

positively, negatively, how they might help our rate, 

hbw they ~ight hurt our rate structure and to come 

back to the Legislature with findings in that regard 

and recommendations if they feel that there ought t·o 

bt:: changes with respect to the system that we 

currently are a part of. Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

003411 

·f 



• 

•• 

I 

1- .• -

jp/mb/gbr 
SENATE 

226· 
May 4, 2010 

Thank you, Senator Fonfara. You have the floor 

Senator Kane. You :may proceed. 

S~NATOR ~NE: 

Thank you~ Madam President, and I appreciate that 

explanation. Has ISO New Englandf in its creation, in 

its existence, b~en a success? Through ~ou, Madam 

President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara·. 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Through you, Madam President. I don't know how 

Senator Kane defines that word, so I'm not going to 

venture a gu~ss iti trying to respond to it. Maybe the 

gentleman could·be a little bit clearer in what you're 

seeking as an answer. ·· Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Tbank you, . sir. You have the floor.. You may 

proceec;:l. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam p·resident. Well, I guess what 

I'm saying is~ we joined ISO New England, it was 

created as you mentioned in depth. There has to be 

some outcome, some measures whether it's working or 

not and beca~se I do believe in this bill, it suggests 
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that we move away from ISO New England and out of that 

ISO New England. So if we're suggesting we do that, 

there must be some knowledge or some background that 

says, with it didn-'t work or it did work but we could 

do better. I -have to believe there has to be some 

kind of information_to make that decision upon~ 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Sen-a-tor Fonfara. 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Through you,·Madam President. 

There in-no. way are we prejudging the fact 

finding e·fforts by the DPUC and in no way. are we 

prejudging that and it's our objective to get facts. 

This is a complex fieid. The ISO process and how 

generators are. compensated for delivering electricity 

to our state is one of the most complex areas that I 

have to t?e responsible for in my responsibility and 

role as chair of the Energy Committee. And because, 

as much as any other area, and by the way, generation 

costs are a~proximately 50-55 percent of the total 

bill, and the ISO rules a:nd regulations impact on 

those generation costs that drive our energy rates to 

where they are today in a significant way, it's 
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import_ant that we understand whether or not those. 

rules and those regulations and that organization a~e 

working in the best interests of ratepayers of this 

state, of our economy, and all who ·are af.fected _by 

that. 

THE CHAIR: 

:Thank you, Senator Fonfara. iou have the floor, 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE:· 

T_hank you, Madam President. I' 11 move on. 

Senator Witkos talked about this California 

efficiency requirement, and I'~ curious how during the 

public hearing process businesses talked in regard to 

this particular pi~ce. Were they in favor of moving 

toward this California efficiency requirement? ·were 

they against it? Was there any input from the 

business community, from the manufacturers, from the 

retailers, from the wholesalers? Any input at all in 

regards to making a move towards this California 

efficiency requirement? Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara. 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Through you, Madam President. I do recall that 
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there were Representatives of the retail community who 

spoke ag~inst it. I'm not certain beyond that. At 

this point, I wouldn''t be able to represent accurately 

what was testified to. Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator Fonfara. 

You have the· floor. You may proceed, Senator~ 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam President .. I appreciate that. 

answer. How about -- urn, the procure~ent of power and 

our abilit~ to fluctuate w~th the market be it 

short-term or long-term. I believe part of this bill 

says that· we cannot enter into agreements for a 

certain period of time, I don)t know if it was si~ 

months or longer or·shorter. J thought there was an 

issue in re~ards to.this. And I just ask the chair of 

the Energy Committee what your. opinion is on that as 

far as the purchasing or.procurernent of power in 

relation to this short-term versus long-term policy. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara. 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Thank you~. Madam President. I appreciate the 
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.gentleman's question. And I do sincerely because I 

think it is illustrative for folks who may not spend 

time doin~ these issue -- working on these issues, and 

the more people understand, I think more people will 

appreciate the value of the bill or the amenc::iffient 

before us-~ But spec:ifica·lly to the question, 

currently,.-and I'll try to be as succinct as possible 

with respect to this, current the way Connecticut 

Utilities and they're the entities charged with 

purchasing: power for customers whoever not. gone out 

into the retail market. 

And roughly that is a very small percentage of 

industrial or ·large commercial cust·omers and as you 
' 

shrink in .size. and in terms of ~ize· of the commer.cial 

customer, an increasing percentage has not left irtto 

-- go into_ the retail market to buy their power from a. 

private provid~r, if you will, and as you move closer 

to the residential/small business and then the 

residential market, .a much larger percentage of those 

customers remain under what is called standard 

service. Where the utility while not owning a 

generation is. the purchaser· of that generation from 

private providers and then provides that electricity 

for the vast majority of residential customers stili 
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and a smaller .Per·centage of businesses that still 

remain to get their electricity that way. 

That process of purchasing electricity was 

created back, I '·m not remembering exactly, less than 

·ten years ago under law in which it said we're going 

to buy this power'in.blocks of time, six months as you 

indicated, ovei_a three year period, rolling process. 

And it was .des·igned·. t;hat. way by the former ChC!-irman of 

the public utility ·control commission to stabilize 

rates and insulate. ratepayers from rate shock and that 

has worked .. 

The down -side of it that many believe is. that it · 

insulates rat~payers s9 well that it doesn't al~ow the 

process to take~advantage of buying opportunities for 

power in shorter. term means that· could benefit 

ratepayer~ a~d ·some· hav.e called this current system 

probably the. most inefficient way to benefit 

·ratepayers. And to give you how to illustrate that 

for everyone, in the best way I that know of, 

Connecticut -ratepayers who remain on standard service 

and the majority of our residential constituents are 

on standard service, are paying for power that was 

purchased two, maybe three years ~go, certainly two 

years ago when natural gas.prices were much higher 
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than they are today, and since natural gas sets the 

price for_electricity in Connecticut, that means that 

the price of electricity at that time was much higher. 

It was purchased at ·that time and we are today paying 

for electricity that--was pur6hased two years ago. And 

so, therefore,. we are paying- much higher prices today 

than what the market would bear or is offering. 

This ne~ approa~h says for a smaller percentage 

of the load of that amount of ~nergy has to. be 

purchased, you 1 re able to go ·out and purdhase it in a 

more strategic way, a more aggressive way, so that if 

you have. opportunity ·to- buy that power, you do so. I·f 

it's in a very ·short period of time, then the 

procurement. administ-rator with the utili ties would 

make that decision. · If it's, I believe, more than six 

months in time, then the Department of Public Utility 

Control commissioners would approve that. Anq not to 

steal my colleagues ·thunder he·re, but an example of 

how that works is through CMEEC, which is the 

municipal cooperative here in the State of 

Connecticut. I believe that's about six or seven 

towns and they have measurably lower rates than we do 

and they purchase all of their power in this strategic 

portfolio management approach. Through you, Madam 
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I guess in you~ answer you said that we are 

paying higher r~tes today based on higher gas. prices 

of two yeacs ago? T~rough you, Madam President~ 

THE CHAIR: 

s·enator F.onfara. 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Through me through you, Madam. President, yes. 

THE CHAIR: 

You have the floor, Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you,· Madam President .. 

I guess that leads me to my next question. I£ 

that means that we are paying higher rate~ because of 

the transportation of the gas, of the energy to our 

state, ~ou1dn 1 t it mak~ sense then to have more 

sources of creation of that energy.here rather than 

rely on the transportation, maybe a.lternative vehicles· 

to produce th~ energy here? Through you, Madam 
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Through you, Madam President. First of all, this 

is natural gas we're talking about arid because our 

generation. sources. here in· Connecticut, on most days 

the price is set. and"it goes back to the issue with 

the ISO that I spoke about earlier, but on_most days, 

electricity in Connecticut, the price of it is set by 

natural gas, being the clearing price and that gets 

really esoteric, but when the utilities go out and 

purchase that electricity, they do that in a rolling 

process over three years. And so what might be the 

price of electricity that they are contracting for and 

they )ust, I believe. United Iiluminating just did this 

last week, they're buying power for 2011. now. And 

that price.gets blended in with the year before, the 

year after and i~ keeps rolling in that manner. 

So if the price of electricity that you're buying 

in year 3· is highe~ or lower than it is in year 1, 

when you ··blend that together, it effects the price. 

Today the price of electricity much lower than it was 

three years ago or two years ago because the price of 
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natural gas, due to the economy, due to some discovers 

of how to bring natural gas out of the earth, have 

dramatically lowered the price of natural gas, leading 
' . 

to the lower prices of electricity. 

market·or the retai~ m~rket today; 

On the spot 
/ 

But again~ because of the means by which we 

purchase electricity ·for standard service customers, 

which was designed to·protect ratepayers from huge 

swings in piices, it~s worked. But many would argue 

that it's not working to the advantage of the consum~r 

of the electricity users of this state, across the 

state, tiecause of this lag, because of the inability 

to purchase opportunistically when there's a good 

opportunity to b:uy e+ectricity cheaply, they're.not 

able to do it under the current system. Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, ··senator Fonfara. You hav~ the floor, 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam President, ~nd you know, to your 

example about ·buying for 2011 and then mixing that in 

with the price, I think Sehator France woUld call that 

dollar cost averaging in his business~ But I Still am 

a bit hung :up on that because basically·what you're 

·' 
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sayin<J. is we're, going out -- well first o.f all, we're 

paying a 9reater price because of gas prices in 200~. 

Now potentiallyj we have lo~er prices and we'll mix 

that into the ~ate, which·will then lower over the 

whole petiod. Then·why would we risk, if it's 

working, I. think· .you .-said·. that, the. volatility of a 

shorter :market.· Wo~ldn' t .. t.ha,t be. ·more risky to that, 

what we've been.tal:king about? Through you, Madam 

President. 

THE CHAI.R: 

Senato'r.· Fonfara .. 

SENATOR FON.FARA: 

Through you, Madam Presidentw There's no 

que~tion that it do~~ introduce a degree of greater 

ri.sk, b~t you .hope and you put peopl~ in charge of 

this that know hdw to buy, as with CMEEC .. They look 

at the markets. They pa.y a lot of attention to 

opportunities out: there. :If it ·makes sense to buy 

electricity for a~onth period, two-month period, a 

six-month period, or. buy long for_ a year or for two 

years, they have that ability. That's not the case 

currently under the eurrent system. And while there 

is a degree of added risk, therets a degree of added 

benefit that c·otn:es with that. 
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The way i-t .was structured back some. ye-a_rs ago, 

that was not the consideration of how to take 

adv-antage of opportunities that .came along. I 

- ' 

wouldn't say the Sole,· but the primary objective, was 

to insulate ratepayers -and there's been some. 

·reconsideration of that policy with the introduction, 

gradually, no-t· all a.t once~- a-llowing the department to 

-consider this on a lQ percent, a 15 percent, a 

20 percent basis. of the over-all load to see how it 

goes, with t~e_ability t6 close it down if they felt 

it wasn't __ working well. But also. ·the ability to open 

it up further and buy more and- more o_f their power 

that way if they felt that was advantageous to 

rat·epayers. And-_by the way, the private market does 

this this w.ay every day. Through _you. 

THE CHAIR: 

~hank you, Senator Fonfara. You have the floor. 

You may proceed, Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE:_ 

Thank you, ~adam President. 

In fact, you're answer just led me to my last 

question about the private sector and the alternative 

providers out there. Have we seen that. this step or 

move towards de~egulation that we'Ve had dver the last 
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few years is finally starting to work. People are 

understanding that there is choice out there and that 

they're getting· educated· on all the new choices 

available and they are finally seeing some lower 

rates. Would 90u agree that it is working and we 

should continue.moving in that direction, and ·if so, 

doesn't this bill cqntradict what we agree upon? 

Through you, Madam President-. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara. 

SENATOR FONFARA.: · 

Through you, M~dam President. Couldn't agree 

·more that it's working. -And I along. with ·others on 

the Energy Committee ·who believe. in the re·tail market, 

who believe in -the. cqmpetitive market, have ·stood 

strong against. some efforts· to try -t.o. reverse these 

gains. I continue to do .so. My. colleague Sen~ tor 

Witkos continues to· do.so. Senat6r Duff continues to 

do so. So resist any efforts that return ·to a day of 

a single provider that I find to be very inefficieht. 

But introducing new opportunities £or thoSe who 

have decided not to leave, for whatever reason,· and it 

is their right. Connecticut did not decide when we. 

der·egulated to take all re.tail -- all customers and 
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s·end them out into the. retail _market. ·They gave 

people a choice.to stay and have the utility purchase 

the power :eor them. ·They also gave them a choice t.o. -· 

move into the retail market. That. market is b~ginning 

to grow and this I>rovisfon -l.s simply enables. those who 

have stayed home, if you _will, not left. ·the mother 

nest~ if you will,· the opportunity to benefit from 

different ways of purcha-sing their po.wer. I for one 

do not be-lieve that -the means to creating a robust, 

efficient, positive retail market, that we should 

artifici~lly keep ~ates for all other customers who 

haven't left the nest, if you will, high. 1 don't 

think that's a-ppropriate. I ·think t'he. ret'ail ·market 

ought to win and I want it win, but I belie9e that it 

should win by working har·d, being smarter, thing. more 

aggre~sively, not by using the law or regulations tha~ 

create the· margin to attra.ct customers. by artificially 

keeping, through mean~ that we've spoken about, 

keeping that rate higher. Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator Fonfara. 

'You have the floor, Senator Kane. 

SENATOR -KANE: 

Thank you, Madam President. 
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And I appreciate all the Senator's answers and 

actually enjoyed the dialogue considering how 

· complicat·ed an iss:ue, ·this is. I g~ess I just have on~ 

last question and I w;i.il continue to listen to the 

debate as .it progr·esses .. 

I. do· believe tttf::!r·e• s also, in regards to this 

retail market., some issues in regards to the 

adminis-trative ·costs and what I thin~ is that·, from 

what. my understandinc;J.is, the administrative costs ·are 

·c.urrent1y being taken care of, overcome by the CLMP, 

the UI. And in this bill, that. admin·istrati ve cost 

will now move to that retail market. Through-you, 

Madam ~resident, do you believe that these ~etailers 

then -- will then push that costs or relay that. 

cost, pa~s that cost.on to the end user or the 

consumer? Through you, Madam. Pres-ident. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonf"ara. 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Througn you, Madam President. I apologize. 

Senator ,Kane, my a.ide who ha~ a knack for tal.king to 

me just. as someone's asking me a question, as 

hardworking as she is, could. I ask you to repeat the 

qu.estion. 
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Thank you, Senator K~ne for your indulgence. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam Pre.sident. Of course. My 

question, I guess was ther:e' s I believe an .is.sue in 

the bill, .not ne~es~a.r.ily a· large issue compared to 

what we've talked about for the last 25 minutes or so, 

about. in relation to. adminis.trati ve costs. And 

currently right 110w·, CLMP and UI take care of or pay 

for tho·se adtninistrati ve costs. I believe .. under this 

bill thos·e. administrative costs will now be put upon 

the retail ~arket, the alternative providers. My 

question to you, if that is true, which l believe it. 

is, will those provider$ then be forced to ielay that 

same cost on to . the end-user, to. the consumer, which 

will.· incur a higher ·cost for the. consumer in the long 

run? Through you; Madam .President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara.· 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Through you, Madam President. It was always 

anticipated and not objected to.by the retail market 

that they would pay the costs incurred by them 

exclusively. And this bill attempts· to do that. It 
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establi"shes. that the Department of Public Utility 

Control wil~ create·the process through a docket of 

determining what ar~ the costs th~t have been created 

solely by the re.tail market. What are the costs that. 

are borne solely, or should be borne solely by the 

stand~rd. service cu~tom-r ~nd what.are the 6osts 

that are jointly, for.the system and all customers, 

irrespedtive.of whether·they're in the retail market 

or in the. standard service -- remain with s:tandard 

service~would pay. I think. that's fair and as ·I~ve 

said,. the retail providers have' said repeat·eqly that 

they understand that that's their responsibility and 

they ·should pay that. Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator Fonfara. You have the floor, 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam President.. But, and t that 

is o~•Y except £or the fact that they·will then pass 

that along to the ¢onaumers. Is t~at to be believed? 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara . 

SENATOR FONFARA: 
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Through y.ou, Madam. President. It the extent that 

the syste~ is paying if costs that ordinarily would be 

borne by the, retail companies, b.t1t because the 

utilities are providing services such as single 

bi.lling, that those costs are not currently something 

that normal. compan;i.es ·that .didn 1 t have this pr0cess. 

would have to P•Y ~or, and are being avoided 

currently. T.his simpl:y says let 1 s create a system 

that would allocate those costs appropriate~y. But 

not one mor·e dime, and that 1 s something that was. 

important to me, and others," ·that there not be an 

.inappropriate. cost-shift ·on to retail customers tha.t 

should be borne otherwise. Through you. 

THE CHAIR:. 

Thank you, sir. You h~ve the tloor, Senator 

Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam. President. 

I thank Senator· FOnfara for all his answers. He 

certainly is well versed in the subj.e,ct, and I 

appreciate it. ~ will continue to listen to the 

debate and to try to understand more. I do believe. 

there wil~·be ~ore debate on the topic and look 

forward t·o it. Than·k you, Madam President. 
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'l'hank you, sir. Senator LeBeau, w.ill you r.emark? 

SENATOR LeBEAU• 

Thank you, MaC:lam PresiQ.ent. ·Good to see you up 

there this evening. Good evening. 

THE· CHAIR: 

And gOod:to s~e you, sir, always. 

003430 

-.. 

SENATOR LeBEAU: '1:. 

Thank you. Question for the proponent of the 

pill. 

THE C~AIR: 

P~e~se phrase your question, sir. ;_: 

SENATOR :LeBEAU: . 

Senat-or Fonfara, you mentioned you few moments 

ago and in an as,td~ conversation we we·re having, we 

were talking.· abo.ut CMEEC, I think I've been got that· 

right. And- I believe there ·are .six or seven towns 

tha.t belong to CMEEC in the State of Conne·cticut and 

they have significantly lower -- let me just ask that 

as a question. Do they have significantly lower 

electricity rates? 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara. 

SENATOR·E:'ONFARA: 
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Through you, Madam President. Significantly~ I'm 

not sure where that falls ~at, bat·their r~tes are 

measurably lower than ours, yes. 

THE CHAI8: 

Th~nk you, $ir. s·enator LeBeau, you have·. the 

floor. 

SENATOR LeBEAU: 

I've heard 1-5-20 percent. 20 percent is. the 

ballpark figure. 20.percent would be a- sign~ficant, 

"in mY opinion, reduction in our rates:. And how does. 

t}J.is bill parallel. .I want to make this clear. Does 

this bill or ~ow does this bill parallel what CMEEC is 

currently doing,. what those towns ~re cur~ently doing 

to get a 20 percent reducti6n in xates~ 

THE CHAIR: 

Sertator Fonfara .. 

SENATOR FONFARA:: 

Through you, Madam President. T~ the extent that 

their r•tes are lower than CLMP or United 

Illuminating's r•~es, that it'·s related to the. manner 

in which power is pu!~hase~ and it's not entirely 

becapse of that. There are other factors. But with 

respect. to this c.omponent, yes. Their .entire 

portfolio, to my knowledge, is bought in this 
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strategic o·r opportunis·tic approach, ·where they study 

the market, the~ have people e~ery day observing when 

there is an opportunity to buy_power on a day-ahead 

market, a week-ahead, a month, two months, three 

mo~ths, in different strips an~ different approaches. 

It's an interesting approach, much like Senator Frant-z 

may ha~e-been refe~rfng to earlier about1 it's very 

much li"ke. Wail .. St-reet in the manner that fina~cial 

ins·titutions. ·As. ·a matter of fact· many of the. 

financial. institution·s a·re in this business because. 

they understand risk and they'ye well trained in that 

regard . 

. Our. system does not take advantage of tha-t 

. opportunity, currently .. Through, you. 

THE CHAIR: 

You· have the-floor, Senator LeBeau. 

SENATOR LeBEAU: 

Madam Presid~nt. Thank you. Thank Senator 

Fonfara for th.at exp1anation. So essentially, there 

is a model. out there right within Connecticut, of 169. 

cities and towns, six pf seven already doing this and 

·through at ieast a portion of -- through this. 

different purcha·Sihg mechanism,. a mechanism you call a 

strategic purchasing mechanism, ·they are getting 

:· 
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sign-ificantly lower rates, but the ·rest of the 

Connecticut is not doihg that. But now we have -- now 

we have a bill. ·that will allow all of Connect·icut to 

enjoy ·the fruits of th'at trade.. That. we will have. an 

opportunity to. receive· those lower rates because of 

the bill that we are about to-vote on, i£ this bill is 

passed? 

THE CHAIR: 

·.Thank ··you,. · Senator ... LeBeau. You have the floor, 

Senato~ Fonfara. · 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Throu9h you, Madam President. Yes 

THE CHAIR: 

You have the floor Senator LeBeau. 

SENATOR LeBEAU: 

Well I -- let me just continue with that~ ~adam 

President. Let me pursue that because, you know, I 

·walk outside this door ~nd I see people ~n the 

galleries and nothing -- a lot of good friends up 'in 

the galleries~ but you hear opposition to this bill 

and I hear this is· going· to· raise our costs. But we 

have this example right in front of our very nos·es of 

a method that can reduce -our costs and yet we're being 

told our costs are going up. I find -- I find that. 
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ver~·mysterious and frankly thi~ was, I think1 really 

enlightening to me to learn about ·the differences in 

costs bet.ween the current rates that we. pay and the 

other citie~ and to~ns'in Conn~cticut in CMEEC. And 

Senator Fonfara 1 . can I'-- I'm going to ask yo.u why is 

it that such opposition to.this b~ll ~hen ~e have a 

means and we'ra being told that costa are goi~g -- not 

going to go down,· but they're going to go up. Can you 

it's speculatio~ on y6ur ·part, Sen~tor and may not 

be appropriate. ·BUt if you want to take a shot at it, 

I wo:trld be glad to hear your answer. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara, do you care to respond, si~? 

SENATOR FON£ARA: 

Thro~.Jgh you, Madam President. 

With respe·ct .. to this particular issue, I. think 

there are those: who may· understand th~t the cur.r.ent 

approach to ho~ st·andard service customer e1ectrici ty 

is·~eing purc~ased does not ~rovid~ for an adroit--

ar yoQ like that word, l lov~ that. 

SENATOR KANE: 

(Speaking French.). 

THE CHAIR: 

You nave the floor, Senator .Fonfara. 
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An. ability to take advantage of information and 

knowledge for. the bene·~i t of our rat:epayers and you 

pu:t it pest when you saw that there 'is a system 

already -- and many people in this state, many people 

in this circle have oyer the years cited CMEEC as an 

example of how to manage electricity. and to .it. in a 

cost-effec:tive way. And ·a9ain, I just want to say for 

the. bene,fit of everyone, that it's not entirely a fair 

comparison because. ··there are added costs that we 

require the investor-owned utilit.ies to provide that 

we .do·not require of. the CMEEC. 

:aut·· putting that aside, this approa.ch is 

certainly one.· of t.he reasons . why they· may be ~nj oying. 

lower rates than the invest.or-own·ed utilities, CLMP 

and United Illuminating. Through YC?U· 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, si+. 

Yo~ have the floor, Senator LeBeau. 

SENATOR LeBEAU: 

Thank·you, Madam Pr~sident. 

Senator Fonfara, let me continue with this then. 

So if we were able -- if we were able to actually 
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reduce our rates, say 10, 12, 15 pe~cent, not own the 

20 percent, but the 10, 12, 15 -- say 10 percent. 

Wh~t effect would tha·t. have on the utility. companies 

that are now vying for our business? We talked 

earlier, Senator.Kane was talking about the 

competitive nature of the state and that· we are seeing 

reduced rates. .·We are seeing competitors come into 

the market. ·I get. my mailings and I take a look at 

the mail and I s.ee. lower rates offered, 10, 11, 

12 percent. 

What e·ffect,. if ·We could lower the cost on the 

standa·rd of·fer, in a sense, 1fiha.t. e·ffect. would it have . 

on those companiE;!s? ·What effect would l.t have on 

their rates? .What do you think would happen? 

THE CHAIR: 

Sehato·r Fonfara. 

SENATOR -FONFARA: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Through you, well it remains to be seen. My hope 

is as a stron9 supporter of the retail market, is that 

we would not see the market dissolve. That the retail 

companies that have mo·ved into Connecticut and have 

enjoye~. recent success here in providing lower cost 

for electricity on the generation side of the bill, 
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that they would find other means· to compete. That 

they would lower their rates further, if possible, to 

continu~· to keep the customers they have and to 

attract new customers. That' t"hey would partner with 

energy service companies. to find ways to provide 

additional sa-vings for. the customer, whether they be. 

corrunerc:i,a-1. or indus.trial· or residential. 

That compon~nt on the residential side. has not 

and. I would also li:ke to say, on the commercial and, 

'industrial. side, has. not evolved yet to where it. 

could. There are additional savings to be found in 

that". partnel;".ing. But because this market is still 

·fairly young,. tnost·. companies. are making -- are staking 

their clai.m on sol.ely providing the corrunodi ty, meaning. 

selling electricity only-. Some are beginning to 

partner. Some are: be-ginning to move into _creating 

ene-rgy effi~iency opportunities so that there. is even 

additional savings.. But your point is well taken, 

that if the standard service price were to drop, in 

order to retail customers to maintain their ma~ket 

share or grow their· market share, they're going to 

haye to think faster,_ smarter, be more aggress.ive, 

bring additional opportunit~es for ratepayers. And 

who does that benefit? It benefits all of us. It 
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.benefits all of U:s·. And the standard service should 

serve as, if you will, a (inaudible) as encouraging 

the market to move more manipulatively rather than to 

simply be a high water ma:tk, if you will .. Through 

you, Madam President. 

TH.E. CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator Fonfara. You have the floor, 

Senator LeBeau. 

SENATOR LeBEAU: 

Thank you, ·Madam President. 

Let me. just conclude. s·o as I understa-nd it, 

this i.s not necessa:rily a question Sen~ tor Fonfara, 

but as I under.stand it, we have an opportun.:j.ty with 

. this bill .to at least for· a port·ion ·-- thro-ugh the 

purchasing. costs, ·to have a signi:ficant .reduction in 

. ·the cost of electrici·ty under the standa-rd offer. And 

then there may ·be a second effect, kind of a ripple 

effect that go. through the ·markets to potentially 

reduce our electric costs even more. This sounds like 

a classic win-~in. We win and then ~e win again .. 

Obviously it is a marke.t. 

There are other costs out there~ There are costs 

of fuel oil; there are costs of natural gas. They 

will go up and down and that will be reflected in the 
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cost. of electricity·. But this approach that you're 

proposing. tonight seem·s to be very se.n.sible, and one 

that I hope that we. w .. ill. adopt. Thank you, Madam 

President·. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator LeBeau. 

Will you remazk? 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam ·president. Good .aft.ernoon. 

THE CHAlR: 

Good evening to you. You have the floor. 

SENATOR DUFF: · 

Thank you, m.adam. 

Madam P:resident, as .·we debate this bill tonight, 

I know it's not lost on any of u~ that we all want 

lower energy prices~ There's not a legislator in this 
. 

building who sees his or her constituents and 

'-:J.nderstands the st.rugg1es and problems we all face 

with high ener~y bill~. 

We could probably debate unti~ (inaudible), . 

tomorrow o-r longer about what gives us the prices that 

we have. Back in 1998 when deregulatibn took place, 

long. before I was here, .I'm sure there was the same 
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debate about high electric price. But we can discuss 

the fact- t"hat we are a net importer o:e energy. That 

we use gas and oil.· We do not use coal. We have very 

strict air quality standards. We are a part of the 

RGGT system. T.here' s a number of different reasons 

why we ha·ve high electric prices. And I know that the 

good ~ha~rman of the Energy Committee and all of us· 

have ·always worked; along with t.he ran.king members and 

others, in a very, very bipartisan way to try and do 

what ~e can to help lower electric prices and give 

people re],ief. 

Unfortunately, a lot o·f it ...... our energy prices 

are reflected because of the market that's out there. 

Whether or not. gas.· prices are high, what's happening 

in the w~rld economy, if there i.s p·roblems in the 

Mideast,· if t}Jere' s: pro.bleins where we're importing our 

natural gas from.. So some of it is out of ·our 

control. Most. of it is out of our control. However, 

we have tried very, very hard to do what we can to 

give the·consumers the relief possible. 

I've served on the Energy and Technology 

Committee now for eight years. Two of those years· in 

the ho~se, I was the Vice-chair and I've been 

Vice-chair since I've .been in the S.enate. This is 
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probably, I am chair of. the Banks Committee as many of 

you know, though that has -- as a committee has 

complicated le.gislation, I must say that being on 

ener:gy and technology ee.onomy, I· don't know that there 

is a committe,e. in this Legislature that has probably 

has more complicated legislation than the Energy 

and Technology Committee.-

It's actually,. I had joked to myself that reading 

this. bill .-- I've read i~ over a number of times 

already.and that I've· finally gotten to the point 

where I can understand most of what is in the. 

legislat-ion. It takes· a few years· because the 

;legislation is complicated and it is sometimes 

difficult to understand. But we all do our best and 

we. all hav~ the. best of. intentions. to help -- try to 

help our constituents. 

Th.:l.s legislation -- thi.s amendment that we have 

here today is filled with lots of good things that I 

think would be good to bring bac'k to our constituents. 

Unl.ike. the ranking: member on tne committee, I do. 

believe that the TV'and efficiency standards are 

something that we should push forward. We've pushed 

in our comrnit·tee for greater standards over the years, 

whether it's for appliances or TVs or any kind of 
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electronics to try and help bring people th~ relief 

that they need. 

The investments in renewable. ene~gy_. Very 

laudable. We should be doing that. We have .a c-lean 

e.~ergy fund and a. conversation fund that are lauded 

throughout the nation. The pace program. I commend 

Senator Fonf~r~ for putting this in the bill because I 

know that this may not have always been something that. 

he was always .enthusiastic about, but I know that he ··s 

listened to a lot. o.f people and has been a· great 

leader on this and that is -- this is part of the 

bill. 

Senior rate relief. Who· would be against. helping 

our senio·rs and fol~s who are of lower income and who 

need help in a·little relief~ 

The code· of conduct for retailers when they're 
.. 

going door t·o. door· and trying to gather new business. 

The boiler repl~cement program. These are all 

laudable goals, great things that "I think are pieces 

of ~ bill that would certainly make a fine bill 

together. 

My concern is. in some of the other parts of the 

amendment that wiil eventually become the bill. I 

have. some concerns about the Connecti.cut energy and 
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technqlogy authority, and the fact of -- even it is a 

study ~r putting this working group together and how 

we're actually bringing people together in hiring them 

and hqw that will actually be rolled out. 

I'm concerned about the bureau the power 

procurement and now that is going to work and if that 

is going to be a back door for a power authority, 

~hiCh is something that I knpw the Chairman and I ha9e 

been on the. same page about over the l~st ·few years. 

What we have right rtow, Madam President, is ~- we have 

had. c:~e·regulation since 1998. We haven't been very 

successful. in the deregulated market until I would say 

probably the last co~ple years. I think we're finally 

at the cusp of. having real c_ompeti tioh in the 

marketplace~ Finally gettinq to the point where the 

market is_ taking. hOld, consumers are rallying, they're 

underst~nding the process and we're gett~ng to the 

point where peo~le·knbw that they have a choice in the 

retail supplier m~rkets. 

Just at that time. Just at that time where 

people are finally understanding the options that they 

have, we are, I believe using subtle ways of takinq 

people's choices away. .And I believe that ends up 

hurting consumer choice. It ends up hurting the 
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retail market and ultimately it ends up potentially 

raising prices as well. 

I'm glad that we have the retail supply. I'm 

glad that we have the ·changes that have come about 

over the last couple of years. But what I don't like 

in this ·amendment are some of the -- some of the 

subtle ch_anges. Such as the IRP that is in lines· 7.30 

and 741, .integrated re·source plan, tha-t is paid for by 

the aystems benefit charge. We put that together in a 

bipartisan 'bill back in 2'007. And through this, with. 

the solar aspect· of it, we're going to have to do 

another integrated resource pl~h which could 

potentially cost rat-epayers. I appre.ciate what the 

amendment ~ays about tne 15 percent change, lowering· 

of rates in general. and 10 percent for folks who are 

of lower means~ have less means. 

But those numbers are again laudable· goals, but 

there's nothing in the amendment that says how we're 

actually going to get the·r·e. So I know we're all 

trying to wo;rk-very hard towards the same·goa-1. I 

know everxbody's interests are very sincere. I know 

that the ChaiFman of this committee, somebody who I 

respect very highly and very much and I enjoy working 

with him, has worked very hard on this and that -- it 

003444 



•••• . . 

'·. 

•• '· 

·-~·-

jp/mb/gbr 
SENA'I'E; 

259 
May 4, 2010 

is -- I 'stand here reluctantly to oppose the 

amendment. 

I would hope that at som~ point whether -- I'm 

not sure ~hat's going 'to happen ~ith the legislation, 

hut I hope that at- some po_int, we. can -- if this 

passes and it becomes the law, ·then so be it. If it 

does not, then we can all come back ~nd ptit together 

some 1eg.islation that. will . bring together. the parts 

that we all·can agree on and that we all can bring 

back to our constituents to say that we .have help~d in 

:this great debate for energy- relief. 

Again, I want to commend Senator Fonfara for all 

·of his hard ~o.rk and his dedication to this issue. 

Sometimes we can agree to disagree and sometimes, 

we're all pretty pragmatic on the Energy and 

Technology Committee,. so there a-re times. when we have 

to part ways~ BUt, and this may be one of those 

t.imes, but I do again, appreciate his work .and I thank 

yo.u for your time. I. hope. that, we can get a bill that 

we can all agree ~n. '!'hank you. 

(The President in the Chair.) 

THE CHAIR: 
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Senator Frantz, you have the floor, sir. 

SENATOR FRANTZ: 

Thanks, Madam President, I appreciate that. I 

think there's. no. do.ubt in anybody' s mind here tonight 

that in terms of the- end result, the end game here, 

there is nearly 100-percent overlap of the two circles 

of thinking and mayl::>e perhaps multi-- different 

appr.oaches to the enigma, the riddle of how to lower 

relatively speaking·our energy costs here in the State 

of Connecticut.·- . From an economic development point of 

vie~, this has: been a huge impediment and it '·s 

something. that. I am .rea-lly happy to see is constantly 

being addressed here. Whether it's the right way or 

the wrong way, at least it'i on the radar screen in a 

big way. It~s a big spot on the radar screen and I 

kno~ti that Senator Fon.fara has worked very, very hard· 

on this, with. his committee and in conjunction with 

other committees as well and once again, there's no 

quest·ion that the ultimate goal here is something that 

we all share. 

However~ when we ~tart to go -- you knew there 

was going ~o be a however, -- it's not that bad a 

"however" because it'~ really more· of a question mark 
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that I have. But whenever there· is an approach that 

creates a new divisioA, a new agency, a new branch of 

government, my radar always goes up and says and 

asks myself, where is this all going. Where is it 

going to be.? ·-Not so mu_ch when- you and I are in public 

office, but 25 and 50 years down t:he road. I t:hink it 

was 1862 or '64 that-Abraham Lincoln started the 

United States Depa·rtment of. Agriculture to. address 

many. of the issues that are. somewhat similar to what 

we're. fa~;i.ng here ;i.n. the energy markets and today the 

budget is_ about is hundred 35 or $140 billion per year 

and even the inspector general in Washington has a 

very. difficult time telling you plus or ·minu·s 

25 percent how many people work at that part~cular 

.agency. We have no_ idea how many. people work there 

and apparently, it's growing. 

We know t~at agriculture as an industry in our 

country is not growing. In fact, it's basically 

stopped and it's _certainly been a much lower employer 

than it was in ages past, decade·.s ·ago. Yet that 

department continues to grow and that's what I'm 

particularly conce~ned about here. And hopefully 

Senator Fonfara, the proponent of this bill, this 

amendment could address the built·-in protections or 
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provisions there are to prevent this agency under the 

new name of Connecticut Energy and Technology 

Authority with the Division of Public Utility Control 

and the divis-ion of. research qnd energy technology. 

How that. would, in fact, not grow beyond what you feel 

is a reasonable level and, in fact, do·esn '·t add to the 

cost itself, to ~hat we're tryin~ to get, which is 

lowe·r electricity costs in Connecticu·t. 

So Madam Pres"ident., th.r:ough you, tha·t is a. 

question. 

THE·CHAIR: 

Senator Fonf·ara . 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Thank you~ Madam President. 

Through you, Senator Frant.z, I think the answer 

to your question, a legitimate one. One t·hat I .share, 

firstly goes back to what I said earlier to Senator 

Witkos' questions, and I believe Senator Kane's. And 

·that is currently, we have all of these entities with 

the exception of re·search somewhere in Connec-ticut, 

somewhere in the gr.eater Hartford area pay.1ng rent, 

operating occupying space, doing the work in many 

respects, but in diffe~ent places and not coordinated. 

Ndt under one roof. The primary objective is to do 
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that~ To bring it under one roof~ Not to create an 

energy department. 

I for orie have a lot of confidence in the DPUC. 

I have great confidence in its chairman. I think he 

is an excell.ent Chairman and does a great job and we 

· are lucky t·o.- have him. And I believe we need to 

streng.then ·that organization to be the effective 

energy depa~tm~nt that·our governor had called for and 

others in this building have called for through 

proposed legislation and through many.conversations 

and many outside of here who. said why don't we have an 

energy department.- Wh-y don't we have one place where 

we fOcl,ls on what has become a very important area of 

our ec·onomy. Remember, it. wasn't too long ago that. 

energy was ~necessity, but it wasn't a huge cost -

cent~r f~r business, and for residential consumers of 

energy as well. 

There was a te·rm used not too many years ago 

called "Too cheap to meter" when they talked about 

electricity~ It wa~ a necessary, but not a meaningful 

expense. That worid has changed·and most likely will 

never return, unfortunately. And not to mention its 

impact on this that some believe we go to wars over 

•. energy. We lose our sons and daughters and brothers 
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and fathers and mothers because some believe, and 

maybe rightfully so, because of our addiction to the 

oil drug. And so we need a place that we can think 

about these ·things. and we. can make better decisions, 

smarter decisions,. and have those people be under the 

auspices of a -- ~s bipartisan a regime as you can 

get. 

As you know, ·the five commissioners of ea.ch party 

members of' each pa·rty. So it's as bipartisan as 

you can get. -They're not going to be faced with a 

democratic energy department c:ommissioner or a 

republican energy. department commissioner, but a mix 

of folks· who more.often than not put those issues. 

You don't he~r about that at the DPUC very often. At 

least I don't. They work collaboratively for the best 

interests of the people of this state. I thin·k that's 

the right place to do this. 

But I' 11 answer th.e se.cond part of the question 

this way: Nothing will be done there that you and 

anybody in·this circle who is fortunate enough to be 

back ·next January, will have a say in. Those 

decisions will be made- by thi-s body and the pody 

downstairs and by the governor. Through you, Madam 

President. 

-, 
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THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator Fonfara. 

·You have the floor, .Senator Frantz. 

SENATOR FRANTZ: 

Thank ~ou, Madam President. 

Through you,_ I' app:J;"eci_ate the answer. That was 

an excellent answer. I always like to think, Madam 

President, of the analogy of -- because we're so --

we're big believers ~n the free markets and 

competitive marke_ts ~ It is. what .. has allowed us to 

become the greatest country in the world·and it's 

allowed for a .great deal of accountability and 

competit~on in the. marketplace for whatever you want 

to call it, fill in the blank -- automobiles, other 

forms of energy; any kind of product that you. can 

think of, any kind of service that you can think of. 

I like to think of the a-irline industry as a terrific 

analogy for one of th.e most .competitive, very 

important and str~tegic industries in the United 

States of America, but one that is a great. example of 

how you can~ if pr6perly regulated or let's say 

deregul.at_ed· and properly set. ·up in terms of a 

competitive environment, y.ou can ·wring out. all of the 

excess costs. 

·-
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And this is in a highly complex industry ·too 

that's capital inten~d ve, with highly complicated and 

high tech products that are used, many of them built 

her·e in Connect-icut, which is a wonderful thing. 

Another great star industry from our past. But the 

example is a great, one· because what it does is it 

shows you that, in fact, if there are proper policies 

in place, you can wring out all excess profits. You 

can bring down .costs to. the bare minimum, yet you can 

still have a syst~m that is as close to 100 percent 

reliable. and ·safe., which kind of defies all odds, but 

it works. It really works. In fact, it works so well 

that -~ and I find this hard to believe . 

You will too, I.'m sur·e, since the Wright brothers 

flew over 100. years ago; th~ airline industry has los-t 

more money than·· it. has cumulatively earned since the 

day they· took .off ·from Kitty Hawk. It's remarkable. 

We as consumers. fiave benefited dramat·ically. Can you 

imagine 20, 25 years ago, before People's Express came 

along and Southwest ALrlines came along, that you 

could fly from Bradley· In'te·rnational Airport to Tampa 

~~y for $69? It's a little more than that nowadays, 

but when they first introduced those flights, for a 

couple year:s, tha.t's what it cost. For under $100 you 
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could still fly to places in aircraft that cost 

$125 million with professional crews. So I'm a big 

believer in the free markets, again if properly $et up 

and property rule~ by the federal government, in this 

case. 

And I think that if we have the same thing in the 

energy markets, in particular the electrical markets, 

we've got ourselves a great thing. going. fo·r the 

consumer in·Connecti'cut. I'm a big believer in as 

ma·ny different :players in the marketplace -- in the 

retail marketplace, in· particular. So tnat. there is 

that. competitive element that keeps every.body honest . 

And so if w~ go back to the issue of ISO New England 

for a minute, through you, Madam President, Senator 

Fonfara, the story you were ~elling us bef~re, wbich I 

think is exactly right on the money. Two years ago 

natural gas pri~es were higher. We looked in for a 

two ~nd·a·half or three-year contract, I believe it 

was and we're paying the higher prices right now. I 

believe-that they don't look so good those contracts 

don't look so good today. But it could have gone the 

other way. 

And, again, going back to the airline industry, 

if you look at the one airline that nas made money 
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consistently for the last six or seven years, with the 

exception of one quarter, southwest airlines was able 

to do so because they engaged in fuel hedges for on 

average two and a half years. They averaged i.nto some 

favorable pricing, when no one else in the marketplac;:e 

was doing it, beca~se they couldn't afford it or 

because they didn't have the foresight or because the 

organization ·was so. big, there wasn't, the creative 

thinking. nor the flexibility to go out on a limb and 

take positions in-Jet A going forward. It worked 

magnificently for them. They made money when 

everybody else lost billions of dollars in the 

industry. United airlines decided they were going to 

catch up strategically to southwest airlin~s about 18 

months late~ and sure_enough, they took the wrong side 

of that trade. 

They ended up losing 6 to $700 million in one 

year on incorrect fuel h~dges, that particular year or 

year and a half. So it can come back .and bite you. 

So we all have to remember that when you're taking 

these hedges; things can work against you and so, I 

would be re~lly interested-in seeing the data going 

back even further to see what in fact, has worked for 

us and what hasn't worked for us. And I'm not sure 
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that we here in the circled to. can come to the 

conclusion that g~ing shorter term is necessarily 

going to be a b~tter thing for Connecticut~ 

If $OUthwest airlines had gone forward three 

months instead of two and a half years and that's an 

·average number, they- would not have made out nearly as 

well. Thei~ dollar cost average would have been much, 

much -- about ·.7·0 percent higher. than what, in fact, it 

was because. they. made tha.t COffii"!li tm~nt. for c;i two and a 

hal·f year. peri.od on average. If we put ourselves in 

that kind of position here in Connecticut and we make 

the right. be·.t,. ~e' re s~ving consumers tons of money. 

So through you, Madam President, to Senator Fonfara, 

wh~t I'd:like to do is get a feel for how you think 

this ·body,· -- if this is enacted into law --. how this 

body would be making those kinds of decisions. 

You've indicated t:hat they would be going more 

short-term, roughly six months, I think you were 

saying versus longer term, two to three to four~year 

contracts, which may be the right call. Maybe not. 

But how would you as one of the most power people in 

C~nnecticut determining policy for energy, electricity 

going forward, how would you instruct them to deal 

with.this whole issue of taking positions and duration 
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The bill ca·l·ls for. in the first year that the 

utilities in their ··service area that they wouid be 

responsible for tha·t. purchasi!lg. ·They· handle that in 

conjunction with .the' DPUC and others curr:ently in this 

more· stable, ·less·~trategic approach. It's called th~ 

full requirements, where they put out an RFP and those 

entities that~ill put together the·full package of 

pow.e-r for a six-month .peri.od and then they bid on that 

for the. right. to. provide that power. That's the 

utility. oversees that. cu':trently and then ultimately is 

approv~d through the D.PUC. The utility in our 

proposal would do that more aggressive,· strategic 

buying in conjunctiori with the procurement officer in 

the first year. 

And the department would evaluate that to 

determine how successful it was. I suspect the 

depa~tment. will allow relatively small. amount, maybe 

15 percent·, maybe less, maybe a litt·le more, somewhere 

in that neighborhood of the remaining portfolio, and 
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I'll just, for those that don't know -- the utilities 

have purchased everything for 2010 already and I 

.believe .almost everything for 2011 and have begun to 

purchase. for.2012. So what the utility with the 

procurement. officer, if this were to pass, would be 

procuring for 2012·in that more aggressive way. 

And ag~in, onl~ lS percent of that very small 

portion# I say 15. I am anticipated it being like 

that. But ~t could be more. It could be less. The 

department will make that determination based on the 

information they have. It's a very prudent 

organization. I don't anticipate them jumping out 

there and doing something wild and crazy. I think 

they'll take very meth6dical steps to ~ee how this 

work and if the approach is proven to be advantageous 

in lowering rates, I su~pect they'll continue to lo9k 

at it, .. to advance it, and to make it more of a part of 

the portfoiio purchasing power. Through you. 

T.HE CHAIR:· 

Thank you, S·enator .Fonfara. 

You have the floor, Senator Frantz. 

SENATOR FRANTZ: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Another question for Senator Fonfara. Through 
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you, Madam President, the-companies that I've work 

with, the la-rger ·companies that I've worked with in 

commodity purchasing and commod:i,ty selling. It seems 

_that there's an inve~se relationship between the size 

of the ·company and·the. willingness to take some risk 

and go out ·on a li$, which if properly hedged can 

deliver a far _super~or results to the bottom line of 

that particular· company, than by engaging in what 

typically. happ.ens ·at. larger companies, which is 

committee· meeting. after committee meeting. Group. 

think starts to entet into the thinking process and 

you end up with flawed .decisions. 

Ag~in, like united airlines did with -- a few 

years ago, ·with their incorrect side of the trade 

hedges with re~pec~ to Jet A going forward about. 18 

·months or so. They ended up just in about three days 

losing a whole. lot of m_oney during that 18-month 

period because prices turned against them. 

How can we avoid that? It's Connecticut state 

government any ·way we look at it. It's an agency and 

I understand the intent is i great one, and it's one 

that could absolutely work, but how do we guard 

against what I think we're all so Concerned about 

within state government which is there tends to be a 
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little.bit less of a propensity to take risks in 

decision-making, which often times does-lead to the 

very best result? Through you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator F,onfara. 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Through you, M~. President. 

Good to see you.again this evening. 

THE CHAIR: 

Good to see _you too,. sir. 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Through you,. sir. Excellent question Senator 

Frantz. And one !.happen to agree-- share your 

concern about. Because we would be embarking. on this, 

we've asked the-entity to --that is currently doing 

·this~ with respect to CLMP, they purchas·e _this way i-n 

New Hampshire currently and they have exper_ience with 

it. United Illuminating does not have a su_bsidiary or 

a sister organization where they do this and they 

don't do -it. In Connecticut, there's a more strategic 

. buying, they would have. to assemble a team to do that, 

working in conjunction with the procurement officer. 

This is not ever envisioned and I would not 

support this being done in-house by a state agency. I 
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think you need pe.ople who maybe you~ term, skin in the 

game~ if you will, who understand risk. Who 

understand some these corporations or companies have, 

and I~m sure you're familiar with them more than I, 

have. meteorologists, have ·MIT graduates in 

mathematics. cr'his is a very complex business and you 

want very good peopl~ doing this. And I think because· 

we're starting off in this· minimalis.t way_, and .because 

in the ·case of CLMP, they have a track record in New 

Hampshire, that we're willing to go down this. road. 

And it's for a ve~y small portion of toe load, 2012 

and going beyond, that we think we're pretty well 

insulated from ·any rea;Ily bad decisions and can learn 

from it in probably the least risky way possible, but 

enable the process to be examined and to determine who 

is best to. buy. 

And in fa·ct, in the bill in the amendment it 

says, if it's determined that the utility is not doing 

a good job at it, that we would e·xamine through an RFP 

process who else might be beiter suited to do this. 

Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Frantz. 

SENATOR FRANTZ: 
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Thank you. That's a great answer. I think 

Senator. Foli.fa·ra has demonst·rated that he understands 

good decision-making process Cjlnd commodity markets and 

that is a wonde-rful. sense of comfort and relief for 

me.. I can tell ·you, we're in the· coffee business and 

if you do not: have a.strong background and a strong 

·constitut-ion, ·you .will never.- be _able to make the right 

decision in terms rif being able to go long, short and 

~edge in a var&ety bf different ways to make sure· that 

you're at leas:t. ma.king some. ·money. That's ~hy so many 

people. in that business, because the companies have 

grown to.be toa·big don't do very well at all. The 

smaller, more· strategic you are, the more niche ·of a 

market you'r~ in,. the better you're going to do. 

Back through y<;>u, Mr. President, to the amendment 

itself, th~re's one aspect of it that I do need to ask 

you a ·few ques·tions about. and would like to address. 

And that is the somewhat ironic part about the 

amendment, the bill, which will be the· bill, which is 

we're trying to collectively lower costs for 

consumers. And I think there is definiteiy some Merit 

to many-of the points of this bill, of this amendment. 

But when you get to the section on renewable energy, 

the commitment to that sector and I don't. know anc;l I'm 
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not sure anybody knows, how much it's really going to 

cost to purchase 25 mega watts of wind generation, 15 

mega watts of low-lead hydroelectricity, 5 mega wat:ts 

of other class 1 ·renewable energy sources. I don't 

know if anybody has the data on that in terms of 

today's prices. However, we know for a f~ct that it's 

going to add to the cost of energy. So we have one 

component of this bill. which seems to drive energy 

electric prices.-q,own and then we have another 

component of: it. which. we know is going ·to drive it up 

by an unknown f~ctor. 

And Senat·or Witkos before mentioned a number of 

up to $2 billion over 20iers. That's $10·0 million, if 

my math is correct, every year to support. it. Is it 

noble? Absolutely. Does it make the world greener 

and cleaner? Absolutely, no question about that. But 

the_ big questi-on mark is what's the cost of that 

-commitment to making_ our air and streams and water 

bodies of water cleaner. So through you Mr. 

President, can.we just get an idea of what the 

proponent, what Senator Fonfara's rough estimate would 

be to that coinrni tment · in. this amendment t_o renewable 

energy? 

THE CHAIR: 
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Through you, Mr. President. First and foremost 

because much·of. what we're doing here particularly in 

the solar area· will be driven ·by the anticipated 

growth in this ~arket whereby costs of solar, which 

are coming. down dr.amatical~y now, have done so in the 

last Goup.le of· .years, as. this market 9rows that it 

continues to see c·osts of solar. declining and that 

will further miti~ate a~y additional costs to 

ratepayers~ But as you know, I believe is a rate 

is a cap. on th~ exposure to ratepayers as this program 

ramps up. Meaning: there has been a governor, if you 

will, put on ··the cost of these programs, if we were 

no.t to see the kinds of. e<;:onomies of scale, the growth 

-- and by the way, just to: let people know. about the 

·solar progra~, which is the most significant 

ir:tve:stment in. renewables· that we're making. 

This bill i:s the result. -- this portion of the 

bill is the result of work done ·by a group of 

stakehold~rs, including chair -- a working group that 

was chaired by the current Chairman of the DPUC, Kevin 

DelGobbo, that set out to find out how could we-grow a 

solar industry in Connecticut. Sustainable, job 
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creating, economic opportunities. And they 

commissioned the (inaudible) report that that 

reported .on.how to grow in industry in a manner to 

make it self-sus·tain.ing where it could compete with 

electricity that they call brown electricity, 

electricity:off the grid, that is fueled.by other 

sou~ces tha-n re·new.able. ·And that r.eport essentially 

hai be~n ~odified here. 

:And i·t ·is. designed to: support the developme·nt of 

this industry~ to grow in industry. that currently is 

on a very weak leg because the current mechanism of 

funding it is not working. It is a -- it is an 

up-down, start-s·top kind of industry and yo'u being the 

businessperson that. you are, knows that no business 

can be sustained in that manner. And the (inaudible) 

report :set out to. determine how can we change this? 

How can we build a. sustainable industry for 

residential solar, for commercial and industrial solar 

and for large scale projects that would be grid 

connected? This bill, this portion of the bill is 

that product. 

But to -- so it was designed to operate in a way 

that would make it self-sustaining so in some seven, · 

eight, ten years, this industry would be able to stand 
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on its own two feet without further subsidies. That's 

what this is, but there is a further governor, which 

is the rate ~- which is the cap that says at no time, 

I 

at no time .shall r·ates increase by more than, at the 

maximum, 1 p·ercent. ·of utility revenues. And we 

project that.·at the outset to be approxi~ately $1 to 

1.50 additional a· month on the average ratepayers 

bill. 

Now I have to tell you that this program will not 

begin to ramp up. until 2000 -- late 2012, 2013 and at 

that point the impact on ratepayers will be about 25 

cents on the ·average. ratepayer. So that rate cap, 

that impact cap wil.l. send the. message to the market, 

if you want ·tne ability to deploy this level of solar, 

you've got to get. your costs down. You've. got to be 

able to compete so that. you get the subsidy. You will 

not be able to impact ratepayers. So it is -- I think 

it's a well crafted, thoughtful approach, which by the 

way parenthetically went through the house last year 

unanimously, without. a s·ingle opposition vote. This 

is the same language here this year as it was last 

year. Through you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Frantz. 

003465 

. . :: -· 



• 

f - . . - . -·· 

jp/mb/gbr 
SENATE 

SENATOR FRANTZ·: 

280 
May 4, 2010 

Thank you. Through you, Mr. President. Thank 

you very much for those very articulate answers. I 

appreciate that very much and I agr~e with you that 

ideally one day with a great deal of luck, brains, 

intelligence,. we'll be in.a world where these 

renewable sources of energy are, in fact, going to be 

much cl)eaper to produce than they are today and 

certainly muc_)'l cheaper than it is to. buy a BTU of 

natural gas ·or a gallon of diesel or any other source 

of fuel that creates our electricity for us these 

days . 

The final part of the bill that I'd like to talk 

about for a minute and ask a question or two about is 

the suggestion that we adopt the California standards 

for electronic: devices. Some of the data that .. I've 

seen regarding autom6biles and this is a different 

piece of equi_pment -- kind of equipment. However, 

it's analogous in the sense that it adds a cost to 

an automobile in California as we know has had the 

highest EPA standards and mileage standards in the 

country. These days the disparity.between what 

California requires and a state that does require the 

same sort of efficiency and emission standards as 
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California, is on average about $1,000 a car. If you 

take the average cost of a car today, let's call it 

$20,000, that's 5 percent of the cost of the car and 

if you'.re buying an HD TV, haven't done that lately, 

but let's· take~ guess. Maybe they cost $1,000. 

So you're adding $59·to the price of that 

television,· ·if there is an analogy there and I have to 

believe there is,, we're increasing the cost to the 

consumer .. ·And I don't know what your household is 

like on any given day, but in our household, we've got 

iPods, i-this, i-that~ iMacs and all kinds of 

computers. and TVs going on at the same time. We have 

just hundred~- dozens of electronic devices. And 

there's no.question that we spend a lot of money as 

Americans and Connecticut residents on electronic 

devices through the year. And I·' m just concerned. that 

we're adding to the cost of that by adopting the 

Ca:t.ifornia $t·~ndards. 

And so .I'm going to ask you a tough question, 

while you're being whispered to in your ear -- how, 

' through you Mr. President, Senator Fonfara can we 

assure that we' r·e not adding too much cost for the 

consumer ultimately on. these electronic devices as we 

basically will as a nation to every car bought ~n the 
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country after a certain date in 2011, I believe it is, 

to the tune of·roughly 5 percent of the original cost 

of that particular item? 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator -Fonfara. 

SENATOR FONFARA:. 

Thank you, Mr. Presidentw 

Through-you, I feel.£airly confident that these 

standards w-ill not have ·the affect -- the feared 

affect tbat you have articulated. I'm·give yqu some 

examples a-s. to why. 

This. month, t)'le month of May 2010, the new energy 

star 4.0 standard for televisions, maybe £or other 

things as well, but for televisions in particular, is 

being adopted. It is the same standard as the 2013 

California standard.. So you're going to see that 

become the norm that people will be looking for and 

many do already look for energy star as the model or 

the standard. That's bein~ adopted thi$ month. 

In May of 2012 a new energy star 5.0 standard 

will be. adopted. That's ev~n mor.e Stringent than the 

201~ California standard that we~re adqptihg and won't 

take effect until 2013 . 

Fully 25 percent Of televisions that are on the 
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market today, 25 percent meet the 2013 California 

standar~. And we·~xpect that 7$ percent of the new TV 

models will meet the new energy 4.0 California 

standard by the end o£ thi~ year. 75 percent. So I 

don't think,. based on that information and when I 

heard this, I became c9nvinced ~hat this was an 

appropriate. thing. t-o do. Not to impose upon 

manufactures and·ret~ilers today. And by the way, 

this bill .is written in a way that says that if you 

have in stock televisions whose efficiency levels do· 

not meet the 20~3 standard -- January 2013 standard in 

.December,- then all that stock is available and 

eligible to be sold. · You don't have to take. it off 

your shelves. I don't have to remove it. It's 

eligible to be sold and. you will not be violating 

these provisions. After that -- but again, today in 

2010~ fully 2~ percent of televisions meet this 

standard and we're some three years away. Through 

you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Frantz. 

SENATOR FRANTZ·: 

Thank you, Mr. President. I will leave it at 

·- t_his. There's been- some excellen.t answers and I will 
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sey this, that for this particular public office 

holder, ~ny piece of legislation that brings the free 

market closer to the consumer, unimpeded, without 

regulation or unnecessary r·egulation. Rules are 

important·, but allowing. t_he free market to wo'rk is 

just· as important .. A9ain, it's wbat's. made our 

country the best. country in the. world. It '·s what in 

tbe .past has made our state the. greatest state in t.he 

count-ry. Our elec.trici ty costs are working· against us 

these. days. W~ need to. improve it and I am for 

anything that. brings ·the competitive market, free 

market.- closer to the consumers ... 

··Thank you, Mr. Preside.nt. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, .sir. Will. you remark further? 

Senator Bou:cher. 

SENATOR BOUCHER: 

Good evening, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Good evening·. 

SENATOR BOUCHER: 

Mr. President~ I rise thank you. I rise to 

comment on this particular propos.al, not necessarily 

because that would ,be my first 'impulse, but primarily 
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because I have received so. many phone calls, emai.ls on 

this particular subject. In fact, it really 

replicated a grea:t deal of last year's controversial 

bill 1098, if we tec~ll, when there was an outpouring 

of public comment. And it's interesting, the 

particular constitu~nts that have contacted me. A . 

number of th.em were some senior, single women, living 

alone on a fi}.Ced income ~hat. were very concerned and 

fearful.that."sorrteho~ their electric bill was going to 

go up because ~hey had vent~red into the new 

dere.gula·ted marketp+ace. in the las't couple of yea.rs 

and hav.e found suc-h an ·advantage to them, that :many 

reported having -a 30 percent decrease in their 

electric bill. 

I ·know that's- something that would please. my 

colleague on the side of the aislei Senator Fonfara~ 

because I· lcnow that he· has been a real strong advocate 

and has worked extremely hard to see that deregulation 

actually-started to work in Connecticut. We were here 

during those early days when there was so much concern 

and doubt as to whether we could actually do this. 

And in fact, in the last two years, apparently·, great 

success has occurred. Over 300,000 new customers have 

been bro~ght to a multitude of different suppliers. 
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But unfortunately, it seems.like this session, 

time and. again, w~ are seeing a·bill that has a couple 

of components to it and as was mentioned before, the 

first component having to do with solar power, solar 

energy is so~ethirtg that we all strongly support and 

welcome a gre~t deal, and in fact, has produced some. 

responses within my district to comp~nies that are 

very mu.ch involved in the so"lar indust-ry who are 

writing .me ·to sa.y. thc;1-t without this particular 

~ection, they fe.el that. the solar industry that's been 

built in Connecticut; over the last several years will 

effectively 6ease to exist and with it hundreds of 

jobs tha-t have been created. So t"hey feel very 

str"ongly, almost as. strongly as the other emails and 

letters and phone .calls tha-t I receive, even until 

quite. late. at night, that talk. about the ·fact that 

section 2 and other sections, Connecticut residents 

are finally comfortable with having a choice for their 

electric generation provider. Please don't take that 

choice away from us. ·We're saving money during very 

difficult economic times. A single female and 

partners of a small company -- expenses are high. 

Switching electric provid~rs is h~lping· me. and ple~se, 

pleas~ vote no ag~inst this bill. 
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.so it's very diff'icul t for some. of us. Because 

on one hand, it's doing a wonderful thinq. On the 

other hand, it's doing the reverse. It's really 

threatening them. ·An"d I am also concerned, I believe 

that we '·ve had many discussion·s about budget proposals 

that would in fact• cont~nue levying those stranded 

costs.on Q\,lr'electric bills in order to close a budget 

gap.~ .And if in fact, this bill should go. ·into effect·, 

would it compound that proble'm? 

· I received a h·Uinber,. and it's ·amazing how many· of 

these. small, very small. companies happen to reside in 

the towns that .we represent. Many of them who 

rep:r:esent that over 330,000 residents and businesse$ 

of such as ·Public Power, LEVCO Ener·gy, Positive 

Energy·, North American Power,.· .Discount. ·power_, Star ion 

Energy, Reese, Conn Energy, Energy Plus, VERDE .Energy 

and on -and on. This by the. way is very g.ood news, and 

I think Senator Fonfara would be hearte.ned to hear all 

of these. names who are incredibly c~ncerned about this 

va~ious sections of this proposal, primari1y. 

section 10, l1, 13 and 16.· So they are also concerned 

because they represent about 2600 employees that are 

concerned about some of the sections of this bill 

going through, that it would threaten their 
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liv·elihood.. It could potentially make it not 

sustainable for them to continue to provide this 

service. 

The bottom line for them, I think and their 

biggest concern they've outlined in their 

communication with some of us, is that they·will 

various sections· of this proposa-l, increase the cost 

of d~ing bus~ness·£or the electric supplier to the 

point where wer11 be unable to offer the citizens of 

Connecticut-savings over the utility rates which rank 

among the highest in the nation, which would cost 

these consumers in the state the savings that the 

Legislature gave them when. they approved deregulation. 

So you can ·See our dilemma here for some of us 

that are trying to understand this bill .and trying to 

find ways to support it! because as we've just noted, 

that a good section of it. The solar energy and 

alt~rnative section is something we would really want 

to approve. But then, you know, I reread some of the 

information that we received from our OPM Chief Bob 

Genuario. And having known ·sob Genuario for a very 

long time when he was once a Sena~or, State Senator 

for the Town of Darien and the City of Norwalk, and 

knowing him well in this role that he's taken on, a 
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difficult role during some of our mos·t. difficult 

times, i know for a fact that he has only the best 

in.terests of the state and its residents at heart. 

He doesn't ·speak for one special int·erest. or 

another, bu~ for the state and its residents and I 

reread his communicat.ion to us wh~re he feels very 

strong-ly that the. ultimate budgetary implicati.ons of 

thi~ proposed regi~tration --·legislation, as well the 

potential likelihood of adversely effecting ratepayers 

present·s a significant deterrent. to achieving the 

voiced intent of. the proposal. · And he remarks as we 

might feel as well, the frustration with Connecticut 

that is be·ing. subject to ISO decisions making -- that 

may not .necessarily always align ~ith the goals that 

we have for our state~ 

He is very concerned about alternative route 

Conne_cticut wo~ld ta'ke to lead to g~eater costs or 

cortsequenc::es for the ratepayer when s·uggesting going a 

different way than we currently go and is hoping that· 

we leave th~t up to the federal regulators, rather · 

than having Conne.cticut do this right now. Because he 

f~els that leaving ISO New England could leave 

Connecticut with remaining financial obligations to 

the regional transmission owners .for regional as·sets . 
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And ~hich he believes, thi~ is ~nticipated to 

cost billions of dollars. He's concerned that the 

operational and reserve requirement costs f.or 

Connecticut could be sul:>stant'ial and that other 

options; such as long-te'rm COS contracts already 

available to Connecticut to the extent needed and 

ove~building could increase ratepayer's bbligations 

and subject us to reasonable market rule penalties. 

Particularly, I think he underscores that if the 

language conta-ined remains as it. is and passes, this 

evening or -tomorrow, it would not have the suppor,t o-f. 

this administration and I think he qoesn' t use· that 

term very lightly. So it makes me wonder in debating 

all o! this, where we're going to be at the end of the 

day. · And feeling_ that it ma:y. not be an equitable 

proposal because it. actually impacts. all energy types 

which wbuld result in a si9nificant increase in fees 
. 

tha~ could be borne only by electric ratepayers of 

Connecticut light and power and United Illuminating. 

This does raise a lot o1 signi~icant concerns. 

It puts some of us in a very difficult position, 

because on one hand we want to support ihis bill. It 

has a tremendous component, a pos·itiv.e component. On 

the other hand it raises tremendous concerns that we 
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are Gausing _addi:tional burdens dur"ing a very diff-icult 

time to those p~ople and a lot of my constituents that 

can't afford a higher cost when just they felt that 

they had gott~n relief a~ a critical time when their 

003477 

own pay may be reduced, that the.y may feel_ more in · -· 

jeopardy with regards to their jobs and costs in . I . 

_Connecticut are so high and there's potential- for 

additional tax· increases around the corner. 

So as I said, I am very concer·ned about. this bill 

being. pas,sed this evening, simply because it raises so 

much serious ques.tions and I certainly welc.orne any 

response to some of the issues just, mentioned on the . 

part of my constituents~ And as· I said, it's just 

going to be difficult to. bring·home just hal;f a loaf 

in this particul~r proposal. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator Boucher. Senator McLachlan. 

SENATOR M_cLACHLAN: 

Thank you,. Mr. President. Nice to see you here 

this. ~vening. 

THE CHA'lR: 

Good to be here, sir, with you. 

SENATOR McLACHLAN: 
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I rise to express some reservat-ion about the 

amendment. before us, but in doing s·o, I real1y wanted 

to say thank you to the chair of energy and 

technology·, Senator ·Fonfara for numerous hours I know 

that you've been $pending on this. The rumor has it 

that. you've been here until 4:00 in the morning some 

evenings trying to make sure this legislati6n came 

together. ·And I applaud your efforts, and as. I read 

the bill, I agree with what I've. also heard so far-

t;his evening, that ~his bi11 has. some really good, 

good ideas. It has some terrific ideas·that are 

forward thinking as it relates to alternative energy . 

It has some great ideas about how we can be more 

productive and efficient in energy use in Connecticut. 

My perception of the energy business in 

Connecticut. is. really as a layperson. I heard some of 

my colleagues say that the energy and technolo~y 

economy, in fact, ·I think it was Senat·or Duff saying· 

tnat the Energy· and Technology Committee. clearly has 

some of the most diffi!=ult, complicated legislation 

that comes before·the Connecticut general assembly and 

L would-agree with that statement. I've tried to 

follow that committee because I'm a little bit 

interested in energy and it is very complicated • 
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But laypersoh's perception of energy in 
. . 

Connecticut is that deregulation generally speaking 

has been sort of a mixed bag as far as consumers go 

and since we!_ve had choice in Connecticut, choice of 

energy suppliers, it seems that businesses have 

embraced the j,dea: fa.r greater,-. far faster than 

residential customers have .. And now, aft~r these 12 

·years, I guess Since dereguiation occurred, ·it is in 

fact, now ·that residential users are. really· catching 

up. and t.ak.ing· advantage of some of the. 30, I 

understand, .alternat.ive suppliers that are available 

in the Connecticut ma~ket. That's a good sign. I. 

·think it' s a good s1gn that people. are embracing the 

choices they have in the energy market ·and are now 

beginning to see some cost savings. j,n their energy 

bills. That's good. That's good news~ 

Thi·s legislat-ion I mention has some very good 

ideas. I ' 11. try to focus on ·the ones. that I think are 

the highlights. Developing a comprehensive. plan is a 

g6od .idea. Looking forward -- 1 always think planning 

ahead i.s -a good idea, but frankly, I think it sho.uld 

be in partnership with the power companies and the 

goal of lowering the cost of electricity instead of a 

new agency of government. I think government has to 
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work with the open markets. Has to work with our 

energy companies and let· us be a litt.le .bit more 

creative in our tho.ught process of how to be more 

efficient and have less expensive energy options. 

I'm very h~ppy to see lots of focus on 

alternative enE3rgy incentives. Solar· market. I come 

from Danbury and we are the proud home of Fuel Cell 

Energy, a very prominent and thriving alternative 

energy company. And I'm .. happy to.see fuei cells 

mentioned in this .leg,islation as a future focus for 

the economy of Connecticut. Fuel Cell Energy is in 

Danbury and 'rorrington and United Technologies is 

involved in that business. S6 it~s good that we're 

focusing on. industries that already exist here and 

helping· the~ to grow and pr,osper,. 

The solar ma-rke.t·, I've had lots. of conversations 

wi'th solar suppliers, installers and manufa-cturers 

over the last month or so. And have learned an awful 

lot about that busines·s and I think that w:e should· 

fertilize the ground of Connecticut for us to have 

fertile ground ~o bQild those businesses. Those are 

good jobs to have ~nd we should be thinking about. 

that. That's ali good, economic development activity 

that we a.s a Legislature should spend a lot of our 
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time and energy on. And you're trying to do that and 

I see that. I thin·k that our chair of the Department 

of Public Utility Control is a brilliant guy.· I'm a 

big fa_n o,f. Commi.ssioner Kevin DelGobbo. I think the. 

State of Gonnecticut is very fortunate to.have someone 

with his talerit, with his expertise in the business .. 

He cam~ ~p through the ranks and learned the business 

on the legislative side and we're fortunata to have 

Kevin in that role. And I believe that we should 

continue to look out to Kevin for assistance in future 

crafting: of energy legi·slation. But I fear that this 

is. not the r_ight. legislation for this time ·and I say 

that because ··r: have. a general se.nse tbat .it's j u.s~ 

reaching too far and too tast. Now, those of you who 

have been at this £or a ·long time would ·say-perhaps 

that you think it is running at a snail's pace and 

you, you know, you really want to. get this over the 

finish line. And frankly, that reminds. me of late 

last year when Washingt_on, D.C. was trying to the big, 

big ·legislation over the finish line. And I would 

urge us not to rush something that is so dr~matic and 

such a big ·change without a little bit more thought 

and a little bit more sensitivity to ouE financial 

crisis that we fac.e ri9ht now. 

00'3481 



• 

• 

.--· 

jp/mb/gpr 
·sENATE 

296 
. May 4, 2010 

It's ~y sense that the Connecticut Energy and 

Technology Authority that is propos~d frankly is an 

unwelcomed expansion of state government. at a time . 

when we really should be taLking about shrinking state 

.government. Now I. understand there .are good argum~nts 

for this mold that has been proposed. The problem 

with the propos.al is that somebody has to. way to it 

and that i~ the ratepayers. So the residents of 

Connecticut now have to. have some increased costs in 
. . 

their. monthly utili.ty bill, electric bill, so fund the 

cost of expanding· government. And I have a v.ery 

difficult time enterta·ining that· idea in this very 

difficult time where we·' re facing criticaT budget 

shortfalls all across state government ... And I think 

because of· all ·of that, this is not the. ri9ht time to 

be ·entertaining· the expansion of. state .government. 

Why not just start with the ~orking group that's 

talked about. Why not j~st start with a_more det~iled 

planning proces~. You know_, again, some would say 

Senator McLachlan, that's what we've been doing for 

years. We~ve been talking ~nd talking and now we've 

got to do it. And my suggestion is you've come up 

with some great ideas, but you've also come up with 

ideas that I'm hearing may cost residents of the State 
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of Connecticut ari_d busine·sses of the State of 

Connecticut well over a billion dollars over many 

y_ears coming fqrwar:d. That's an increase. That's 

raising. costs to live and do business in co-nnecticut 

and so I --sugg.es,t· ~ha~ a-t this time, at this time, we 

mus·t postpone .this idea· and continue planning until we 

can find new_ idea-s that are less expensive. 

The California standards frankly makes me very 

nervous. And I say it makes me nervous because I'm 

~lways suspect of why any state would want to adopt 

just. what Califor'nia· is doing, just becao:se they·•·re 

the biggest state.: Now we all know that California 

has a reputation of being_ the most env.ironmentally 

respons·ible -- they claim to be the mo_st. 

environmenta-lly responsible. state in the United 

.States. Well fra·nkly, I'm not sure that is an 

accurate statement. One of the challenges with lots 

of the·standards that exist in California is increased 
I 

costs. Now i·f we can adopt energy efficiency and 

reduce our ca·rbon _footprint per se. and we can do that 

without breaking the bank, then we should. do that. 

But we shouldn't jUst reach out for wh~t we're 

perceiving to be a good idea without having a clear, 

very clear pic-ture about what is the financial impact 
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for the. residents and businesses of Connecticut. 

My friend Senator Witkos raised what I think a·re 

some very good points about the cost of appliances 

here in the State of Co.nnecticut. And so if it's a 

200 or $300 increa-~e cost in an appl.iance, a 

television set, those are very important 

considerations that we should be making·. You know, if 

you' ·re ·going to. buy a $4, 000 television. set, .$200 may 

not. mean much to. you, but let's face it. Look around 

your constituents. How many of your constituents are 

buying $~,000 television sets. They're buying $350 

television sets and it's ~ stretch. They're.buying a 

$500 television set and it's a big Christma~ holiday 

gift. for their family.. So when you're talking about 

dramatic increases in the cost of appliances,. think 

·twice. It may .not mean much to yo~r comfortable home 

budget, but to most people in Connecticut·, it's a lot 

of money. 

So I thank Senator Witkos for raisin~ that point. 

I really hadn't given that .much thought. until I 

l~stened to his debate earlier this evening. 

Multistate appl~ance standards collaborative and 

discussed in this legislation. BUt as I understand 

it, it says multistate~ but we have so·states and that 
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collaborative is only half a dozen states. That 

leaves me pause. for why has it no.t been embraced much 

more widely at this point. If those standards.are so 

good and ·so important; why are we just g-oing to be 

state number six or- sta.te number seven to embrace this 

idea. rt seems to me that we should p~use and think 

longer anO. harder about. that _idea. 

If. we.' re ·talking about i'ncreas:in,g -electricity 

rates and that's what it is, you have to add~oney, 

you have. to add charges to the monthly .electric bills 

- ~ to pay for .some of these good -ideas in here. I don't 

think this. is. :the. tim:e. to do it. When ·1. talk to small 

.• .. business own~rs, like one who 1 introduced to you in 

this circle a-t. lunchtime today,· they all talk to me 

about the high cost of doing business in Connecticut. 

And the. simplest. and ,most conunon complaint. you will. 

hear f-rom anyone doing busines·s in Connect'icut is the 

cost of electricity. And so I don't think we should 

be ta,l.king. about increasing costs of ·electricity at. 

this time in thi·s economy. 

I think Connecticut residents want less 

g~vernm~nt, not ,mo,re government. And I c;:io believe 

that this legislation is really expanding ~he 
·, 

bur·eaucracy of t'he State of Connecticut and. 'I don't 
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think that's the right .step t.o take at. this time. 

Once again, Senator Fonfara, I want to thank you for 

your work and that of your committee. I know you've 

really put your heart and soul into this. I think· 

·yo.u' ve got. some. genuine. good id~as here. But I just 

encourage you t·o stay focus on what. the free market, 

can do. ·I think that is what's best for the r.esidents . 

of Connecticut. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Will you. remar·k on Senate amendment A? Senator 

· Ro·r.aback·. 

SENATOR .RORABACK: 

Thank you,. Mr. President. 

I had the· pleasure of being in. the chamber for 

most, if not all. of.the debate on this bill this 

eyening. And Sen~tor Fonfara has done a not 

surprisingly commendable job in articulating the 

r·easons :f.or this bill and the benefits of thi.s bill. 

But Mr. President, I'm conflicted because I for one 

see the merit of ramping up our investment in solar 

technology.. I know there's a pent Up demand in the 

world for greater assistance in converting people to 

solar e1ectrici ty. And :yet, Mr. President, th.ere are 
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other components of this bill which give me great 

pause, not the least of which is the apparent desire 

to dictate the methodology by which power is produced. 

And Mr. Pre:sident, I. just ,had a couple of 

questions through you, ~f I may, to Senator Fonf~ra, 

because this is an area not for the faint of heart. 

And I don't ~- I'v~ never had the pleasure of serving 

on the Energy and Technology Conimittee and Senator 

Fonfara is an indi v~dual. whos·e expertise I respect 

greatly. Sothrough you, Mr. President, a couple 

questions to Senator Fonfara. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfaraa Please proceed, sir. 

SENATOR RORAB}\CK: 

Thank you, Mr. President. When the price of oil 

went up, the pri~e of energy went up, electric bills 

skyrocketed and we all heard from our constit.u.ents. 

Then when the price of oil went down -- we heard the 

same thing about gas prices, right? when it goes up, 

you can w.at.c·h them put the things up -- you know, on 

the placards that day. The price goes up and when the 

price of oLl goes down on the world markets why is 

there such a lag in seeing the price of gas go dow·n. 

Similarly ~hen the price of energy went down, my 
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constituents called me up and said why isn't my 

electri~ bill going down? If the reason it went up is 

becau·se energy prices. went up, why doesn't is go down 

when energy prices go down? So I call the DPUC, and 

they say, well -- or I call the power company and they 

say· the: reason fox that. is they will go down but 

approximate ·won '·t. be for 18 months or two years when 

these contracts kick·ln. 

So· through. you, Mr~ President, do I· understand it 

COrrectly that. One Of the ·reaSOnS We don It get. the 

benefit-of immediate price reductions when energy 

costs drop is because of the process werve developed 

for buying power. which. commits us to future contracts. 

Through you, Mr. President, I know that' ·s a long 

question, but it's a complicated premise that I'm 

trying. to draw out interest the good Senator. So 

tl)rough you, Mr. President, Senator Fonfara, is that· 

one of the reasons we have. to wait for energy prices 

-- for electric prices to come down is because we .buy 

power thr~ugh a complicated series of futures that we 

.s.ecure. We're. buying now for two years down the road. 

Through you, Mr. 'President, Senator Fonfara. 

THE. CHAIR:. 

Senator Fonfara. 

~ I o 
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Through you, ·Mr. Pre.siden:t. Yes. The initial 

method of buying power for standard s·ervice customers. 

Those are the customers again who have decided not to 

venture out. into the zetail market where increasing 

numbers are .. But-those· who have decided to stay with 

the utility buying. their power, the standard service 

method for purchasing was des·igned with the ·f.ocus on 

stability, ·not on trying. to identify. the best price. 

P<?s·sibl·e' for. power. And. so they designed this rolling 

average, th:ree-year mechanism that is· designed t·o 

insulate the customer from larger swings. in the price 

of energy when s·omething like energy or. fuel cost·s 

rise, as they cUd dramatically la-st summer. Through 

you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator 'Roraback. 

SENATOR RORABACK: 

Tharik you, Mr. President. Sb in a ti~e when fuel 

prices ar.e rising, electr-ic customers should say 

haLLelujah, thank God, we have purchased these 

long-term contracts and we're not feeling the 

immediate rate shock of a dramatic rise in energy 

pri~es. But Mr~ President, I'm guess~ng that 
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si~ilarly when you have that stability, the price you 

pay for s~ability is that when prices go down, you 

don't get the benefit of· a declining price. So Mr. 

Pre·sident, through you to Senator Fonfara, would it ,be 

totally off the w.all to compare what the state is 

doing to what each of us does as homeowners. .We can 

buy heating oil. 1 can enter my heating oil. dealer 

calls me up in July and says, I'll Qive you your 

heating oil for· $2. 50. a gallon all winter. if you' 11. 

commit to pay that price now. And I think do I want. 

that stabi.li ty of knowing what my oil price is going 

to be in July or do· I want to roll the dice ·and come 

December, oil might. be $5 a gCJ.llon or it mignt be a 

$1.50 a gallon. But in exchange for the stability of 

·being able to plan for around $2.50 a gallon, I take 

that price and the trade .. off is if. the price goes 

down, I'm stuck with that highe'r price. The security 

is if the price. go·es way up, 1 'm protected from that. 

So through you, Mr. President, is that vaguely or 

generally what. the state's system is designed to 

achieve? Through you, Mr. Presiderit, Senator Fonfara. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfar·a. 

·SENATOR FONFARA: 
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Through you, Mr.. President. Precisely. The only 

difference being is that in your scenario the 

homeowner is not. bound by law to enter into it this 

more stable means, which is the CASE for standard 

service currently. l'nrough you. 

THE' CHAIR:.· 

:.-: Senator Ror~back. 

SENATOR RORABACK: 

. ·, 

• I thank· you, Mr. President. And to tha-t point, 

it seems that if we in ou~ wisdom tell the power 

company thi·s is .. how you have to buy your p.ower, right? 

By law, you bave to have use this three-year rolling 

ave·rage thing, i.t seems pretty ·ro~gh of we as elected 

officials to then criticize them when fue~ prices 

when energy pr.i.c·es decline and they can't take 

advantage of them be'cause. they've done what wei ve told 

them to do, which is to se~ure these long-term 

contracts. Through you, Mr. President. I don't 

again, I'm not on the Energy Committee~ but I just get 

the sense of what happene~ was we plac~d a bet in 

order to have stability and we lost that bet because 

energy prices feli more than ve anticipated. So now 

we' .re trying to unscramble the egg to put ourselves ;in 

a position whe~e we wouldn~t lose that bet. But whors 
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to s~y that energy prices don~t rise again and then 

we' r.e back criticizing the power com!Jal)y because they 

didn't those long-term contracts in place. Through 

you, Mr. President, Sen~tor Fonfara, is that a risk? 

THE CHAIR: 

s·enator· :Fonfara. 

SENATOR FON.FARA: 

Through you~ Mr; President. No question 1;hat you 

· .. introdUce m:ore ··risk, but more opportunl. ty th~ough this 

.approach and just .about everyone who spends any time 

~n.this fi~ldi and Irm no~ talk being legislators. 

We.' re lay people compared to -- even members: of the 

Energy Committee. are lay people compared to the fotks 

who ·qo this every day and are. trained in it and make 

their living at it, but most people, if. not everyone 

who. spends time i~ this, will, say that over the lon9 

haui; t"he closer you·can get to the market price, the 

bet·t.er you are and that consumers of that are better 

off. Thr·ough you. 

rfiE C}:{AIR: 

Sena.~or R.oraback,. 

SENATOR RORABACK: 

Th~nk yoti, Mr. President. I guess particularly 

in a deregulated environment whe~e consumers are being 
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invited to purchase their pbwer from other sources, 

I'm not. convinced the government playing a greater 

:role in l.ong-ter.m power purchasing. is the right way to 

go .. And as·r said, I like the solar provisions of 

this bill, if we w.ere voting· on them s·ta.nding alone. 

They would· h~ve ... my vote, but because of the ·otbe.r 

sections of the·bill, ·r can't. support it. It hurts me 

to say that beca·use I know how hard Senator Fonfara 

has worked and I than~ bim for his work and I thank 

him for. his answers. 

Thank you_ Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you,. sir. Will you remark further on 

.. .Senate A? W.i:ll you remark further. on Senate A? If. 

not -- Senator Fonfa.r·a. 

SENATOR FON.FAAA: 

I. don·· t know. if I had asked for a roll call vote 

THE .CHAIR: 

I had asked for it. I think they said you did. 

SF;NATOR FONFARA: 

Thank you. 

THE CHAIR: 

If not, Mr. Cler'k, please call for a roll call 

003.493 



i·-\ . -

• 

I· --· 

jp/mbigbr 
SENATE 

308 
May 4, 2010 

vote. The machine 'will be opeh. Piease keep the door 

clear. Please in the £rant, so people can come in and 

vote. 

THE CLEBK:. 

. -An .immediate roll call vote has been ordered in 

the Senate. Will a,ll Senators please return to the. 

chamber. ·An immediate ·roll call vote h~s. been ordered 

i~the Senate.· Will.ali Senators please return to the 

chamber-.. 

THE CHAIR: 

Have al~ Senators ~oted? Have all Senators 

vot·ed?. If all. Senators. have. vot.ed, ple.as.e. chec.k your 

vote. 'The· machine. will ·be locked. The Clerk will 

call the tally. 

THE CLERK:, 

Motion. is. on adoption of .Senate Amendment 

Schedule "A." 

Total number voting 33 

Necessary for Adoption 17 

Thos·e voting Yea 20 

Those voting Nay 13 

Those absent· and not voting 3 

THE CHAIR: 

Senate "A" passes~ 
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Will you remark further on Senate Bill 493? Will 

you rem~r~ further on Senate Bill -- Senator Witkos. 

SENATOR WITKOS: 

T~ank you, Mr. President. 

While the d~bate focused on several, several 

different pieces of mate·rial, I wanted to go back 

before t call my amendment and just clarify three 

thing_s that. I· heard that I believe needed 

clarification. 

When the con:versat.ion between the two Senators 

r~gardin·g t~e CMEEC, the municipal. authority, where 

the. exampl~. was. given, a-ren·' t. their rates at least 

15 percent lower than tbe ones that we're current 

ex~eriencing, and that if we pass now the bill that 

We I 11 experience the· Same • 

:M·r. President that is not comparing 

apples-to-apples, L went ~nd did a little research and 

come· to find out, the reason why the CMEEC. is enjoying 

those· rates that they curre.ntly do is because they are 

operating under old contracts prior to the 

deregulation. So no wonde·r. They have contracts .from 

20 years ago that they'r~ operating under. That's why 

it's cheaper. Let.' s not p.ut out false. information so 

people have unrealj~ed expectations as to what will 
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The study of the ISO -will cost r-atepayers 

appro~imately $3 million. That'~ the average cost of 

doing the study on the ISO by the DPUC, borne by 

~atepayers. And I. was. surprised upon reading a Li, ttle 

bit closer in·. the bill and because of previous bills· 

that we. deba·ted here in the chamber, that in the code 

of conduct ·piece there's. a provision that says if 

someone was ever arrested and convicted on a theft 

charge, pick pock~ting, shop lifting,. they can never 

work under that. indust·ry, according to those 

guidelines. Hopefully we can come· ba.ck and fix that 

because ·I would hate to see. somebody that made a 

mistake in their teen years and in their adult life 

become an ·expert in this fieid and not be allowed to 

work because we passed. a law that says if. you were 

convict the of shop lift~ng, you're.excluded .. 

And the other provision I ~ould like to say is 

while we're ramping up the bill to procl,lre all this 

solar energy, we should slow it down. Because the 

price of making the ~olar energy is going to come 

down. Right now, when new products come on the 

~arket, as consumers we say, well let me wait. 

Because as soon as it comes on the ma.rket, it's going 
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• to be really expensive. I'll wait unti1 the price 

comes down. The more people start buying ;it, the 

prices will drop accordingly. And t~at' s what I •·m 

asking that we should do on the solar side. Buy some, 

but not buy_it ali right away. As the price. drops 

down, we' 11 get more fo·r our money. 

· And I .will~ Mr. President, state.to you that I 

~elieve the·: underlying bill can be made better with a 

:few adjustment·s and I '.m going. to be addressing those 

adjustments· in an amendment that I'm about to call. 

But T want to saY. thank you to Senat·or Fonfara for 

working with me, being my mentor over the past two 

years on the Energy and Technology Committee. He's 

_been a _great teacher for. such a very, very comp1ex 

s·ubj ect matter, and it takes patience, especially when 

·you're dealing with me and taking me through th.e baby 

steps on le~rning this proced.ure and he's done a 

yeoman's job. We spoke after 10:00 every night, 

Friday, Saturday and Sunday, trying to hammer out an 

agreement that everybody we thought could agree to. 

With :that, M·r. President, ·the Clerk has in his 

possession LCO 5573. I ask that it be called and I be 

allowed to summarize. 

~- THE CHAIR: 
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LCO 5573, which will be designated Senate 

Amendinent Schedule "B." It's offer.ed by Senator 

Witkos of the 8th District. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Wi t.kos. 

SENATOR WITKOS: 

Thank you, Mr. President. I move. ado·ption. 

THE CHAIR: 

Motion on adopt.ion and ·summarizat:ion. Seeing no 

objection, please proceed, ~ir.· 

SENATOR WITKOS: 

Thank you, Mr. President . 

. - Lad-ies and g.entlemen, there are ~orne excel.len.t,. 

excellent. components of the underlying bill. -This is 

a strike-all amendment and this amendment retains 

those excellent. portions in the underlying bill, but 

removes the· very costly ones and the ones that .don't 

make any sense. 

Tbe first part of the debate focused on breaking 

tip the DPUC and forming two separate divisions and 

then creating a working group to ba~k fill it. This 

amendment says we're going to create ·a working group. 
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the same ?eople that are contained in the underlying 

bill, and then they're gain~ to report back and say 

how do ·w.e structure the. CETA authority.· Because I'm a 

strong believer that. if we can move everybody· into one 

house, we may reduce the cost. But let's p.ut the 

horse before the cart, the ~ay it. shoUld be. The 

working group will come together. ·They will report by 
.. 

January 1 bf this year. 

We're not .asking. for a long time out.. January 1 

of this year. They're going to report back to the 

Legislature with.any recomrn~ndations for either 

regulations or legislative changes that must be met . 

And in that analysis by the working group, they will 

determine the ·types of employees, the ~iumber. of 

employees, where it should be. located, the. roles of 

the agencies. It'~ built in and I think we can study 

the. New Yor'k, the. NYSERDA that I spoke of ea-rlier, at 

n6 cost to ourselves. We need to reach out to other 

agencies. Do the fact finding. That's what the 

section 1 of this bill does -- of. the. amendment. 

Section 2 provides the low-income rate that th_e 

original bill does. For the folks that just cannot 

pay their bills, let's help them out. We may not have 

as.many shutoffs if there was a rate people could 
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afford. And·this is no new dollars. No now ratepayer 

dollars. What ·the amendment does, it says it· creates 

another :program and ailows the DPUG Commissioner to 

examine the programs and possibly terminate. some 

programs tha-t don't make. any sense. -But this is one 

program that if -yo_u don't ineet the 60. percent of a 

median income, you can ·get a special rate for your 

elect.ric bill. • 

I ~gre~ that.w~ sho~ld allow the utilities to 

procure:· or mariag~ 15 percent of their. portfoll.o. 

B.ecause they. may be able to. buy electricity. at a. 

better· rate. than going out on the wholesale market . 

There's a section in the bill. that allows for 

combined heating power and furnaces, for an incentive. 

To replace inefficient gas btirners or- oil £urnaces and 

to make it affordable. to folks so. they can do it. 

Because these are major purchases and maybe. that's the 

reason why people can't do this in their homes or in 

their businesses. Wouldn't it be great if. you could 

·replace the furnace in your home or business and keep 

paying the same amount of money that you do every 

month, but you're make it up because. of. the efficiency 

in that unit we aLl benefit from that. That's what's 

in this amendment . 
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This amendment allows fot condominium 

associations to apply jor their pu6lic buildings~ for 

their club houses, their common .areas, to purchas~ 

green energy_, solar initiatives out. of the clean 

energy fund. · it makes them eligible~ 

This amendment provid.es an ea-rma-rk of $5 million 

out of the clean energy fund £or fuel cells~ We 

believe Connecticut is the fuel eel~ capital of the 

world. Designed and manufactured right .. here. What a 

way to promote -~ business in our state. 

The amendment ·also pr.ovides for a time. ·of use 

meter·s and. a time of use option. It. makes the 

utilities notify their customers of that. And people 

might. say, what is a time of use meter? Wl').at is a 

time. of use option'? The utility company. will 

designate a minimum of a four-hour period 9.f which the 

price of electricity will be higher than normal. But 

for the other remaining 20 hours·_; it wili ·be cheaper-. 

So if you know you're going to be out of your house in 

the 'middle of the day, sa:y if they set. the. 'hours of 

1~00 p.m. to 4~00 p.m. -- 1:00 p.m. to 5:0G p.m., you 

don't tqrn your air conditioning on. You don't turn 

your TVs on. You keep your dryer, all the big, big 

energy users. You get in that habit and then you can 
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save overall your electric rates. That's ·what's in 

this amendment. 

There's alsa the same ~anguage in. the underlying 

bill.of reducinq energy costs by 15 percent .. And I 

think that's a laudable go~l, and it's a goaL that we 

·will meet. .As. I stated earlier, we alre~dy have that 

through the .utili t~es ·pu·rchasf:ng the power over the 

next two years~ 10 percent each. year~ We've already 

met, the. goal. 

And lastl.y, i'n thi.s amendment, it provides for a 

3 percent d~$ignation out of the clean ~nergy fund for 

distre~sed municipalities. It gives a little extra to 

the distressed municipa_li ties a:nd the under served 

communi tie·s, so they can becom,e partners 'VIi th the 

efficiency that we're still t~ying to prontote, in the 

State of Cbnnecticut. 

And Mr·. Pr~sident, I would ask· ·the chamber's 

.adoption. What I've removed out of ·this, ·I've removed 

the biggest piece, which was the t2.0 billion goal set 

forth in the renewable energy portion. But this 

amendment does provide $30 million of new money for 

class orte renew~ble solar. I think we have a growing 

industry here in Connecticut. As a matter of £act I 

met with a ·company and they showed me a picture of 
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their company picnic from three years ago. There were 

12 people standing around- in a small circle. Two 
.. 

years later, he showed me a picture. of his company at 

their company picnic, and they had close. to 45 

• 
merriber·s. I mean, how great it t·hat .• We're ·providing 

· ·' jobs in.the State of Connecticut. But we need to do 

so at a ~espon~ible rate. 

' I This_ amenc;lment pro-vides an additional $30 million 

for· the solar industry. And Mr. P~esident, I hope 

that we_ can pass. this amendment and send it 

downsta~rs, h~ve. it pass there and be signed into law 

by the.- governo:r:. Thank you. I urge adoption . 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

Will you remark £Urther? 

Senat_or Meyer. 

SENATOR MEYER: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Through you to Senator. Fonfara, if ,I might .. 

Senator, through you, Mr. President, we~ve just been 

inf_ormed that the governor, governor RELL has proposed 

to meet our budget deficit. To meet it in part by 

hitting the energy conversation and efficiency fund . 

That fund has total annual· income of about 
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$82 million, and she has proposed to use :3"5 percent of 

that for·debt service on certain economic recovery 

revenue bonds. That's a hit actually of about 

$29 million. And my questi~n through the president to 

.. . . •. you, is: do you kriow if we do t"his, wnat eff·ect it will 

have on the energy· bill? 

THE CHAIR:-

Sen_a,tor Meyer,· we • re talking to Senate Amendment 

"B." You're asking about the bill. 

SENATOR, MEYER: 

Oh, I'm sorry. 

THE CHAIR: 

That's quite all right, sir. 

SENATOR-MEYER: 

I apologize. 

THE CHAIR: 

Oh,. that's quite all right. 

SENATOR MEYER: 

We've been in a caucus and I didn't know that. 

THE CHAIR: 

I understand. It happens. 

SENATOR MEYER:· 

Okay. I'll. come back to that, if I might, at the 

appropriate time. 
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Okay. Y~s,. sir. Will you remark further on 

Senate "B?" 

Senator Bonfara,. I think you were going to stand. 

Thank you .. 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, r very, very reluctantly rise to 

oppose the amendment. My fr.iend. Senator Witkos and I 

bave worked as he said very closely together on this 

legislation and he. and I share many, many, many 

similar thoughts and :beliefs about what needs to ·be 

done .re9-arding. energy in this state. And they're 

:reflecte9 bot)'l in the underlyi_ng amendment that has 

now been adopted and in the amendment currently. before 

us. 

And r kno~ that h~s intentions a~e sincere in 

offering this amendment. He could have. ap~roached me 

over the last couple of days with an amendment wi.th 

far ~ess, but he did not and I am grateful to him for .. 

that. And for his well intended considerations. Not 

only in our conversations, but in terms of what is 

reflected in: this amendment be·fore us right now . 

I'll simply say that I would ask for the chamber 
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to not accept the amendment because it does not 

contain three areas I believe are important that we 

.move forward with. One., that it .does not. have a 

residential solar component. And by the way, that 

would not r.equire any addi tiona! funds on .·the part. of 

rate payers because it does earmark funds cur·rent1y 

within the Clean ener"gy fund. 

Secondly, it does not have. the appliance 

· ·;. · st~ndards that. we. spoke about earli·er. and lastly, it 

does. not have. the direction regarding the 

reorganization_of the DPUC. And sb for those 

purposes, I would ask tha.t the amendment be defeated • 

Thank you, Mr. President~ 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

Will you remark further on Senate "B?·~· Will y_ou 

, . remark furt-her on Senate about? 

s·enator Debice·lla. 

SENATOR DEBICELLA: 

1 thank you~ Mr. Pres~dent. Mr. President, first 

my -hat's off to Senator Fonfara and Senator Witkos for 

.sustaiping themselves through this very~ very long but 

important· debate • 

Mr. President, I r.ise in favor of this amendment 
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an,d I ris:e in favor of it because it. t.akes a bill ·that 

would otherwise increase government bureau.cra.cy and 

increase. energy costs and replace it by k~eping some 

of the good parts· of the bill and adding others to one 

that ~ill set us in the right direction to lower 

energy costs. 

Mr. President, if you look at the good parts of 

the underlying bill, that t-his amendment keeps., Senator 

Witkos. talked about them. They are things. that help 

the poor with their energy costs. Thin9s. that help 

move us in the direction of env.ironmentally friendly 

,: . alternative. energy, whe.ther there are things .like fuel 

cells. or. $30 million to help incent the adoption of, 

s.olar .Power. Meters t·o actually help folks reduce 

unnecessary demand. Something that everyone would 

agree. would actually help us lower the cost of en.ergy. 

But to Senator Fonfara's .Point, this does remove 

some things from the underlying bill. And in my 

opinion, Senator Fonfara had three that he did not 

like were removed. I actually have three that I do 

like that were _removed. 

One is -""" the last one Senator Fonfara mentioned, 

which was the ~plitting up of the DPUC and the 

creation, essentially o£ two new government 
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bureaucracies. And Mr. President, I've never seen a 

situation where two bureaucracies somehow work bett-er 

than one bureauc_racy. We. have seen time- and time ·-

agai_n i_n state- government when we create complexity, 

it drives up cost and slows down decision-making .and I 

think that's exactly what this underlying bill would 

do. And it would naturally increase our budget 

defici_t because if you create two. new bureaucracies, 

they're all going to al1 of a sudden n~ed their own 

finance people, they're own HR people, all ~he things 

that drive up costs. 

Secondly, ·what this bill eliminates is volatility 

in energy prices in favor of stability. Ea-rlier --

excuse me, earlier in the debate_, Senator Fonfara 

said, yes, there is risk in this underlying bill. 

There is risk and going away from the three-year 

purchasing agreements and toward the spot market. And 

Mr. President, anytime you're going to the spot 

market, you might do better, you might do worse. 

We're increasing volatility and what we've seen in the 

market in the last couple of years with dramatic 

swings in oil prices and energy prices, is tbat 

businesses and ·residential consumers are going to see 

a lot more variability in their costs under th~s bill. 
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Finally, Mr. Pr~sident, I actually think that the 

underlying bill . .hurts competition and consumer choice 

in a way that this. amendment doesn't·, by removing some 

of th.e hindrances to it. Things like bilateral 

agreement that. actually cut out the small guys, that. 

actually don't allow the consumer to have as much 

choice in _the. marke·t. This impacts actually 

bus.inesses .much more than residential.. -Re·sidential-

customers: are. mostly on UI and CLMP.- But our -business 

community. Uses. alternative energy providers. all the 

time. I've heard statistics upwards of 80 or 

90 percent. of. businesses are actually using 

alternative energy providers. Don't know if it's that 

high., but. it' s def·ini tely much higher than 

:r;-esidential. 

And Mr. Pres·ident, al1 in all, we have to look at 

th~ fundamental is~ue that's facing us with energy. 

The fundamental issue is one of· supply and demand. 

What this amendment does is it·_ attempts .to decrease 

unnecessary demand while trying t·o increase supply. 

And there's a lot more that. needs to be done tbat we 

can't do in this chamber and that we ca·n' t, do in this 

amendment. We need to do things on the federal- level 

to actually irtcrease ou~ supply of energy, whether it 
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is through alternative eherQy or more traditional 

sources of energy to acttially help dur environment and 

get o:ff of foreign ol.l. Greater supply will equal 

lower prices. 

So Mr. President, I believe- the amendment before 

us t·o~ay. is. not a., panacea, and I don't. think Senator 

Witkos would say.it's a panacea. But it is a step in 

the right direction, whereas the underlying bill will 

·. . take us in ·the direction of reregulation and in the 

direct.ion of more bureaucracy .arid higher ·rates .. 

I enc.ourage .. adoption of the. amendment. Thank 

you, Mr. Pres.ident. 

THE Ct:IAIR: 

Thank you, sir. Will ·you remark? Senator 

Fonfara. 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

.Mr.. Pres"ident, when the vote is made, I would ask 

that it be done by roll call, please .. 

THE CHAIR: 

A roll call will be ordered. Senator ~cKinney. 

SENATOR McKINNEY~ 

Thank. you, Mr. President. For a second the·re, we· 

had them ·outnumbered . 

THE CHAIR: 
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Circle the waQons. There you go. 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

Well, while they're. having food in your caucus 

room Senator Fonf'ara, you've saved the day. Mr. 

Pre.sident, I rise in support of. the amendment. and I 

don't thin-k I can say what the amendment does better 

than what Senator Witkos has said. I first wanted to 

start my comments with complimenting Senator Witkos. 

He made-mention that.- this was his first term on the 

Energy Committee and I think it's evident that he and 

Sena-tor Fonfara have a have good working relationship. 

These are -some of the more complex issue, not. 

only that we deal with as legislators, but that we 

deal. with as a society. I dare say, we_ don't only 

hear from our constituents, but I hear from my own 

family members as to why. are electric bills. are s.o 

high. Why when prices are coming down, their bills 

are still·going up~ How do you explain this, as 

Senator Roraback so eloqt,Iently said, you know, you can 

see the gas stations literally raising the prices by 

~he hour, but when the price of oil comes down, 

they're not so quick to get out and. lower the prices. 

So peopl~ are frustrated. They're angry. Small 

bUsinesses across the Stat~ of Connecticut struggle 
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wi.th the .extraordinary· cost-s of energy and I think 

Senator Witkos. in his first term as ranking member of 

this important committee has done an extraordina-ry job 

and his speech earlier today was one of the best that 

I've heard in this Senate in some time. 

~r. President, I think the message and the key to 

this amendment is two-fold,. One, let's· not. go too ·_ 

fast. When we're talking about investing in.sola~, 

that's a good program, but let's not go too far .. The 

other me-ssage. :is. that. we can 1 t change. e:ver.ything all 

at once~ and when you think about the potential 

un~nown co~sequences of one huge power authority, and 

what ·may occur should the underlying bill pass, I 

think the better course of action, the wiser course of 

action is to pass this amendment. Obviously, many of 

the underlying pieces are identicaL or very similar to 

i~portant underlying pieces in the bill as amended by 

s·enator Fonfara. But this is one of taking and making· 

progress one step at. a time. Not jumping into a who.l.e 

new unchartered vorld that could and in ~y opinion) 

~ould end up ~n higher electric rates for the people 

of' the State of Connecticut. _ 

So I would urge adoption of this amendment. 

Thank you. 
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Will you remark further on Senate "B?~ Will you 

remark further on Senate "B?" 

If not, Mr. Clerk~ please call for a voice vote 

no, I'm ~idding r_oll c~ll vote.· ·The machine 

w i 11 be c;>pened .. 

THE CLERK: 

Irnrnedia·te. roll call has been ordered in the 

Senate. Will all Senator·s ple.ase return to the 

chamber. Need roll call bas 'been ordered in the 

Senate. .Will all S.enators please return t.o the 

chamber. 

THE CHAIR: 

Have ~11 Senators voted? Have all Sen•tor~ 

voted? If all Senators. have voted, please check ,your 

vote. The machine. will be locked. The Cilerk will 

call the tally. 

THE CLERK: 

Motion is on .a.doption of Senate .Amendment 

Schedule "B." 

Total number voting 33 

~ecessary for Adoption 17 

Those voting Yea '1~ 
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Thbse absent and.~ot voting 3 

THE CHAIR: 

Amendment '!B". fails. 
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Will you remark further on ·senate. Bill 493? 

Senator Meyer. 

SENATOR MEYER: 

·Thank you, Mr. President. I think this is a 

little more timel~ .. 

THE CHAIR: 

A~tual~yj I ean play the tapa back.if you would 

like . 

SENATOR MEYER: 

Thank you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Go ah~ad, sir. 

SENATOR MEYER: 

. Through you, Mr. President, to Sena·tor Fonfara. 

Senator, therefs a budget proposal that would take in 

round figures $29 million £rom the energy conversation 

and .efficiency fund and ·use it f:or the. payment of the 

principal. and interest on revenue ;bonds. The same 

proposal also would seek. to generate income from a new 

loan fund called the green connecticut loan fund, 
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whic_h has current income. of annual income of 

$18 mLllibn. _And I know I'm throwing you a curve ball 

in asking you this_question, but we're going to --

w.e' re ·being asked to. vote on this budget tomo:J;row. 

And do you have an opinion .as ·to, through you Mr. 

President. Do.es the good Senator have an opinion as 

to whethe.r or not the. taking- of these funds. would 

affect t~e energy bill that's before· us tonight? 

THE: CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara • 

. SENATOR FONFARA:. 

Through you, Mr. President. I do not have an 

opinion. Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

.Senator Meyer. That' .s .it, ok_ay. 

SENATOR MEYER: 

Senator, you dl.dri't have an opinion? I didn't 

'hear the words. 

·THE CHAIR: 

I believe, sir, he said he did not. 

SENATOR MEYER:. 

Okay, thank you, ·Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

You're welcome. 
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Will you remark furth,er on Senat.e Bill. 493? 

Senator McLachlan. 

SENATOB. McLACHLAN.: 

"Thank you, M·r. Pr~sident. I rise ·this evening 

for the purpose_of an amendment. 

,, THE CHAIR~ 

.Please proceed, sir. 

SENATOR McLACHLAN: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

T})e Clerk should have LCO Number 516.5. I ask 

that he cal-l the. amendffient and grant. :me ,leave to 

summarize . 

· TH.E CHAIR: 

·Mr. Clerk .. 

THE CLERK: 

LCO 5165,-. ·which· will be .designated as Senate. 

Amendment. Schedule. "C;' and it's offered by Senator 

-McLachlan of the 24th District. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McLac})lan. 

SENATOR McLACHLAN: 

Thank you, Mr. President. This amendment 

THE CHAIR·: 

Excuse me, Senator McLachlan~ Do you move 
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Sorry. Thank you. I move this amendment. 

THE CHAIR: 

There is a 'motion on ·the floor for adoption and 

.summarization. Seeing no objection, pleas·e proceed, 

.sir . 

. SEN:A'l'OR McLACHLAN: ... 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

This amendment shifts our conversation this 

evening a bit. ·about. the utiii ty business and the. 

interaction of state government with Connecticut 

residents. I'd like to summarize briefly what the 

amendment does. as it. relates· to approval of cell 

towers in the State· of· Conne.cticut. 

Currently, cell towers are approved solely by the 

:siting· Council. of Connecticut. And a simple majority 

allows for the. placement of a cell tower following an 

application process. 

What I'm asking. for with t'his amendment is when 

there is local opposition to particular cell. tower· 

application, when I say in. opposition, I'm saying 

specifically land use board review and opposition. 

That it then would require the Siting Council to have 
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a S\.lpermajority of seven of their nine members voting 

yes to approve the cell tower application. So in 

fact, we just ra·ised the bar.· One little step. rn 

asking for a closer view of an application. Not 

unlike what currently occurs in the land use process 

in the State of Connecticut. For instance in the City 

of ·oanbury where we have a planning commission (l_nd a 

zoning commission. And if the planning commission 

should in some way offer a negative report on a 

proposal, then it requires a supermajority of the 

zoning commis.s-ion to change _a zone on a particular 

property . 

So that's what we're asking you to consider this 

even-ing with this amendment. But I just want to 

briefly, because of the late hour, paint a picture of 

what happened in Danbury. 

A bankrupt church who was essentially looking for 

someone to purchase their property was approached by a 

cell tower developer and signed an agreement for a 

cell to~er site and tower on the property and the 

church. This church, who had struggled for years 

apparently, was challenged trying to stay alive, so to 

speak, and was offered a pretty nice income, rental as 

part of this agreement with the cell tower developer. 
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The pr6blem is that the dhurch.is in the middle of a 

pretty nice . .r.esidential neighborhood. In fact, the 

site where the cell tower ultimately was approved is 

.somewhere around 140 fee·t to a neighbor's. ·swim be 

pool. So the point is that we looked at this as a 

negative intrusion on a neighborhood and felt that we 

should, we meaninq the City of Danburyi:should assist 

the cell tower developer in their application and try 

to find alternate sites. Encourage them to.loQk at 

alternate s'i tes before they. proceed with this 

application. In fact, in my former rqle as chief of 

sta·ff total mayor in the City o·f Danbury, I personally 

scouted, located and presented to cell towe~ developer 

·three possible locations where they may. find 

alternative installation of a cell tower in reasonably 

close proximity to the area in which they were looking 

for coverage. 

Now all of those three sites were not as easy to 

_put together a deal. with- the property owner, but they 

were all identified by an engineer that was hired by-

the City of Danb~ry. Basically~ we were working as a 

cell ·tower developer O'\lrsel ves trying to assis·t the 

cell tower developer in finding_ alternate site·s. 

·Because they_already had a deal, there wa_s no 
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.incentive for them really to aggressively look for 

alternate sit~s~ So we took it upon ourselves ~s the 

administration of the City of Danbury to aggressively 

try to find alternate $ites. 

Ultimately, all of those sites w~re rejected for 

various reasons by the applicant. Not by the Siting 

Council, but by the applicant. Because it's not 

required of the Siting Council to push them·-as hard as 

we were pushing the~ to look at alternate sites. .The 

point being. here is that. because tnere's no ·incentive 

to aggressively look for alternate sites when there is 

neighborhood opposition, it seems to me that we should 

hold the applicant to a higher level of approval. 

Now I underst~nd that there are federal laws 

related it the siting of cell towers that require the 

creation of the, Siting Council. And most p:eople would 

say the Siiing Council is working very well. In fact~ 

the executive director Derrick Phelps is doing a fine 

job and the Chairman of the. Siting Council nas a job I 

would never want because whe.n it comes. to NIMBY in 

politics we all knowr it's a very tough road to hoe. 

They're doing a good job. They're doing the best job 

they can do with what they have. But I think that 

this is an extra tool in the proce·ss that just holds 
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the approval process to a supermajority and asks the 

Siting Council to have s.even of nine yea votes before 

they approve a contested location. 

So this location, and I'll wrap up quickly now, 

this location iq ·D~nbu~y, was ultimately contested by 

the City of Danbury, using city taxpayer funds, 

including· engineers, lawyers, hot counting the.in-kinq 

time. of city employees studying the site, 

participating in .court. ·action. TJ'ie City of .Danbury 

spent. $100, 000 to fig-ht· a cell tower. application. 

Those two folders on my desk· are just. part of the 

docket application related to this case. And thia 

cell to~er applicatio.n was approved. Now I !m no·t a 

scientist. I ':m not an engineer. I'' m a politician and 

I'll grant that. But in this case, I don't think this 

was the right-decision and what r do think is i£ the 

Siting Council feels that this Ls the right decisiou, 

then iet u·s make them have a supermaj-o·ri ty. Cell 

towers Siting Council decisions·are_tough. I 

understand that clear as a bell. I just think that 

this Legislature should take one· small step to honor 

local control, local decision-maker~, local residents 

a little bit more in this process. Because right now, 

I have a whole neighborhood of thousands of residents 
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of the City of Danbury who feel like they were 

~bandoned by the State of Connecticut in·this 

decision. And because·of that, I ask this body to 

seri_ously comdoer and. vote in favor _of this 

amendmE;!nt. 

Thank you~ Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara. 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Thank you~ Mr. President. And Mr-. President, if 

I could ask when. the vote i·s taken if it could be 

taken .by roll. 

THE CHAIR: 

~ roll call *ill. be ordered, sir. 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Thank you, Mr.~President. 

Mr. President, I again reluctantly rise to oppose 

the . amendment and I do so becaus:e I· have been and 

continue· t!=> be a strong advocate for the autonomy of 

tbe Siting Council, an agency that stands with no peer 

. in this country in terms of ta_king a uni v:ersal look at 

how we site facilities. that on average most people 

don't want in their neighborhood, in their backyard1 

if their town, but we know that if we're going to be 
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-- to .have the. required ability to turn: on our lights 

when we want them and with do, and to be able to call 

someone and have. someone answer on the other end of 

the line, and we do. And almost. every o.ther not just 

creature comfort, but _r-equirement under -- to keep our 

.economy going~ that we need to be able to make these 

decisions ·in hop~fully the most objective.way 

possible. I think mdst of us agree that that's 

difficult to do when we as elected officials are asked 

to do that for a proposal that is effecting. our 

constituents. That's. the beauty .of. the S·iting Council 

that we have. in this state. Anq mo$t of us really 

don't credit it for what it is. And they· have to make 

tough decision$ and they have to make decisiqns that 

when it's in our backyard, we don't like and I 

certainly undersiand the reason why this proposal is 

before us this evening. 

I would ask the chamber to vote it· down because 

we need to continue to have this organization have the 

autonomy .. that it has, but make sure, and I think th.er_e· 

is legislation that is pending before us this year 

that will r.equi-re that. the Siting Council take 

consideration of some_o£ the very issues the Senator 

McLachlan has raised. And I intend.to take seriously 
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his concerns ~hat he has raised this session and here 

tonight so·that there is the balance that is 

necessary .. The balance. that is necessary when the 

Sitii19 Council con·siders .issues that. understandin-g 

what a. neighborhood,. what a community and what a 

·municipality may be. dea.ling with when something is 

suggested to be located in one neighborhood or one 

area versus· ~not her. .I. take· that· certain: very, ·very 

seriously. 

But unfortunately, I Mould ask· that.ve defeat the 

.amendment. Thank you, Mr. President. · 

THE CHAIR: 

· · S.enator R_oraback. 

SENATOR RORABACK: 

Thank you, Mr. Pre~ident. 

I rise in support of the. amendme~t. and I thank 

Senator McLachlan fbr bringing it out. Mr. President, 

Senator Fonfara is .correct. We ask a lo.t of the 

Siting Council. They have. a hard job to do and 

Senator ·McLachlan's amendment doesn't go nearly as far 

as many people would like for it to go. So in terms 

of striking a reasonable balance in restoring a 

respectful relationship between our municipalities and 

the state agency char~ed with siting 
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convinced that a location is an appropriate ~o~ation 

in. a c.ase where a municipality firmly believes that 

it's the wrong location~-

Mr. Pr~side.nt, I. think this amendme·nt is a first 

step in restoring an aJ;>propriate bala:n.Ge and. I support 

it enthusiastically and urge others to do so as well. 

Thank you, Mr~ President. 

THE· CHAIR: 

Senator Frantz. 

SENATOR FRANTZ: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

I stand in favor of Senator M~Lachlan·' s proposed 

amendment. And I will. say this. Thqt some decisions .. 

are. :just .so. difficult tha.t the. suggested change in the· 

number of votes requires for the Siting Council to 

make a final decision on the location of·, for example, 

a cell. tower, is something that could be a great 

value. And there is. a lot of give and ·take in. the 

analysis of these d~fferent proposals, particularly 

when it comes to somethin~J like a cell phone tower 

because of the unknown health effects. We are all 

familiar with the telecommunications act of 1996 which 
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clearly prescribes that you cannot use tha-t as a 

criteria or·set of criteria in making decisions. 

However, there are lots of ~tudies out there that 

would indicate that maybe we should, in £act, take 

that into account. So you can envision situations 

like Senator McLachlan~s situation in his district, 

but you can. a.lso think of some of the -.other ones, s.uch 

as the- ·ones we've had in our district where there· are 

locations that are so ridiculously close, ·these are 

proposed locations, so ridiculously close to a school 

that, in fact, the height of the tower deems that if 

it wer& to fall a certain direction, .it would in fact, 

fall on that property. 

So you have the physical potential danger there. 

Never mind whatever else might be ~urking up ihere. 

Who knows what it is. The fact that the number 

required would seven. In other words-a supermaj'ority 

to make a final decision on the location of a cell 

phone tower near a sensitive area. The fact that it 

rises to that leve.l could in certain circumsta_nces 

make a huge di.ffere:nce. 

~here's no question that the Siting Council 

provides a great deal of value in making these 

decisions when it comes ·to othe·r facilities. .When it 
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comes to cell phone towers, there's tha.t mixed feeling 

in the community. Yes, we. want. our service and we 

want it. to be ubiquitous, but we don~t necessarily 

want that cell phone tower anywhere near us. We've 

had peopl·e suggest in our di·strict that 5, 280 feet, 

one whole mile is the minimum amount that should be 

required betw.een a dwelling and where a tell phone 

tower is located. That's obviously taking it to an 

extr.eme. So net....,net, this amendment to. qte makes sense 

because it's not ·g~oing to- chahg.e .mos·t :decisions that. 

the Siting Co.uncil makes. in its normal course o.f 

bu$iness. However, in those very uriusual cases~ we 

may have one or two of those in pur town, in our 

district right. now ~here. it could make· all the 

difference. It may only move a cell pbone towe;r: 

150 feet. or 150 yards one direction or the other, but 

that could make a great deal. of difference in terms of 

people' s· pea.ce of mind when it comes to health issues 

or other issu·es that he. might have .. 

So I stand .in support of the amendment. and urge 

the circle to vote in f~vor. Than~ you, Mr. 

President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. Will you remark further on 
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Senate Amendment "C?" Will you remark furt'her on 

Senat.e amendment "C?" 

If not, Mr. Clerk, please cal.l" for a roll. call 

vote. The machin.e will. be ·opened. 

THE CLERK: 

Immeqi~te roll call has been ordered in the 

Senate. Will all Senators please return to the 

chamber. Immediate roll call has been ordered in the 

Senate. Will all Senators please return to the 

chamber. 

THE: CHAIR: 

Have all Senators voted? If all Senators have 

voted, please check your vote and the ·Clerk will call 

·the ta1ly .. 

THE .CLERK: 

Motion is on adoption of Senate Amendment 

Schedule •ic." 

Total number voting 34 

Necessary ·for Adoption 18 

Those voting Yea 9 

Those voting Bay 25 

Those absent and not voting' 2 

THE CHAIR: 

The amendment fails. 
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Through .you, a coupl·e of questions fo_r the 

proponent of the bill. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara. Please proceed, sir. 

SENATOR KAN.E: 

Thank you, Mr. President~ 

Earlier when I' asked a series of questions and I 

thin.k_ we had a very gooci dia-logue i_n regard to the· 

·bill, .l never talk~d about the solar piece of this 

piece o·f legislation. And I wquld like to go throu,gh 

that, if I could~ 

·In regards to the sola-r piece that I think a lot 

of it is very gbod. I'd be curious to know who will 

likely take advantage. of those Solar subsidies. 

Th.r::ough you .. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara. 

~-ENATOR FONFARA: 

Through you, Mr. President. 

It is our hope that. it will grow the solar 

industry in Connecticut from one that is £ledgling 
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• : right now, on the brink of leaving ·the state and will 

encourage thos.e _corripanie·s that a·re .here to stay here 

and .encou.ra.ge more companies to deve~op here and come· 

to Connecticut and build this industry~ It is 

anti.cipated that. we· can realize somewhere in the 

neighborhood of between 5,000 and 6,000 dir~ct and 

indirect jobs in the so1ar industry fr.om the 

development of this· program. Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

·; •... 
·:. -~ . '.· ., . ' .. ·. 

Thank you, Mr. P.resident. 

And w~ll the elderly ~nd the people wit~ 

low-incomes be able· to take advantage of .this progra.m? 

Through you., Mr. President, 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara. 

SENATOR. :FONF"'RA: 

Through you, Mr. President. 

Absolutely. Part o:f the b.il1 direct.s 3 p·ercent . 

of the funds from the renewable fund to be directed 

towards underserved ·areas in t·he state. And nothing 

in this program will prohibit those e~tr~preneurs, 

·-·· those solar ~usinesses from pursuing avenues in which 
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seniors senior complexes and low-income housing 

complexes can participate in this program. Through 

you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

Thank ·you, ·Mr. President. I thank Senator 

003531 

Fonfara for his answers. 1 

THE C,.l:iAIR: 

'Than.k yo:u., sir . 

Will you remarj( further on Senate Bill 493, as 

amended by Senate "A?" Will yo:u .. r.emark further? 

If not~ Mr. Clerk, please call for a roll call 

vote~ The machine will be open. 

THE CLERK: 

Immediate rol.l call has been ordered in the 

Senate. Will all Senators please return to the 

chaiYlPer. Immediate ro.ll call has been ordered in the 

Senate. Will all Senators please return to the 

chamber. 

THE CHAIR: 

Have all·Senatbrs voted? Have all Senators 

voted? If all Senators have voted, please check y.our 

vote. The machine·wil.l. be locked. The Clerk will 
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The motion is on passage of Emergency Certified 

Bill 493 as amended by Senate Amendment "Schedule "A." 

Total number voting. 34 

Necessary for Adoption 18 

Those voting Yea 20 

Those voting Nay 14 

.Those. absent ·and not voting 2 

THE CHAIR:-

The bill a.s amended passes. 

Senator Handley . 

SENATOR HANO'LE.Y: 

Thank you, Mr. President. Fqr a point of 

personal privilege. 

THE CHAIR: 

Please proceed, ma'am. 

SENATOR HANDLEY: 

Actually, it' s perhaps. more an announcement. The_ 

four members of the circle. who are retir.ing thi_s year 

have provided some food for the members of the circle 

and for staff and aides who are here. So please go to 

the old judiciary room and have a bite. to eat. 

THE CHAIR: 
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Mr. President, I ·believe we are in posses-sion o.f 

several Senate .amendments that the Clerk -- b-r 

agendas. If the Cl~rk would note which amendments. I 

believe we have agend~s 2 and 3. 

THE· CHAIR: 

We ~till have work to do. Please take your chats 

outside. Senator Looney. Mr. Clerk. I'm sorry. 

THE CLERK: 

Cle_r·k in the posi t·ion of Senate Agendas number 2 

and 3, dated Tuesday, May 4, 2010. Copies. have been 

distributed. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes, thank you, Mr. President . 

. Mr. President, I move all .items on Senate Agendas 

numbers 2 and 3, dated Tuesday/ May 4, 201_0, to be 

acted upon as indicated. That the agendas be 

incoiporated bi reference into the Senate journal and 

the Senate transcript. 

THE CHAIR: 

There is a motion on the tloor to move all items 
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on Senate Agenda Number 2 and 3. Se.eing no 

objections, sir, so ordered. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes, thank you, Mr. President.· Mr. President,_! 

would also move that the items on Senate Agendas 2 and 

3 be placed on ou:r c:;al·endar. 

THE CHAIR: 

Motion to pl-ace items on .Senate Agenda Number 2 

and 3 on our calendar.. Seeing no objections, sir, so 

ordered. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes, Mr. President. Thank you. If we might 

stand at ea~e for a. few :moments,. then I wi:ll have some 

items to announce for a consent calendar, I believe. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you~ sir. The Senate wil~ stand at ease, 

please-. 

Senator Looney. 

·SENATOR LOONEY: 

Than.~ you, Mr. President. Mr. Pre_sident, one 

additional item to tak~ up befor~ calling_the consent 

calendar,. and that i.s on calendar page 2, Calendar 

157, Senate Bill 121. If the Clerk wduld call that 

item. 
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Calendar page 2, Calendar ~umber. 157, File Number 

230, Senate Bi11 121,. AN AC.T CONCERNING T.HE ·EXTENSION 

OF GENERAL PERMITS ISSUED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION, favorable report from "the 

Committee on En-vironment. The Clerk is. in ·possessi·on 

of amendments. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senat-or- Meyer. 

SENATOR MEYER: 

Mr. President, I move acceptance of the join~ 

committee's favorable report anq passag~ of this bill. 

THE CHAIR: 

Acting on approval and acceptanc~ of this bill, 

Sir, will you remark further? 

SENATOR MEYER: 

Yes, I. will., Mr.. President. Would the Clerk 

kindly call LCO 5358, which is a strike-all amendment. 

THE· CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk .. 

THE· CLERK: 

LCO .5358, which is designated as Senate Amendment 
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Schedule "A" is offered by Senator Meyer of the 12th 

District, et al. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator-Meyer .. 

SENATOR MEYER: 

· Mr. P"resident, ;I ·move it and ask permission to 

summarize briefly. 

THE CHAIR: 

There is a motion on the floor for summarization 

and approval. Seeing no objection~, sir, please 

proceed. 

SENATOR MEYER: 

This is a very brief bill, colleagues, that deals 

with a ·situation whe·re a bottling company like . 

Coca-Cola or other bottling-companies make 

contributions. to. charities· of water. bottles, Coke, . . 

Pepsi or whatever.. And they don't -- th_ere' s no money 

involved in the contribution and they would otherwise· 

have to pay a· S-cent. deposit on this. What this bill 

does, it eliminates t~e 5 p~rcent deposit be~ause 

they~re making a gift to charity. 

It's a good bill. The cosponsors are legislators 

in both houses and both parties . 

THE CHAIR: 
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Will you remark further on Senate "A?" Will you 

remark further on-Senate "A?" 

If not, I will try your minds. All those·in 

favor signify by saying, aye. 

SENATORS: 

Aye. 

THE CHJUR: 

Opposed, nay: 

The aye-s have it. Senate Amendment "A" is 

_adopted. 

Will you remark further on Senate Bill 121? 

Senator Meyer. 

SENATOR MEYER: 

Mr. President, I see no objection. May this 

kindly be put on the consent calend~r. 

THE CHAIR: 

Is there-any discussion on Senate Bill 121 as 

amended by Senate "A?" Therets a motibn on the floor 

to place this item on the consent. 

Seeing no objection, so ordered. 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
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Mr. Presid~nt, some additional ite'!l\S to place on 

the consent calendar at this time. 

THE CHAIR: 

Please proceed, sir. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, beginning on calendar page 8, 

Calendar 398, Substitute for Senate Bill Number 231. 

~r. President, would move to place this item on. the 

consent calendar. 

THE CHAIR: 

.Without objection, so ordered . 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Continuing on calendar page 8. .Mr. President, 

Calendar 427, Senate Bill Number 110. Mr. President, 

move to place that item on the consent calendar. 

THE CHAIR: 

Seeing no objection, so ordered. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Calendar page 9 ,. Calendar 442, Substitute for 

House Bill Number 5141. Mr. President, I move to 

pla·ce that item on the consent calendar. 
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THE CHAIR: 

Seeing no objection, so ordered. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, moving. to calendar pag~ 10, 

Calendar 449, House Bill. Number 5495. Mr. President, 

I. move· to place that . i tern on the. consent cal.endar. · 

THE CHAIR: . 

Seeing·nq objection, so ordered. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

. Thank you, Mr. President. Mr. President, moving 

to calendar page 11, Calendar 451, Substitute for 

House Bill Number 5535. Mr. President., move to place 

this item on the cqnsent calendar. 

THE CHAIR: 

Seeing no objection, so ordered. 

SENATOR LOONEY:· 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, moving to calendar.page 12, 

Calendar 473, Substitute for House. Bil'l. Number 5059. 

Mr. President~ move to.place this item on th~ consent 

calendar. 

THE CH)\IR: 

Seeing no objection, so ordered. 
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Thank you, Mr. President. Continuing on calendar 

page 12, Mr. Pre~ident. Calendar 476, Subst~tute for 

House Bill Number. -5117. Mr. President, I move to 

place that item on the consent calendar.· 

THE CHAIR: 

Seeing no objection, sa ordered. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

. Thank you, Mr. President. Mr. President, moving 

to calendar page_l3, Calenda~ 481~ ~ubstitute for 

House .Bill Nurpper 5119. Mr. President, move to place 

this item on the consent calendar . 

THE CHAIR: 

Seeing no objeqtion, so ordered. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes,. thank you, Mr. Pre~ident. Continuing on 

calendar page 13, Calendar 482,_.-:.Substitute .. for House 
' ... ·:r..., • .... 

Bill Number _5120. Mr. President, mo.ve to pla_ce this 
' .. , 

item on the consent·calendar. 

THE CHAIR: 

Seeing no objection, so ordered. 

SENATOR LOON~Y: 

Thank you, Mr~ Presideni . 

Mr. President-, moving to calendar page 15, 
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Calendar 492, Substitute for House Bill Number 5446. 

Mr. President, move to place this item on the consent 

calendar. 

THE CHAIR: 

Seeing no objection, so o~dered. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. Continuing on calendar 

page. 15, Calendar 494, H.ouse Bill Number 5315. Mr. 

President, move to place this item on the consent 

calendar. 

THE CHAIR: 

Se.eing no objection, so ordered . 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. Mr. President, moving 

to calendar page 21 -- top of calendar page 21~ Mr. 

President, Calendar 534, Substitute for House Bill 

Number 5543. Mr. President, I move to place this item 

on th~ content calendar. ,. 

THE CHAIR: 

_Seeing no objection, so ordered. 

SE.NATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you~ Mr. President; Bottom of calendar 

page 21, Mr. President, the last item, Calendar 539, 

Substitute for House Bill Number 5350. Mr. President, 
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I move to place that item on the consent calendar. 

THE CHAIR: 

Seeing no objection, so ordered. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. Pre~ident. 

Mr. President,. moving now to calendar page 36, 

Calendar 374 , .. Substitute for House Bill NUmber 5225. 

Mr. Pre~ident, I move to place this item on the 

consent:· calendar. 

THE CHAIR: 

Seeing no obje.ction, so o::r;dered. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes, thank you;. Mr. President. Moving to 

calenda-r page. ~7, Calendar 415, House "Bill Number 

5131. Mr. President~ I move to place. this item on the 

consent calendar. 

·.,, THE CHAIR: 

Seeing np.objection, so ordered. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President_ and Mr. President, on 

ca~endar page 38, Calendar 454, House Bill Number 

5526. Mr. Presidenti move to place that item on the 

consent calendar . 

THE CHAIR: 
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Mr. President, in addition there is an item on 

Senate Agenda Number 2 and that 'is on Senate Agenda 

.Number 2 under disagreeing. actions, substitute Senate 

Bill Number 330. Mr. President, I. would.move to place 

this item on the consent calendar . 

. THE CHAIR: 

Without objection, so ordered. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank yotr,. Mr. President. 

Mr. President, we might stand at ease for just a 

moment. 

THE CHAIR: 

The· Senate will. stand at e:ase. 

(Chamber at ease.) 

THE CHAI~:: 

The Senate will come back tQ order. Senator 

Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr~ President . 

Some additional markings for the consent 
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• calendar. 

-THE CHAIR: 

Please proceed. 

SENATOR LOONEY·: 

Yes, Mr. President, calendar page 2, and that.is 

Calendar 144, Substitute for Senate. Bill Number 253. 

I move to pla·ce fhis i tern on· the consent calendar. 

THE CHAIR: 

Without objection, s6 ordered. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Mr. President, moving n9w to calendar page 20. 

•• Mr. President, calendar pa~e 20, Calendar 532, 

Substitute for House. Bill Number 5033. Mr. President, 

I would move to pl~c~·this item on the consent 

calendar. 

THE CHAIR:. 

Without object~on, so ordered. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President~ 

Mr. President, moving to calendar page 25, the 

.item at the bottom of calendar page 25, Calendar 561, 

Substitute. fo:r House Bill Number 5419. Mr. President, 

move to ·place that item on the consent calendar . 

• THE CHAIR: 
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Thank you~ Mr.·President. And Mr. President, 

several additiona~ items to mark. Going back to 

calendar page 7. Mr. President, calendar page 7, 

.Calenda~ 377, House eill 5291. Mr. President, move to 

place thai item on the consent calendar. 

THE CHAIR: 

Without objection, so ordered. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr~ President~ 

.Mr. Presiden-t,. on _ca-lendar. page 11, Calendar 465, 

House Bill 5448~ Mr.- President, move to place that 

item on the ~onsent calendar. 

THE CHAIR: 

Without objeqt£on, so ordered. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes, thank you, Mr. Pr~sident. Mr .. President, 

moving to. calendar page 12. Mr. President, calendar 

page 12, Calendar ~66, House Bill 5289. Move to place 

that i tern on the con_sent. calendar. 

THE CHAtR: 

With_out objection, so ordered 

SENATOR LOONEY: 
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Mr. President, moving to calendar page 13, 

Calendar 478, House Bill· 5290. Mr. President, move to 

place that item on the consent calendar. 

THE CHAIR: 

Without objection, so ordered. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. Pre~ident. Mr. President, moving 

to calendar page 15, Calendar 504, .House Bill 5306. 

Mr. President, move to place that item on the consent 

calendar·. 

THE CHAIR: 

Without. opjection, so ordered. 

THE CHAtR: 

Thank you~ Mr. President .. Mr. President, if we 

might stand at e:ase for just a moment. 

THE CHAIR: 

The Sena.te will. stand at ease. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you. 

Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

The Senate will come back to order. Yes~ Senator 

Looney. 
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Mr. President, one of the items that we marked 

.for ·consent; .app~aring on calendar page 25 was single 

starred and would: move first toward suspension to ta.ke 

that item up !or purposes bf placin9 it on the consent 

·calendar and'that is calendar page 25, Calendar 561, 

Substitute for House Bill ·5419. 

THE CHAIR: 

There's a motion on Calendar 561~ House Bill 

5419. Seeing no objection, sir. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Good. ·Mr. Pre~~dent, since suspension has been 

approved, I would now move to place it on the consent 

calendar. 

THE ·CHAIR: 

_Seeing no obi~ction, so ordered. 

·sENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, .Mr.- President·. 

Yes; Mr. President, one item to remove from the 

cons~nt calendar, which was Calendar Number 427, 

Senate Bill 110. "That was on page 8, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: . 

Without object~on. 
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That item"might be marked past temporarily. 

Thank you, Mr .. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Excuse me, Senator Looney. Are we at ease, sir, 

or are we --

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes, Mr. President, if we might stand at ease for 

just a moment. We're trying to-- we have.one more 

item to add to the consent calendar, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Okay, thank you. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes, Mr. President, thank you. That item, Mr. 

President, is on calendar page 2, top of calendar page 

2, Calendar 114, Substitute for Senate Bill Number 

214. Mr. President, I would move to place that item 

on the consent calendar. 

THE CHAIR: 

I think I might object to that one. But we'll 

-put that on consent. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes, thank you, Mr. President, and Mr. President, 
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would ask the Clerk to call the consent calendar at 

this tim~. Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Very good. Mr. Clerk. 

THE CLERK: 

Immediate roll call has been ordered in the 

Senate on the consent calendar. Will all Senators 

please return to the chamber. Immediate roll call has 

been ordered in .the Senate on the consent calendar. 

Will all Senators please return to the chamber. 

Mr. President, the items placed on Consent 

Calendar Number 2 from Senate Agenda Number 2, 

Substitute for Senate Bill 330. Calling from the 

calendar. Calendar page 2, Calendar 114 

THE CHAIR: 

Some of the members of the chamber are trying to 

listen to the consent calendar. If you have 

conversation to be had, please take it outside. I 

know we're all excited. Thank you. 

Mr. Clerk, please proceed. 

THE CLERK: 

Returning to calendar page 2, Calendar 114, 

Subst1tute for Senate Bill 214; Calendar 144, 

Subst~tute for Senate Bill 253; Calendar 157, Senate 

003549 



• ••• 

• 

• 

jp/mb/gbr 
SENATE 

364 
May 4, 2010 

Bill 121; calendar page 7, Calendar 377, Substitute 

for House Bill 5291; Calendar page 8, Calendar 398, 

Substitute for Senate Bill 231; calendar page 9, 

Calendar 442, Substitute for House Bill 5141; calendar 

page 10, Calendar 449, House Bill 5495; calendar page 

11, Calendar 451, Substitute for House Bill 5535; 

Calendar 465, Substitute for House Bill 44 ~- 5448; 

calendar page 12, Calendar 466, Substitute for House 

,Bill 5289; Calendar 473, Substitute for House Bill 

5059; Calendar 476, Substitute for House Bill 5117; 

calendar page 13. Calendar 47B, House Bill 5290; 

Calendar 481, Substitute for House Bill 5119; Calendar 

482, Substitute f.or House Bill 5120; calendar page 15, 

Calendar 492, Substitute for House Bill 5446; Calendar 

494, House Bill 5315; Calendar 504, Substitute for 

House Bill 5306; .. calendar page 20, Calendar 532, 

Substitute for House Bill 5033; calendar page 21, 

Calendar 534, Substitute for House Bill 5543; Calendar 

539, Substitute for House Bill 5350; calendar page 25, 

Calendar 561, Substitute for House Bill 5419; calendar 

page 36, Calendar 374, Substitute for House Bill 5225; 

calendar page 37, Calendar 415, House Bill 5131; 

calendar page 38, Calendar 454, Substitute for House 

Bill 5526. 
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Mr. President, that completes the items placed on 

Consent Calendar Number 2. 

THE CHAIR: 

Please call for a roll call vote. The machine 

will be open. 

THE CLERK: 

The Senate is now voting ·by roll on the consent 

calendar. Will all Senators please return to the 

chamber. Senate is voting by·roll on the consent 

calendar. Will all Senators please return to the 

chamber. 

THE CHAIR: 

Have all Senators voted? If all Senators have 

voted, please check your vote. The machine will be 

locked. The Clerk will call the tally. 

THE CLERK: 

Motion is adoption of Consent Calendar·Number 2. 

Total number voting 

35 

Necessary for Adoption 18 

Those voting Yea 35 

Those voting Nay 0 

Those absent and not voting 1 e 
THE CHAIR: 
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Mr. Presiden·t, I would move that any i terns on the 

consent calendar requires additional action by the 

House of Representatives be immed~ately transmitted to 

that chamber. 

THE CHAIR: 

Without objection, so ordered, sir. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

And also any other items acted upon today, not on 

the consent calendar requiring action by the House of 

Representatives. Also would move that those items be 

immediately. transmitted. 

THE CHAIR: 

Seeing no objection, sir, so ordered. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, I would yield to any members 

seeking recognition for announcements or points of 

p~rsonal privilege. 

THE CHAIR: 

At this time, I will entertain any points of 
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personal privileges or announcements. Seeing none, 

sir. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. For a journal 

notat1on, Mr. Presiden~. 

THE CHAIR: 

Please proceed. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Mr. President, Senator Slossberg was absent today 

and m1ssed votes due to a period of mourning in her 

family. 

THE CHAIR: 

It will be noted, sir. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President, and, Mr. President, 

that will conclude our business for this evening. 

Would announce that we will be in session tomorrow 

beginning at 10:30 a.m. And Mr. President, would move 

that the Senate stand adjourned, subject to the call 

of the chair, and all the members have a restful 

evening for a busy day tomorrow. 

Thank you) Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. The Senate will -stand adjourned, 
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subject to the call of the chair. 

Senator Daily. Could I have your attention for a 

second, please? 

Senato-r Daily.· Try it now, Senator Daily. 

SENATOR DAILY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. I rise to announce a 

Finance Committee m~eting one-half hour before the 

house session tomorrow on Wednesday, May 5. The 

purpose is to adopt revenue estimates. Thank you, Mr. 

President. 

On motion of Senator Looney of the 11th, the 

Senate at 11:19 p.m., adjourned subject to the call of 

the Chair . 
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