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THE CONNECTICUT GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

SENATE 

June 21, 2010 

On Monday, the 21st of June, 2010, in accordance 

with the Constitution of the State of Connecticut and 

the Call of the Secretary of the State, the Senate 

reconvened at the State Capitol at 10:52 a.m., the 

President in the chair .. 

THE CHAIR: 

The Senate will come to order. Members and 

guests please rise and direct your attention to Rabbi 

Lazowski, who will .lead us in prayer. 

Rabbi. 

DEPUTY CHAPLAIN RABBI PHILIP LAZOWSKI: 

Thank you. 

Our thought for today is from the book of 

Proverbs, Chapter 13, Verse 10. Quote, Pride only 

breeds quarrels, but wisdom is found in those who take 

advice, end of quote. 

Let us pray. 

As we reconvene this session to discuss a few 

unfinished bills, instill in our Senators a sense of 
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fairness_and responsibility. Give them ·wisdom to make 

' 
their decisions which shall be good for the people of 

this great s~ate of Connecticut. H~lp them to have 

consideration and be attentive to the voice of reason. 

And dear God, we also ask a special blessing of 

healing for Tom Sheridan. May the Holy One in mercy 

strengthen him and heal him soon, body and soul 

together with others who suffer illness. Bless and 

keep all who serve in government in the state and in 

our nation. Protect and care for our defenders of 

freedom. Here us, 0 God, as we pray. 

And let us all say, amen . 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Boucher, could you come up and lead us in 

the pledge, please. 

SENATOR BOUCHER: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the· United 

States of America, and to the Republic for which it 

stands, one Nation under God, indivisible, with 

liberty and justice for all. 

THE CHAIR:· 

At this time, I will entertain points of personal 

privileges or announcements~ 

Senator Looney. 

004130 



•• 

• 

• 

rgd/med/mb 
SENATE 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

3 
June 21, 2010 

Yes. Thank you, Mr. President. Good morning, 

Mr. President. 

THE CHA~R: 

Good morning, sir. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Mr. President, the Clerk is in possession of 

Senate Agendas Numbers 1 and 2 for the reconvened 

session, Monday, June 21, 2010. 

THE CH~IR:· 

Mr. Clerk. 

THE CLERK: 

Mr. President, the Clerk 1s 1n possess1on of 

Senate Agendas Numbered 1 and 2 for the reconvened 

session dated Monday, June 21, 2010. Copies have been 

distributed. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr~ President . 

. Mr. President, I move all items on Senate Agendas 

Numbers 1 and 2 to be acted upon as indicated and that 

the'age~das be incorporated by_reference into the 

Senate journal and the Senate transcript. 
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There is a motion on the floor to move all items 

on Senate Agenda Number 1 and Senate Agenda Number 2. 

Seeing no objection, so ordered, sir. 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, I would ask the Clerk to read the 

call reconvening the May 2010 Special Session of the 

General Assembly, which appears on Senate Agenda 

Number 1. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk. 

THE CLERK: ' 

Call reconvening the 2010 regular session of the 

General Assembly. 

Whereas, the regulqr session of the 2010 General 

Assembly adjourned on May 5, .2010, in accordance with 

the Constitution of Connecticut; 

Whereas, the Governor has disapproved certain 

bills passed by the regular session of the 2010 

General Assembly and has transmitted same to the 

Secretary o~ the State with her objections; 

And whereas, said bills were not reconsidered by 
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the General Assembly or so disapproved by the Governor 

after said adjournment; 

Now therefore, as required by Article Third of 

the Amendments to the Constitution of Connecticut, I 

hereby call the 2010 regular session of the General 

Assembly to reconvene in session at Hartford on 

June 21, 2010, ten o'clock in the morning for a period 

not to exceed three days following such reconvening 

for the sole purpose of reconsidering, aqd if the 

General Assembly so desires, repassing said bills. 

Given under my hand and Seal of the State and 

City of Hartford, this 15th day of June, 2010 . 

S1gned, Susan Bysiewicz, Secretary of the State. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes. rhank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, we are, of course, reconvening 

this veto session for purposes of considering items 

that were vetoed by the Governor. Senate Agenda 

Number 2, previously adopted, contains the Governor's 

veto messages regarding the bills that she has taken 

action on . 

So, Mr. President, I would yield the floor to any 
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members for purposes of announcements or points of 

personal privilege before calling for a recess. We 

are waiting for items from the House of 

Representatives. They will be adopting the rules and 

other standard boilerplate measures that we need to 

proceed, and once we receive that from the House, we 

will then reconvene. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

At this time, I will again ask for points of 

personal privileges or announcements. 

Seeing none, I'd like to remind everyone that 

this is the official longest day of the year. Let's 

hope this session doesn't follow that. 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes.· Thank you. 

Thank you, Mr. Presidentd From your mouth to 

God's ears, Mr. President, on that point and I would 

ask that the Senate stand in recess awaiting the 

business from the House. 

THE CHAIR·: 

The Senate will stand in recess subject to the 

call of the Chair. 
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On motion of Senator Looney of the 11th, the 

Senate at 10:58 a.m., recessed. 

The Senate reconvened at 11:27 a.m., the 

President in the Chair. 

THE CHAIR: 

The Senate will come back to order. 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes. Thank you, Governor. 

Mr. President, this morning we now have business 

. 
from the -- from the House. The we are in 

possession of Senate Agenda Numbers 3 and 4. If the 

Clerk might call those items. 

THE CLERK: 

Mr. Clerk. 

THE CLERK: 

Mr. P.resident, the Clerk is in possession of 

Senate Agendas Numbered 3 and 4 for the reconvened 

session of Monday, June 21, 2010. Copies have been 

distributed . 

THE CHAIR: 

.· 
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Mr. President, I move all items on Senate Agendas 

Numbers 3 and 4 for the reconvened session dated 

Monday, June 21, 2010, to be acted upon as indicated 

and that the agendas be incorporated by reference into 

the Senate journal and the Senate transcript. 

THE CHAIR: 

The motion on the floor is to accept all items on 

Senate Agenda Number 3 and 4. Seeing -- hearing no 

objections, so ordered, sir . 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes. Thank you, Mr. President. 

The first item to take up appea~s on Senate 

Agenda Number 3, under Senate resolutions. 

If the Clerk would call Senate Resolut-ion Number 

25. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk. 

THE CLERK: 

Calling from Senate Agenda Number 3, Senate 

Resolution Number 25, LCO 5810, RESOLUTION CONCERNING 
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THE RULES OF THE SENATE FOR THE RECONVENED SESSION OF 

THE 2010 GENERAL ASSEMBLY, introduced by Senator 

Looney of the 11th District. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes.· Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, I move adoption of the resolution. 

THE CHAIR: 

There is a motion on the floor for adoption of 

Senate Resolution Number 25. 

Will you remark further, sir . 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes. Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, these are our standard Senate 

rules for reconvened for veto sessions, and I would 

move that we adopt these rules to proceed with our 

business. 

THE CHAIR: 

The Senate will stand at ease for one second. 

(Chamber at ease.) 

THE CHAIR: 
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The Senate will come back to order. 

Will you ·remark further on Senate Resolution 

Number 25? Will you remark further on Senate 

Resolution Number 25? 

If not, let me try your minds. All those in 

favor, please signify by saying, aye. 

SENATORS: 

Aye. 

THE CHAIR: 

004138 

Opposed, nays. 1 

The ayes have it·. The resolution is adopted. 

Senator Looney . 

SENATOR LOONEY: . 

Yes. Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, continuing on Senate Agenda 

Number 3, under Number 2, business from the House, I 

would ask the Clerk to call House Joint Resolution 

Number 201. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk. 

THE "CLERK: 

House· Joint Resolution Number 201, LCO 5812, 

RESOLUTION CONCERNING THE JOINT RULES OF THE 

RECONVENED SESSION OF THE 2010 GENERAL ASSEMBLY, 
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introduced by Senator Looney of the 11th District, 

Representative Merrill of the 54th District. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes. Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, I move adoption of the resolution. 

THE CHAIR: 

There is a motion on the floor for adoption of 

House Joint Resolution Number 201. 

Will you remark further, Senator Looney? 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, House Joint "Resolution Number 201 

contains the joint rules for our reconvened veto 

session. These are the rules under which we have 

operated under prior veto sessions. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

Will you remark further on House Joint Resolution 

Number 201? Will you remark further? 

If not, let me try your minds. All those in 

favor, please signify by saying, aye . 

SENATORS: 
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The ayes haye it. The resolution -- House joint 

resolution is adopted. 

Senator Looney .. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, I would ask the Clerk to call from 

Senate Agenda Number 3, House Joint Resolution 

Number 202. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk. 

-THE ·CLERK: 

House Joint Resolution Number 202, LCO 5813, 

RESOLUTION CONCER~ING THE EXPENSES OF THE RECONVENED 

SESSION OF THE 2010 GENERAL ASSEMBLY, introauced by 

Senator Looney of the 11th District_, Representative 

Merrill of the 54th District. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes. Thank you, Mr. President . 

Mr. President, I move adoption of the resolution. 

004140 



I . 

• 

• 

• 

rgd/med/mb 
SENATE 

THE CHAIR: 

13 
June 21, 2010 

There is a motion on the floor to adopt House 

Joint Resolution Number 202. 

Will you remark? Will you remark further? 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes. Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, this is our standard veto session 

resolution providing that the Legislative Management 

Committee will be authorized to pay the necessary 

expenses of this reconvened veto session. 

THE <:;HAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

Will you remark further on House Joint Resolution 

Number 202? Will you remark further? 

If not, let me try your minds. All those in 

favor, pleas~ signify by saying, aye. 

SENATORS: 

Aye. 

THE CHAIR: 

Opposed, nays. 

The ayes have it. The resolution is adopted. 

Senator Looney . 

SENATOR LOONEY: 
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Mr. President, ~f the Clerk would call from 

Senate Agenda Number 3, under business from the House, 

House Joint Resolution Number 203. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk. 

THE CLERK: 

House Joint Resolution Number 203, LCO 5814, 

RESOLUTION CONFIRMING THE PRINTING OF.THE JOURNALS OF 

THE SENATE AND THE HOUS'E OF REPRESENTATIVES OR THE 

RECONVENED SESSION OF THE 2010 GENERAL ASSEMBLY, 

·introduced by Senator Looney of the 11th District, 

Representative Merrill of the 24th District. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes. Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, I move adoption of the resolution. 

THE CHAIR: 

The·re i~ a motion on the floor to adopt House 

Joint Resolution Number 203. 

Will you remark further? 

Senator Looney . 

SENATOR LOONEY: 
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Mr. President, this is our standard resolution 

providing for the printing of the journals of the 

House and Senate to record and memorialize the 

proceedings of the special session. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir .. 

Will you remark? Will you remark further on the 

resolution before us? Will you remark further? 

If not, let me try your minds. All those in 

favor, please signify by saying, aye. 

SENATORS: 

Aye. 

THE CHAIR: 

Opposed, nays. 

The ayes have it. The resolution is adopted. 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes. Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, on Senate Agenda Number 4, for 

today's session, I would ask the Clerk to call Senate 

Joint Resolution Number 49. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk. 
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Senate Joint Resolution Number 49, LCO 5870, 

RESOLOTION CONCERNING -- CONVENING THE GENERAL 

ASSEMBLY IN SPECIAL SESSION, introduced by Senator 

Looney of the 29th District -- or correction, Senator 

Williams of the 29th District, Senator Looney of the 

11th District, et al. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, I move adoption of the resolution . 

THE CHAIR: 

There's a motion on the floor of adoption of 

Senate Joint Resolution Number 49. 

Will you remark further? 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes. Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, this is a resolution convening the 

General Assembly in special session to deal with a 

number of items, in effect, left over from the regular 

session, clarifying certain items and taking action in 

a number of areas requiring action by the General 
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Assembly to conclude matters related to the regular 

session. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

Will you remark further on Senat~ Joint 

Resolution Number 49? Will you remark further? 

If not, I will try your minds. All those in 

favor, please signify by saying, aye. 

SENATORS: 

-Aye. 

THE CHAIR: 

Opposed, nay. 

The ayes have it. The resolution is adopted. 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes, thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, having adopted Senate Joint 

Resolution Number 49, I would move for immediate 

transmittal to the House of Representatives of Senate 

Joint Resolution Number 49. 

THE CHAIR: 

There's a motion on the floor to immediately 

transmit Senate Joint Resolution Number 49 ·to the 

House. Seeing no objection, so ordered, sir. 
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Mr. President, I would yield the floor for any 

members seeking recognition for announcements or 

points of personal privilege. 

THE CHAIR: 

At this time, I will entertain any points of 

personal privileges or announcements. 

Senato::J; Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes. Thank you, Mr. President . 

Seeing no other members seeking recognition, I 

would move that the Senate stand in recess for 

purposes of preparing the substantive business of the 

day. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

The Senate will stand in recess subject to the 

call of the Chair. 

On motion of Senator Looney of the 11th, the 

Senate at 11:37 a.m., recessed . 
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The Senate reconvened at 1:42 p.m., the President 

in the Chair. 

THE CHAIR: 

The Senate will come back to order. 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you very much, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, begin -- to begin this p~ocess 

today, appearing on today's calendar, under bills 

vetoed by the Govern~r on calendar page 2, Public Act 

10-106, which was Sena·te Bill 'Number 124 from the 2010 

session, a bill vetoed by the Governor on June 8, 

2010, AN ACT CONCERNING LONG ISLAND SOUND COASTAL 

PERMITTING AND CERTAIN GROUP FISHING LICENSES AND 

PERMITS FOR SOLID WASTE FACILITIES, which was amended 

by Senate Amendment Schedule "A" and "B." And this 

bill, Mr. President, was reported favorably by the 

Environment, Planning and Development, and Finance 

Committees; 

Mr. President, having been on the prevailing side 

on that vote, when it was P,assed in this chamber, I 

would move for reconsideration of that bill . 

THE CHAIR: 
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There's a motion on the floor to reconsider 

Senate Bill 124. 

Would you like to remark further on the 

reconsid~ration of this bill, sir? 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes, Mr. President. 

It's that this bill is the first of the bills 

that we intend to take action on today. The other 

items I believe will be House bills that we will have 

to wait on later. 

Mr. President, again, this is a bill that was· 

approved by three committees of the General Assembly 

as well as both Chambers, and I would move for 

reconsideration so that it might be brought before the 

Chamber again for repassage. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you~ sir. 

Is there any further discussion on 

reconsideration? 

If not, I will try your minds. All those in 

favor, please signify by saying, aye. 

SENATORS: 

Aye. 

THE CHAIR: 
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The ayes have it. ·The bill before us ~s under 

reconsideration. 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes. Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, I would now yield to Senator Meyer 

for purposes of the motion to repass Senate Bill 124, 

which was Public Act 10-106 of the 2010 session. 

SENATOR MEYER: 

Thank you, Mr. Majority Leader. 

Mr. President, I move --

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Meyer, do you accept the yield, sir? 

SENATOR MEYER: 

Yes, sir. I do accept the yield. 

THE CHAIR: 

Yeah. I think what we p~obably want to do is 

have the Clerk call the bill and then you can get into 

it~ 

Mr. Clerk. 

THE CLERK: 

Calling from the Senate calendar for Monday, 

June 21, 2010, bills vetoed by the Governor. Calendar 
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page 2, Public Act 10-106, Substitute for Senate Bill 

124, AN ACT CONCERNING LONG ISLAND SOUND COASTAL 

PERMITTING AND CERTAIN GROUP FISHING LICENSES AND 

PERMITS FOR SOLID WASTE FACILITIES, as amended by 

schedules-- Senate Amendment Schedules "A" and "B," 

receiving favorable reports of the committees on 

Environment, Planning and Development, Finance, 

Revenue and Bonding. The bill was vetoed by the 

Governor on June 8, 2010. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Meyer. 

SENATOR MEYER: 

Mr. President, I respectfully moved to repass 

Senate Bill 124 with permission to explain. 

THE CHAIR: 

There's a motion on the floor to repass Senate 

Bill 124. 

Senator Meyer. 

SENATOR MEYER: 

Thank you. 

Mr. President, colleagues, this bill passed the 

Senate 34 t~ nothing in May, and it passed the House 

unanimously as well. It has three parts to it that 

I'll explain briefly. The first part is that any 
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recipient of a permit from DEP that relates to 

dredging or wetland activity, that permit has got to 

be filed with the land records of the municipality. 

And that is to give buyers and purchasers notice of 

the fact that there is a permit that's going along 

with that activity. 

The second part bf the bill relates, in effect, 

to fishing licenses for special categories of ·disabled 

people, in this.case, disabled vets who are unable, 

many of whom are unable to pay a fishing license. And 

this allows those groups of people to tie into a 

nonprofit organization from which they could be 

exempted from having to pay the fishing license. 

The third part of the bill relates to the 

construction of solid waste facilities like a transfer 

station, a garbage dump or whatever, within a thousand 

feet of an aquifer. And that part of the bill says 

that if you're going to build a solid waste facility 

within a thousand feet of ah aq~ifer, you've got to 

comply with the Solid Waste Management Act. 

So that is, in effect, what this bill does in 

three parts, and I urge its favorable consideration. 

Thank you, Mr. President . 

THE CHAIR: 
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Would you like to remark further on the repass of 

Senate Bill 124? Would you like to remark further on 

the repass of Senate Bill 124? 

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

vote. The machine will be open. 

THE CLERK: 

Immediate rol·l call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate. Will all Senators please return to the 

chamber. Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in 

the Senate. Will all Senators please return to the 

chamber . 

THE CHAIR: 

Have all Senators voted? 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 on repassage of Senate Bill 124, Public 

Act 10-106. 

Total Number Voting 36 

Necessary for Adoption 24 

Those voting Yea 36 
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Senate Bill 124 is repassed. 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes. Thank you, Mr. President. 
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Mr. President, I would move for immediate 

transmittal to the House of Representatives of the 

repassed bill, Senate Bill 124. 

THE CHAIR: 

There's a motion on the floor to send Senate Bill· 

124 down to the House. 

Seeing no objection, so ordered, sir. 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes. 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'll entertain any points of 

personal privilege or announcements . 

Senator Loon~y. 
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Mr. ·President, at this point, I would call for 

another of what I hope will be a brief recess waiting 

for items to come to us on an agenda from the House. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

The Senate will stand in recess subject to the 

call of the Chair. 

On motion of Senator Looney of the 11th, the 

Senate at 1:50 p.m., recessed . 

The Senate was called to order in Special Session 

at 2:28p.m., in accordance with Senate Joint 

Resolution Number 49, which was adopted earlier today. 

President in the Chair. 

THE CHAIR: 

The Senate will come back to order. Will the 

members and guests please rise and. direct your 

attention to Rabbi Lazowski will lead us in prayer. 

Rabbi. 

DEPUTY CHAPLAIN RABBI PHILIP LAZOWSKI: 

Thank you. Thank you, so kindly. 
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Our thought for this afternoon is from Ps·alms 20, 

Verse 5, quote, May he give you the desire of your 

heart and make all your plans succeed; end of quote. 

Let us pray. 

Almighty God, I pray on behalf of all our 

Senators assembled at this extra session. We ask you, 

0 God, to create in us a spirit of mercy and 

understanding towards each other and of those whom we 

serve. 

Secure us for every insecure venture. Enable us 

to work together and support each other. Protect our 

men and women in the armed forces. Support our 

leaders to be wise and courageous in these times. 

Give us the knowledge to stop the catastrophic spill 

in the Gulf of Mexico. 

Hear us as we ptay and let us all say, amen. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Coleman, would you lead us in the pledge. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the United 

States of America, and to -the Republic for which it 

stands, one Nation under God, indivis~ble, with 

·liberty and justice for all . 

THE CHAIR: 
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Are.there any points of personal privileges or 

announcements before we get started_ with our work? 

If not, Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes. Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, the Clerk is in possession of 

Senate Agenda Numbers 1 and 2 for the June Special 

Session, as opposed to the reco.nvened session. 

THE CHAIR: 

Got it. 

Mr. Clerk. 

THE CLERK: 

Mr. President, Clerk is in possession of Senate 

Agenda Numbered 1 and 2 for the June Special Session, 

dated Monday, June 21, 2010. Copies have.been 

distributed. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes. Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, I move all items on Senate Agenda 

Numbers 1 and 2 dated Monday, June 21, 2-010 for the 

June Special Session to be acted upon as indicated and 

that the agendas be incorporated by reference into the 
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Senate journal and the Senate transcript. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

There's a motion on the floor to move all items 

on Senate Agenda Number 1 and Number 2. Seeing no 

objection, so ordered. 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes. Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, on Senate Agenda Number 1 for the 

June Special Sessio·n, under Number 1, Senate 

resolution, I would have Clerk to call Senate 

Resolution Number 35. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk. 

THE CLERK: 

Calling from Senate Agenda Number !,,Senate 

Resolution Number 35, LCO 5856, RESOLUTION CONCERNING 

THE RULES OF THE SENATE FOR THE JUNE SPECIAL SESSION, 

2010, introduced by Senator Looney of the 11th 

District. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Looney . 

SENATOR LOONEY: 
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Thank you, Mr. President. I move adoption of the 

resolution. 

THE CHAIR: 

There's a motion on the floor to adopt Senate 

Resolution Number 35. 

Would you remark? Will you remark further? 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes. ·Mr. President, thank you. 

These are substantially the rules that we have 

used for -- Senate rules for prior special sessions . 

There is one change that I wanted to draw.the 

attention of the members to, and that. is, under Rule 

37, the language now specifies that only those bills 

and substantive resolutions specified in paragraph 1 

of Rule 7 and so on, previous language had said only 

those bills. We've added language "and substantive 

resolutions." And this will conform language of the 

Senate rules to the joint rules and allow for 

resolutions in future special sessions. 

This is the only change from the .language of our 

prior special session rules . 

THE CHAIR: 
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Will you remark further? Will you remark 

further? 

If not, let me try your minds. All those· in 

favor, please signify by saying, aye. 

SENATORS: 

Aye. 

THE CHAIR: 

Opposed, nays. 

The ayes have it. Senate Resolution 35 passes. 

Senator .Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes. Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, continuing on Senate Agenda 

Number 1 for the June Special Session, under. Number 2, 

business from the House, would ask the Clerk to call 

House Joint Resolution Number 301. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk. 

THE CLERK: 

House Joint Resolution Number 301, LCO 5849, 

RESOLUTION CONCERNING THE JOINT RULES OF THE JUNE 

SPECIAL SESSION 2010, introduced by Senator Looney of 

the 11th District, et al. 
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Mr. President, I move adoption of the resolution. 

THE CHAIR: 

There's a motion on the floor on adoption of 

House Joint Resolution 301. 

Will you remark? Will you remark further? 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President . 

These are o~r standard joint rules for special 

sessions, which we will be adopting in concurrence 

with the House. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

Will you remark? Will you remark further on 

House Joint Resolution 301? 

If not, let me try your minds. All those in 

favor, please signify by saying, aye. 

SENATORS: 

Aye . 

THE CHAIR: 

004160 



• 

•• 

•• 

rgd/med/mb 
SENATE 

0pposed, nays. 

33 
June 21, 2010 

The .ayes have it. The joint resolution is 

adopted. 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes. Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, if the Clerk would call on Senate 

Agenda Number 1, under business from the House, House 

Joint Resolution Number 302, RESOLUTION CONCERNING THE 

EXPENSES OF THE JUNE SPECIAL SESSION 201i0. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk . 

THE CLERK: 

House Joint Resolution Number 302, LCO 5805, 

RESOLUTION CONCERNING· THE. EXPENSES OF THE JUNE SPECIAL 

SESSION 2010, introduced by Senator Looney of the 11th 

District, et a·l. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes. Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, I move adoption of the resolution 

in concurrence with the House . 

THE CHAIR: 
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There's a motion on the floor for adoption of 

House Joint Resolution 302. 

Will you re~ark? Will you remark further? 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes. Thank you, Mr. President. 

This is our standard resolution authorizing the 

Joint Committee on Legislative Management to pay the 

necessary expenses of the special session. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, si·r. 

Will you remark further on House Joint Resolution 

Number 302? Will you remark further? 

If not, let me try your minds. All those in 

favor, please.signify by.saying, aye. 

SENATORS: 

Aye. 

THE CHAIR: 

Opposed, nays. 

The ayes have it. The joint resolution is 

adopted. 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
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Mr. President, continuing on Senate Agenda 

Nu~ber 1, under busin~ss from the House, House Joint 

Resolution 303, I would ask the Clerk to call that 

item. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk. 

THE CLERK: 

·House Joint Resolution Number 303, LCO ~804, 

RESOLUTION CONCERNING THE PRINTING OF THE JOURNALS OF 

THE SENATE AND HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES FOR THE JUNE 

SPECIAL SESSION 2010, introduced by se·nator Looney of 

the 11th District, et al . 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, I move adoption of the resolution 

in concurrence with the House. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

There's a motion on the floor for a resolution 

House joint Resolution 303. Will you remark? Will 

you remark further? 

Senator Looney. 
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SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes. Thank you, Mr. President. 

This is our standard resolution providing for the 

printing of the journals of the House and Senate to 

create a record of these proceedings. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

Will you remark? Remark further? 

If not, let me get.one of your standard ayes. 

All those in favor, plea~e say, aye. 

SENATORS:· 

Aye . 

THE CHAIR: 

Opposed, nays? 

The ayes have it. The resolution -- the joint 

resolution is adopted. 

Mr. Looney Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, if we would proceed now to Senate 

Agenda Number 2 for the June Special Session and on 

Senate Agenda Number 2, we have three emergency 

certified bills or two bills and a resolution. I 

would ask the Clerk to call the first item under 
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number two, under emergency certified, Senate 

resolution, Senate Joint Resolution Number 101. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk. 

THE CLERK: 

Calling from Senate Agenda Number 2, Emergency 

~ertified Resolution Number 101, RESOLUTION CONCERNING 

THE DISPOSITION OF CERTAIN CLAIMS AGAINST THE STATE 

PURSUANT TO CHAPTER 53 OF THE GENERAL STATUTES. The 

resolution is accompanied by emergency certification, 

signed Donald E. Williams, Jr., Presid~nt Pro Tempore 

of the Senate; Christopher G. Donovan, Speaker of the 

House of Representatives. 

THE; CHAIR: 

Senator McDonald. 

SENATOR McDONALD: 

Thank you, .Mr. President. 

Mr. President, I move adoption of the emergency 

certified resolution. 

THE CHAIR: 

Acting on approval and adoption of the 

resolution, sir; would you like to mark further? 

SENATOR. McDONALD: 

Thank you, Mr. President: 
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Mr. President and members of the circle, the 

resolution before us would confirm certain actions by 

the Claims Commissioner with respect to two claims, 

21614 and 21615. Additionally, under two additional 

c~aims, 21727 and 21806, the actions ·of the Claims 

Commissioner would be vacated and a litigant would be 

authorized to proceed to file a lawsuit against the 

State. 

Additionally, Mr. President, under Section 3 of 

the resolution, when a recommendation of the Claims 

Commissioner to award a certain sum of money would be 

confirmed, and under Section 4 and 5, two additional 

cla~ms against the State, where the Claims 

Commissioner had ordered a dismissal of a claim, would 

be vacated and ·remanded to the Claims Commissioner for 

a hearing on the merits. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

Will you remark further on Senate Joint 

Resolution Number 101? Will you remark further on 

Senate Joint Resolution Number 101? 

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

vote. The machine will be open . 

THE CLERK: 
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Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate. Will all Senators please return to the 

chamber. Immediate roll call vote 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. The machine will be 

locked. J The Clerk will call the tally. 

THE CLERK: 

The motion is on adoption of Emergency Certified 

Resolution Number. 101 . 

Total Number Voting 36 

Necessary for Adoption 19 

Those voting Yea 36 

Those voting Nay 0 

Those absent and not voting 0 

THE CHAIR: 

Senate Joint Resolution 101 passes. 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President . 

. Mr. President, I would move for immediate 

transmittal to the House of Representatives of Senate 
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Mr. President, if the Clerk would call as the 

next item from Senate Agenda Number 2 for the June 

Special Session, Emergency Certified Senate Bill 

Number 501. 

THE CHAIR: 

Let's keep our voices down. We've got business 

to do. 

I'm sorry. But, Senator Looney, please proceed 

again. 

' SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes, thank you, Mr. President. 

If the Clerk might call, as the next item, on 

Senate Agenda Number 2 for the June Special Session, 

Emergency Certified Senate Bill Number 501 .. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk. 

THE CLERK: 

Calling from Senate Agenda Number 2, Emergency 
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Certified Bill 501, AN ACT CONCERNING THE REAL ESTATE 

CONVEYANCE TAX, THE. CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN PARCELS OF 

STATE LAND, ADJUSTMENTS TO CERTAIN PROGRAMS 

IMPLEMENTED THROUGH THE DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES, 

A REPORT ON TAX CREDITS, JUVENILE JUSTICE, ABSENTEE 

VOTING BY MEMBERS OF THE MILITARY, REVISIONS TO 

VA-RIOUS TASK FORCES, COMMISSIONS AND COUNCILS, AND 

AMENDMENTS AND MINOR AND TECHNICAL CHANGES TO CERTAIN 

SPECIAL AND PUBLIC ACTS OF THE 2010 REGULAR SESSION. 

The bill i_s accompanied by emergency certification 

signed Donald E. Williams, Jr., President Pro Tempore 

of the Senate; Christopher G. Donovan, Speaker of the 

Hous.e of Representatives. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes. Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, I move for adoption and passage of 

the emergency certified bill. 

THE CHAIR: 

Acting on approval and passage, sir, would you 

like to remark further? 

. THE CHAIR: 

Yes. Thank you, Mr. ~resident. 
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This bill, as you might tell from Clerk's reading 

of the'title, contains a variety of subjects on 

matters that were unresolved or unpassed in both 

chambers at the end of the regular 2010 session and 

that they are now brought together in this one bill 

for purpo~es of 6larification and completion. 

The significant item is the extension of the 

expiration date of a higher municipal real estate 

conveyance tax rate for one-yea·r. It also exempts 

foreclosures by sale and short sales from that 

conveyance tax. 

It makes some changes to the Fiscal Year '11 

Budget Act as well as two other laws enacted in the 

2010 regular session that relate to Medicaid and HUSKY 

plus juvenile justice, various tax credits, school 

construction projects and appointments to commissions 

and task forces. It also authorizes certain 

conveyances of state property, establishes temporary 

high risk pool in conformance with the federal health 

-care reform law and changes state election law to 

comply with the Federal Military and Overseas Voter 

Empowerme:_nt Act. 

And also, finally Mr. President, the bill does 

make some minor and technical changes and corrections 

004170 





• 

• 

• 

rgd/med/mb 
SENATE 

SENATOR DUFF: 

44 
June 21, 2010 

Thank you, Mr. President. Good afternoon. 

THE CHAIR: 

Good afternoon, sir. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you,. Mr. President. 

Mr. President, I rise in support of this 

legislation today, one brief section and I'll make it 

quick. Many in the circle know that I am certainly no 

fan of the conveyance tax, and I certainly am not 

today, even though we have a one-year· extension._of it. 

Though I will mention to members of the circle that I 

am very, very pleased and happy that we are taking 

action today to exempt for.eclosures and short sales 

from the conveyance tax. 

This was a priority of the Banks Committee 

earlier this year. We unanimously passed legislation 

in our committee to exempt foreclosures and short 

sales. The Finance Committee passed legislation as 

well, and I know for many of us in the circle today 

that it is something that we see on a day-to-day basis 

where friends and neighbors and others are hitting on 

tough times and not only are they getting foreclosed 

on or they have a short sale, they kind of get kicked 
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while they're down with the conveyance tax. 

And while lots of times in this building people 

like to take credit for ideas, this is not one that 

people would like to take credit for, putting the 

conveyance tax on foreclosures and short sales. So I 

am pleased today that we are going to give people who 

are, at times at their worst, a little 'bit of relief 

from this tax and appreciate the fact that it is in 

this large bill that we have here today and is 

something that we can make sure we ~emind those of our 

constituents who are hitting the~e tough times that we 

have taken the appropriate action here today to exempt 

them from the conveyance tax. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

Senator Boucher. 

SENATOR BOUCHER: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, in discussing this particular 

bill, I agree with my colleague, my distinguished 

colleague and seat mate, that it was a very good thing 

to exclude certain sales from this particular onerous 

tax. 
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But all in all this bill that includes so many 

different issues, some of which we may agree with, and 

some of us may disagree; however, this particular tax, 

the conv~yance tax, we should remember was enacted 

some years ago at a time when we thought we couldn't 

get wor~e, when we had the tech bubble and we had 

September 11th and they were tryipg to find another 

way to close a very serious shortfall, and it was 

supposed to be enacted for a very short period of 

time. 

It was added to many other taxes that Connecticut 

is infamous for, including the estate tax, tax on 

pensions, car property taxes and other such taxes that 

make Connecticut a very attractive state for people to 

live and retire in particularly. 

And unfortunately, this extension has continued 

year after year. There has been several amendments 

that have been filed. I'm not going to call any of 

them. However, one in particular should be mentioned 

even though it does not have the votes to pass and 

that's why I'm not bringing it on. And that is the 

possibility that maybe this Legislature should move 

to, and that is eliminating the state portion of that 

tax. If we go back to its beginning, there was only a 
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state portion of that tax at one time, but we added a 

municipal portion and we increased the tax, thereby 

communities becoming dependent on it. 

Our communities this year have worked extremely 

hard to close their budget shortfalls. They have cut. 

The State unfortunately has come up short in that 

regard. It's much recognized throughout our state in 

that the to~ns have worked very hard, but the State 

has only made less than meaningful cuts to a very 

expensive budget that is being put forward. And that 

is the most responsible ~ction to take. And that is 

removing the State's portion of it going forward and 

allowing the municipalities to keep their portion. 

Again, because they would come up short this year. 

But long-term, I think it's something the State 

should look at because in extending it this one year 

we all know full well that we're going to be back at 

this again next yeai, and they're going to have a very 

hard time.eliminating this tax altogether. ~t should 

go away because, in fact, this is a tax on people's 

equities in their home and when they go to sell it, it 

is an equity that they have .paid on property taxes 

year after year~ And so we're taxing them once again 

going out. the door. 
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So as I said, this is reluctantl~ -- we see this 

extension again. I feel it should go away. There are 

many that agree with us. I understand the 

difficulties of our communities and as such, I hope 

that in the future that they will consider eliminating 

the state portion and thereby bringing it back to 

where it used to be before we increased it so much on 

our very tired and burdensome taxpayers who think that 

we haven't been responsible fiscally. 

In fact, ~hey would like to see us change that 

terminology and bring about some fiscal austerity. I 

think they've had enough of what they've had to go 

through in these last couple of years. T.hank you very 

much for your indulgence, Mr. President, and I'll 

leave it to others to comment further. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, ma'am. 

Senator Debicella. 

SENATOR DEBICELLA: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, I rise to associate my remarks 

with s·enator Boucher's. But first I actually go back 

to something Senator Duff said, which is we don't want 

to kick people when we are down. And I think the 
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compromise that was reached is a smart one because 

people who are .the furthest down are not being kicked, 

those who are in foreclosure, but those aren't the 

only peqp1e who are down right now. 

People have seen the prices of their homes drop 

10, 20, 30 percent since when they purchased them. · 

And now we're going to hit them with an extra tax. I 

don't think that's the right thing to do, to be 

kicking p~ople when they're down. That is what this 

additional conveyance tax does. 

And Senator Boucher is absolutely right. We 

could today be voting on a bill that cuts state 

spending by just $40 million and transferring that 

over to our municip~lities to keep them whole. 

Municipalities wouldn't have to raise a dollar of 

property ta~e~ if we in state government had cut just 

a miniscule amount, $40 million out of an $18 billion 

budget, but yet again, we have failed to cut spending 

to help our municipalities. 

And unfortunately, Mr. President, I cannot do 

this to the homeowners of Connecticut to extend this 

tax, and I will be voting no today. Thank you. 

Thank you . 

THE CHAIR: 
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I'll be very brief. I just want to associate 

myself with the remarks of, actually, all three 

speakers who preceded me. 

I think it's a very unfair tax, a conveyance tax. 

I've always opposed it. Most people don't expect it 

when they go to the closing. I mean, you've got 

situations where you've got individuals selling their 

homes in order· to downsize, .maybe moving to a 

condominium because they c·an' t afford the upkeep or 

the property tax on· the family homes~ead, and then we 

whack them with a pretty heavy burden. 

So I think it's -- I think it's unfair. I agree 

with what Senator Boucher said that we should remove 

the state portion of the tax at some point. I think 

the towns, and I know from first-hand experience that 

ihe 13 towns I represent, whether they -- whether 

their chief executive officers be Republican or 

Democrat, they have done an extraordinary job of 

controlling expenses, and I think that is the reason 
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that so many of these budgets have gone through 

without a whole lot of opposition in most of the 

towns, as opposed to a few years ago when they had 

referendum after referendum. 

So I agree with my colleagues. I hope that 

someday we focus and do the right thing. Thank you, 

Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. 

Will you remark further? Will you remark further 

on Senate Bill 501? 

Senator Looney . 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes. Thank you, Mr. President. 

I just ·wanted to add one other note to call 

attention to the members to Section 18 of the bill 

which allows employees who are receiving vocational 

training for the Board of Education and Services for 

the Blind to qualify for the new job tax credit, which 

was established in Section 9 of Public Act 10-75, the 

jobs bill enac.ted earlier in the regular session. 

In that bill, we provided for a credit for 

employers who hire people through the Bureau of 

Rehabilitation Services. We had also intended to have 
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it cover people who receive services from the Board of 

Education and Services for the Blind. 

We had passed a bill in the Senate dealing with 

that correction that didn't make it ~hrough the House 

in the last night, and that provision is incorporated 

into this bill to have a broader tax credit for the 

hiring of persons with various disabilities. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

Will you remark? Will you remark further on the 

bill? Will you remark further? 

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

vote. The machine will be open. 

THE CLERK: 

An immediate roll call vote has been ordered in 

the Senate. Will all Senators please return to the 

chamber. An immediate roll call vote 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. The machine will be 

locked. The Clerk will call the tally. 
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Motion is on passage of Emergency Certified Bill 

501. 

Total Number Voting 36 

Necessary for Adoption 19 

Those voting Yea 32 

Those voting Nay 4 

Those absent and not voting 0 

THE CHAIR: 

Senate_Bill 501 passes. Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President . 

Mr. President, I would move for immediate 

transmittal to the .~ouse of Repre~entatives of 

Emergency Certified Senate Bill 501. 

THE CHAIR: 

So ordered, sir. 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, I would ask the Clerk to call from 

Senate ·Agenda Number 2, Senate Bill Number --

Emergency Certified Senate Bill Number 502 . 

THE CHAIR: 
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Calling from Senate Agenda Number 2, Emergency 

Certified Bill 502, AN ACT MAKING ADJUSTMENTS TO THE 

BUDGET AND TO CERTAIN PUBLIC ACTS, AND ESTABLISHING 

THE HOMEOWNER'S EQUITY RECOVERY OPPORTUNITY LOAN 

PROGRAM. The bill is accompanied by emergency 

certification sign~d Donald E. Williams, President Pro 

Tempore of the Senate; Christopher·G. Donovan, Speaker 

of the House of Representatives. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Looney . 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, I move for passage of the 

emergency certified Senate bill. 

THE CHAI~: 

Acting on approval and passage of the bill, sir, 

would you like to remark further? 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes. Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, this bill makes various changes to 

implement the Fiscal Year '10 deficit mitigation and 

Fiscal Year '11 budget adjustment acts. It also 
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allows the Connecticut Housing Finance Authority to 

provide mortgages to eligible buyers of distressed, 

foreclosed or abandoned property and repeals 

duplicative property tax exemption deadline extension. 

I would urge passage of the bill. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

Wi~l you remark further on Senate Bill 502? 

Senator Debicella. 

SENATOR DEBICELLA: 

Th~nk you, Mr. President~ 

"Mr. President, through you, som~ questions to the 

proponent of the bill. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR DEBICELLA: 

Mr. President, through you, just looking at the 

fiscal note for this bill. The fiscal nqte says see 

below for the impact", and as I'm looking through the 

different section~, some say there's no fiscal impact; 

others don't make a note of it. 

I'm just wondering, through you, Mr. President, 

if we have an idea of the net fiscal impact of all the 

changes in this bill. Through you, Mr. Pres1dent. 
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Thank you, Mr. President. 
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Mr. President, ~ would yield to Senator Harp, the 

Chair of the Appropriations Committee. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Harp, do you accept the yield, ma'am. 

SENATOR HARP: 

I do. 

THE CHAIR: 

Please proceed, ma'am . 

SENATOR HARP: 

But I do not hav.e an answer to that question. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Debicella. 

SENATOR DEBICELLA: 

Thani you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, if I may then, in just looking at 

this, I want to just make sure that this bill that is 

before us today, I think it is meant to be 

implementing language and not something that actually 

changes the underlying budget . 

And I don't believe in looking at the language 

• 
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that it does, but before voting on it ~ just want to 

make sure that we all know what we are voting on in 

terms of this does not have any net fiscal change that 

would put the budget out of balanc~ for the next few 

fiscal years. Through you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Harp. 

SENATOR HARP: 

Thank.you very much. There is no fiscal changes 

that will put the budget out of balance in the next 

fiscal year. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Debicella. 

SENATOR DEBICELLA: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

And I thank Senator Harp for the answer to her 

question. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

Will you remark further on Senate Bill 502? Will 

you remark further on Senate Bill 502? 

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

vote. The machine will be open . 

THE CLERK: 
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Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate. Will all Senators please return to the 

chamber. Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in 

the Senate. Will all Senators please return to the 

chamber. 

THE CHAIR: 

Have all Senators voted? Have all Senator~ 

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 on passage of Emergency Certified Bill 

502. 

Total N~mber Voting 36 

Necessary for Adoption 19 

Those voting Yea 24 

Those voting Nay 12 

Those .absent and not voting 0 

THE CHAIR: 

The bill passes. Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, I would move for immediate 

~~ansmittal to the House of Representatives of 
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THE CHAIR: 

Without objection, ordered, sir. 

Senat.or Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes. Thank you, Mr.· President. 

59 
June 21, 2010 

Mr. President, I would yield the floor to any 

members for purposes of announcements or points of 

personal privilege. 

THE CHAIR: 

At this time, I'll entertain any announcements or· 

points of personal privileges from the floor . 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes, Mr. President, ~hank you. 

Mr. President, that concludes our business for 

the time being in the June Special Session. It's our 

intention to recess that session and then to reconvene 

the veto session to because we believe that there 

is now items coming to us on an agenda for that 

session, which have come to us from the·House of 

Representatives, or at least they are in transit . 

. So it's our intention, Mt. President, to call for 

a recess of the June Special Session and then shortly 
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we will reconvene in the reconvened session. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

-
We will recess the June Special Session subject 

to the call of the Chair. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

On motion of Senator Looney of the 11th,_ the 

Senate ·at 3:00p.m., recessed. 

The Senate reconvened at 3:23p.m., the President 

in the Chair. 

THE CHAIR: 

The Senate will come back to order in the veto 

session. Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes~ Thank you, Mr. President. Mr. President, 

good afternoo.n. 

THE CHAIR: 

· Good afternoon, sir. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

We are back in, as you said, the reconvened veto 
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session. The Clerk is in possession of Senate Agenda 

Number 5 for the reconvened session. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk. 

THE CLERK: 

Mr. President, the Clerk is in possession of 

S_enate Agenda Number 5 for the reconvened session for 

Monday, June 21, 2010. Copies have been distributed. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President . 

Mr. President, I move all items on Senate Agenda 

Number 5 for the reconvened session, dated Monday, 

June 21, 2010, to be acted upon as indicated and that 

the agenda be incorporated by reference into the 

Senate journal and the Senate transcript. 

THE CHAIR: 

There's a motion on the floor to move all items 

on Senate Agenda Number 5. 

Seeing no objection, so ordered, sir. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes. Thank you, Mr. President . 

Mr. President, on Senate Agenda Number 5, under 
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busines~ from the House, we have four items: 

Governor's veto, was overridden by the House. It's 

our intention to take up those items. 

The first of those, Mr. President, is substitute 

for House Bill Number 5207. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

Just as a reminder, the override is a two-part 

step to override the Governor's veto.· Obviously, the 

first motion is to consider the vetoed bill from the 
~ 

individual, an individual who's on the prevailing side 

and then the motion that is 'brought before the body 

for a majority vote. And then assuming that motion to 

reconsider pass~s, then the motion must be made to 

repass the bill. We've done one earlier, but I just 

thought it would b~ important to remind everyone. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes, Mr. President, thank you. 

Mr. President, in acco~dance with that -- that 
I 

inst·ruction, Mr. President, I was on the prevailing 

side when the Senate considered Substitute House Bill 

5207 and was subsequently vetoed by the Governor. 

And having been on the prevailing side, I would 

move for the reconsideration of that bill. 
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Okay. Mr. Clerk, do you want to call that bill 

and --·don'~ get up on the board. There we go. We're 

up on the board. Okay. We're good. 

There's a motion on the floor by Senator Looney 

to reconsider House Bill 5207. Is there discussion? 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes. Mr. President, I would move, having been on 

the pr.evailing side, I would move for reconsideration 

of that item. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. Will you remark further on 

reconsideration of House Bill 5207? 

If not, we'll try your minds. All those in 

favor, please signify by saying, aye. 

SENATORS: 

Aye. 

THE CHAIR: 

Opposed, nays. 

The ayes have it. House Bill 5207 is before us 

for reconsideration. 

Senator Looney . 

SENATOR -LOONEY: 
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reconsideration and it was a bill of the Labor and 

Public Employees Committee, I wou1ld yield to Senator 

Prague for purposes of a motion to repass the bill. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Prague, do you accept the yield? 

SENATOR PRAGUE: . 

Yes, Mr. Pr~sident. Thank you. I do accept the 

yield. And I make a motion 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator) yeah. Okay. I'm ~orry. Let's call the 

bill first, Senator Prague, and then we'll--

THE CLERK: 

Calling from Senate Agenda Number 5, which is 

Public Act 10-142, Substitute for House Bill 5207, AN 

ACT CONCERNING CRIMINAL BACKGROUND CHECKS FOR 

PROSPECTIVE STATE EMPLOYEES, as amended by House 

Amendment Schedule "A." The bill was vetoed by the 

Governor on June 8, 2010. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Prague. 

SENATOR PRAGUE: 

Thank you, Mr. President. Mr. President, I move 
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There's a motion on the floor to repass House 

Bill 5207. 

Would you like to remark further, ma'am? 

SENATOR PRAGUE: 

I would, Mr. President. Thank you. 

This bill came out of the Labor Committee. 

Today, as thing§ ~tand, people don't even get a chance 

for an interview. This bill gives folks a chance to 

get an interview for a job. And if they qualify £or 

the job, they answer all the questions, everything 

is -- shows that they truly would make a good state 

employee, they're well-qualified, it's at that point 

in time when they cah ask for a criminal background 

check. 

As it stands now, people don't even get the 

chance to get in for an interview. It's a very good 

bill, and I hope this Chamb~r will see fit to override 

the veto. Thank you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, ma'am . 

Would you remark? Would you remark further on 
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repassage of House Bill 5207? Will you remark 

further? 

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

vote. The machine wi~l be open. 

THE CLERK: 

An immediate roll call vote has been ordered in 

the Senate. Will all Senators please return to the 

chamber. An immediate roll call vote has been ordered 

in the Senate. ~ill all Senato~s 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 on passage of House Bill 5207. 

Total Number Voting 36 

Necessary for Adoption 19 

Those voting Yea 31 

Those votin9 Nay 5 

Those absent and not voting 0 

THE CHAIR: 

House Bill 5207 passes . 

Senator Looney. 
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Mr. President, continuin·g on Senate Agenda 

Number 5 of the reconvened session, the second item is 

substitute House Bill Number 5248, AN ACT ESTABLISHING 

A SENTENCING COMMISSION. 

Mr~ President, this bill is also vetoed by the 

Governor. The House has voted to override that veto. 

I was.on the prevailing side when the Senate 

considered that item and now would move for 

reconsideration of Substitute House Bill 5248. 

THE CHAIR: 

There's a motion on the floor for consideration 

of Substitute House Bill 5248. 

Wi~l you remark? Will you remark further? 

If not, i will me try your minds. All those in 

favor, please signify by saying, aye. 

SENATORS: 

Aye., 

Opposeds, nay. 

The ayes have·it. House Bill 5248 is before us 

for reconsideration. Senator Looney . 

SENATOR LOONEY: 
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Mr. President, since that was a bill proc.eeding 

from the Judiciary Committee, I would yield to Senator 

McDonald for purposes of a motion to repass the bill. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McDonald, do you accept the yield, sir? 

SENATOR McDONALD: 

I do, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Please proceed. 

SENATOR McDONALD: 

And thank ~ou, Mr. President. M~. President, I 

move to repass House Bill 5248. 

THE CHAIR: 

There's a motion on the floor to repass House 

Biil 5248. Seeing no objections, please proceed, sir. 

SENATOR McDONALD: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, this legislation is an outgrowth 

of a series of different pieces of legislation that 

began in 2006 in the Judicia·ry Committee to create a 

sentencing task force to systematically review our 

state's criminal justice statutes and to create a more 

comprehensive and unifo·rm practice in our· criminal 
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And in partlcular, Mr. President, this 

legislation outlines a series of ways in which the . 

members of this commission would develop a database of 

information, have access to privileged documents to 

·generate reports and to analyze our criminal justice 

statutes. 

It would be a collaborative effort between the 

executive branch and the judicial branch, as well as 

involving law enforcement agencies at the local and 

state level. 

THE CHAIR: 

Tha.nk ·you, sir. 

Will you remark further on the repassage of House 

Bill 5248? Will you remark further? 

If not, Mr. Cl~rk, 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 

Senate. Will all Senators please return to the 

chamber . 

THE CHAIR: 
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Have all Senators voted? If all Senators have 

voted, please check your vote. The machine will be 

locked. The Clerk will call the daily. 

THE CLERK: 

Motion is on re-passage of House Bill 5248. 

Total Number Voting 36 

Necessary for Adoption 19 

Those voting Yea 27 

Those voting Nay 9 

Those absent and not voting 0 

THE CHAIR: 

House Bill 5248 passes . 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr.· President, continuing on Senate Agenda 

Number 5 for the reconvened session, the third item on 

the agenda is Substitute House Bill Number 5286. This 

item also, Mr. President, was vetoed by the Governor, 

and the House of Representatives has already voted to 

override that ~eto. 

Mr. President, I was on the prevailing side when 

the Senate con~idered that item and would move now for 

reconsideration of House Bill Number 5286. 
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There's a motion on the floor for reconsideration 

of House Bill 5286. Seeing no objection, so ordered. 

Senator Loon~y. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes. Mr. President, I would move the 

reconsideration. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

I will try your minds. All those in favor, 

please signify by saying, aye. 

SENATORS: 

Aye. 

THE CHAIR: 

Opposed, nays. 

The bill is before us for reconsideration. 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes. Thank you, Mr. President. 

Now that the bill is before us, I would yield to 

Senator Harris, since the item originated with the 

Public Health Committee, and would yield to Senator 

Harris for purposes of a motion to repass the bill . 

THE CHAIR: 
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Senator Harris, do you accept the yield, sir? 

"SENATOR HARRIS: 

I do, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Please proceed, sir. 

SENATOR HARRIS: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

I move to repass Public Act Number 10-38, AN ACT 

CONCERNING LICENSURE OF MASTER AND CLINICAL SOCIAL 

WORKERS. 

THE CHAIR: 

There's a motion on the floor to repass House . 

Bill 5286. 

Will you remark further? 

Senator Harris. 

SENATOR HARRIS: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, this bill passed the Senate in our 

regular session 34 to 1; and the House, 143 to 6. 

Mr. President, this bill sets up a two-tiered level of 

licensure for clinical social workers. 

We would, with the override of this veto, join 45 

other states that have multilevel licensure, including 

New York, Massachusetts and Rhode Island . 

. -
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.This bill, when it becomes law, does a couple of 

things that are very important to the people of 

Connecticut and to our social workers. 

First of all, because there's licensure, it 

provides consume~ protection for our citizens to have 

recourse against clinical social workers that are just 

masters before they. finally get their licensed 

clinical social worker status, so that there's 

recourse and consumer protection. It would enable 

those with masters of social work to work in other 

s~ttings where they now cannot work, in particular, 

the medical setting . 

A-lot of hospitals require a license to be able 

to work, and it would help keep our masters of social 

workers here workin~ in the state of Connecticut as 

opposed to going to other states, including our 

..' 

neighbors, as I said, that have this multilevel 

licensure. 

Mr. Preside~t, I urge repassage. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

Will you remark further on the repassage of House 

Bill 5286? Will you remark further? 

If not,_Mr. Clerk, pleas& call for a roll call 
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Immediate roll call vote has been .ordered in the 

Senate. Will all Senators please return to the 

chamber. Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in 

the Senate. Will ~ll 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: 

The motion is on repassage of House Bill 5286. 

Total Number Voting 36 

Necessary for Adoption 19 

Those voting Yea 34 

Those voting Nay 2 

Those absent and not voting 0 

THE CHAIR: 

House Bill 5286· passes~· 

Senator Looney-. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President . 

Mr. President, continuing on Senate Agenda 
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Number 5 for the reconvened session. The fourth item 

on·the agenda is Substitute House Bill Number 5455. 

This matter also was passed by the General Assembly. 

It was subsequently vetoed by the Governor. rhe House 

-of Representatives has voted to override that veto. 

Mr. President, I was on the prevailing side when 

that matter was considered in the Senate and would· 

move for reconsideration of House Bill -- Sub~titute 

House Bill 5455. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

Will you ·remar~? Will you remark further on the 

reconsideration of House Bill 5455? 

Will you remark further? If not, I will try your 

minds. All those in favor, please signify by saying, 

aye. 

SENATORS: 

Aye. 

THE CHAIR: 

Opposed, nays. 

The ayes have it. The bill is before us for 

reconsideration. 

Senator Looney . 

SENATOR LOONEY: 
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Mr. President, now that the bill is once again 

before us, I would yield to Senator DeFronzo the chair 

of the Transportation Committee for a motion to repass 

the bill. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator DeFronzo1 do you accept the yield, sir. 

SENATOR DeFRONZO: 

Thank you, Mr. President, and I do. 

THE CHAIR: 

Please proceed, sir. 

SENATOR DeFRONZO: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

I would like to make a motion to repass Public 

Act 10-159, House Bill 5455. 

THE CHAIR: 

There's a motion before the Chamber for repassage 

of House Bill 5455. 

Would you like to remark further, sir. 

SENATOR DeFRONZO: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

This is a fairly innocuous bill. It concerns the 

master transportation plan process facility, 

assessment reports and the Depa·rtment of 
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Transportation, the Connecticut Pilot Maritime 

Commissions. It requires a review of the procedures 

of state. It makes changes to the authorization and 

bonds for the Stamford Transportation Center and 

requires new crosswalks. And the state of Connecticut 

to provide adequate time for the safe crossing of 

pedestrians. 

Mr. President, this bill passed both houses of 

the Legislature unanimously and was overridden in the 

House earlier today by a margin of 138 to nothing. I 

would urge members of the Senate to join our 

colleagues in the House. Thank you, Mr. President . 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

Would you like to remark further on the repassage 

of House Bill 5455? 

Senator Boucher. 

SENATOR BOUCHER: 

Yes. Thank you, Mr. President. 

I do wish to remark on this particu~ar bill, 

although it may be explained as an innocuous bill, but 

there is a portion of this bill that appears to be 

somewhat controversial, and it has to do with a 

pa~king garage in the Stamford Train Station, which is 
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considered to be one of Metro-North's busiest stations 

outside of Grand Central Station. 
I 

In fact, it serves a good portion of Southwestern 

Connecticut and certainly a good portion of a lot of 

our districts as well. There are representatives here 

that directly r~present the area that I'm sure will be 

further giving a position on this particular part of 

the bill. 

I do understand that some of the issue with the 

Governor's veto on this is that there's some concern 

that this particular language that was included in 

this bill would sharply limit the use of state bonds 

funds for alternative parking. As I understand it, 

this parking garage situation has been addressed on a 

number of occasions: Back in 2007, when the actual 

appropriations was addressed to put $35 million aside 

that would be used for this parking garage that serves 

such a large population and apparently is in ·pretty 

bad shape right now. 

In 2009, there was further language, that I'm 

sure will be explained a little bit later this 

afternoon, that actually restricted to any 

improvements or rebuilding of this particular 

facility. It restricted it unless there were provided 
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equal number of spaces within the vicinity for those 

displaced comm~ters that would be parking in that 

facility. And it had tb be spaced within the vicinity 

of this particular parking garage. 

I understand that there were several options that 

were under consideration, some immediately adjacent 

that at one time might have provided the -- between 7 

to 800 spaces required to have a one-to-one 

replacement of those spots, but now is only able to 

offer 200 spac~s and another piece of property by 

another owner that could have provided 500 spaces. 

Again, short of the 750 to 800 spots needed . 

Lately, there has been an opportunity to provide 

all of those spaces, 800 spaces, that would be within 

the vicinity, but would be a walk of one to two city 

blocks that could be internal and the offer was made 

that there would be a pedestrian walkway and that it 

could be built for the $35 million set aside while the 

parking garag·e was replaced. T]1e biggest concern I 

have is not necessarily f.or the political issues 

surrounding this in the city of Stamford, but for two 

reasons: one for the commuters of our district that 

would be displaced should this parking facility be 

closed. 
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And I bring that up -- is because that apparently 

' 
in the last few years, it has been slowly falling 

apart and, in fact, some have said that there ha·ve 

been ~ieces of that garage that have fallen on some of 

those vehicles that had to be then compensated for. 

That opens the State to a number of risks, financial 

risks. And if this cqntinues to happen and that 

·parking facility should be closed in the next year or 

two, then we have 800 very irate commuters that have 

no place to go, particularly as the additional 

space -- excuse me, spaces throughout the city of 

Stamford·are extremely limited, if nonexistent. And 

if so, if there were some spaces, they would have to 

be bussed quite a distance through rush-hour traffic 

to that one park~ng facility. 

So it seems like there's very few options left 

other than to use the $35 million to build this 

alternate parking facility while the renovations take 

pl~ce at that particular spot. I am concerned about 

the liability issues, and I'm concerned about the 

possible closure of that particular facility. 

However, there are many here that have.more to add to 

this that are very close to the situation. I'm very 

anxious to hear their point of view on this, but it 
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has been discussed extensively since the first time 

this bill was enacted and after the veto message was 

provided to us. 

So those are the facts as I have learned to date, 

and as I said, you will hear a lot more from my 

colleagues that do represent Stamford directly. But 

as ranking member of the Transportation Committee, I 

felt it was important for me to point out some of the 

issues as I have learned them and whx I feel that it 

is important to.sustain this veto so, in fact, we can 

move forward.within the next 18 months to provide the 

additional spaces necessary so that·the main parking 

facility eould be addressed and be either replaced or 

renovated. I understand renovation may be out of the 

question as things have deteriorated so badly. 

Thank you very much, Mr. President. 

THE C~AIR: 

Thank you, Senator Boucher. 

Senator Frantz. 

SENATOR FRANTZ: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

I think you know a little something about this 

particular facility, and I do as well. It's in the 

southern part of Stamford. I know most of you have at 
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least driven by the facility that is in question here 

today if you've come down I-95 going towards New Y.ork 

City. 

And I'll say this, that we, as a legislative 

body, are serious about mass transit and increasing 

the efficiency of the roads, the rails, of 

transportation in general. ·We absolutely have to make 

the right decisions in terms of how we deal with an 

issue like this. 

And as most of you know, the transportation 

center in Stamford has been plagued for the last 30 or 

so years with problems, especially in the beginning of 

the particular buildings and fac~lities that were 

built in the early eighties and. early nineties. And 

it's a shame. 

Personally·speaking, I think when you build 

something like a parking garage, there's no reason why 

it shouldn't last 40 or 50 or even .60 or 70 years if 

it's· done properly. And unfortunately, we're dealing 

with a building that was not built to the standards 

that we would have liked to have seen, and we are 

faced with a bit of a dilemma here. 

And as we all know that Stamford is one of the 

shining stars these days in terms of economic 

.. 
' 
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development. There is no question that getting arqund 

that city is becoming more and more difficult for 

people who live there, who commute there, who are 

trying to do business there. It has great potential 

to do great things for the state of Connecticut by 

acting as more of a magnet than ever before for not 

only the financial services business, but the studio 

business, the film business, digital film business, et 

cetera, et cetera. So we've got to get this right. 

At first blush, because I was in favor of the 

amendment that was put forth on this bill in the 

regular session, it seemed·that the proper sequence of· 

events should include addressing the existing problem, 

the garage, which unfortunately has rebar in it that's 

rusting. It has chunks of cement falling from the 

ceiling onto people's cars. The State of Connecticut 

is liable for this to the commuters, who unfortunately 

have.their cars pounded by the cement. And at first 

blush, it seemed like the proper thing to do to 

address the building;· do it in sequences so that you 

can shut down maybe 10 percent at a time; make the 

necessary repairs and open them up; and· continue on 

throughout the rest of that particular structure. And 

especially with money so tight these days, you want to 
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Upon much further investigation, numerous visits 

to the garage itself, looking at this exposed rebar, 

which is, in fact, rusting unfortunately, it's a white 

elephant at this point and has unfortunately outlived 

its useful life and will have to come down. 

Given that it's a near certainty at this 

particular point in time, the sequencing has to be 

done very intelligently, and I'm not sure we have much 

of a choice but to look at an alternate spot to have 

up to, perhaps as many as a thousand, they're saying, 

but it looks like more like 750 to 800, but it could 

be a thousand -- within a reasonable distance of the 

transportation center. 

And I know none of us like hearing that you have 

to walk a block and a half or two to get from your car 

to the train station, especially on a day when there's 

inclement weathe~, but as far as I understand it, the 

developer -- and I. know this is in a very early stage 

at this point, no MOUs or anything like that -- but in 

th~.minds of the developers and the state officials - . . 

and DOT, the idea is to create a little bit of Faneuil 

Hall type atmosphere; have a covered walkway where you 

need to go outside, which would only be for a short 
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portion of one block. The rest of it would all be 

internal·with a retail component to it, all in a very 

attractive fashion. 

So the more I think about, if we don't take the 

proper course, which is to provide for the additional 

750 plus parking spots in this new location and spend 

the money there, we're putting ourselves into a very 

serious corner in that if we don't do that and we have 

to take the other one down because of some 

catastrophic event here in the not-too-distant future 

or because it's the right thing to do, what do we do? 

We end up busing people from as far ~way as three 

or four miles where they're able to park their cars to 

get down to the transportation center. And this goes 

against the grain of ~hat modern-day public 

transportation is all about. 

And by the way, if you haven't come down to our 

neck of the woods recently, it looks a~ though the 

recession is over. The roads are jampacked with all 

the development ~hat's going on down in Stamford, 

particularly the south end of Stamford. It's a logjam 

down there. 

So we need to do the right things. We're asking 

for your help, and I believe that this is the proper 
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Thank you very much, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir . 

. senator McDonald. 

SENATOR McDONALD: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, just briefly, as the Senator who 

represents the area where ~he Stamford Transportation , 

Center is l~cated, I think that my experience differs 

from those who have commented about the transportation 

center before me . 

Let me just say to the members of the circle, I 

appreciated your unanimous support when this 

le.gislat.ion was passed during the regular ses-sion. I 

appreciate the ·unanimous support of the House in 

overriding the Governor's veto today. 

And I think that override is particularly 

important because what we have heard about the 

proposal by the Governor is nothing more than a press 

conference. We have never seen any firm plans for 

this project. There has never been any public 

hearing . 

When I asked the commissioner of transportation 
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whether he had a memorandum of understanding with this 

proposed developer, the answer came back, no, I do 

not. When I asked the commissioner of transportation 

whether he had a term sheet for this development, the 

answer was, no, I do not. 

Mr. President, there's not even an executive 

summary of what this thing is. We had a pretty 

picture p~t in fron~ of us and told that's how we 

should invest $35 million in Stamford. The fact of 

the matter is, Mr. President, the commissioner of 

transportation has acknowledged that this proposal by 

the Governor is underfunded by at least $60 million . 

What she has launched is not ready for implementation. 

Mr. President, the Governor, I understand, feels 

~trongly about this subject, but in my opinion she 

stands alone in that view. The business community of 
I 

Stamford does not support this proposal. The Commuter 

Rail Council does not support this proposal, and until 

today, no Legislator who represents any.portion of the 

city of Stamford has ever supported this proposal. 

The fact is that the garage is decaying. That's 

why we are asking for this .$35 million dollars to be 

dedicated to the repair or replacement of that garage. 

The Governor has never shared with any of us what she 
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proposes to do with the existing garage because there 

is no plan. Senator Frantz is exactly right. This 

garage has had problems for a long period of time. 

That's why we need to fix it now. 

That's why kicking the can down the road is 

unacceptable, and that's why I ask.all of you to 

support this override effort. Thank you, Mr. 

President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. 

Senator DeFronzo. 

SENATOR DeFRONZO: 

Thank you, Mr. President. I just want to add a 

few comments to those of Senator McDonald's. In 

-
background, you know, we spend a lot of time in the 

session just concluded. Going through the bond act, 

we deauthorized $422 million dollars' worth of 

projects. We spent all of February, March, and April 

looking at those projects. Not once was the issue of 

· the Stamford parking garage raised. Not once was 

there a discussion about that authorization. 

1 If this project ~as so important, perhaps the 

commissioner of transportation or the Governor's 

·office might have deemed it appropriate to have a 
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discussion with the chairs of the Transportation 

Committee or the Finance Committee. That did not 

happen. 

The Governor's veto message indicates a timing . 

issue that th~ amendment put on this 1bill was attached 

in the last several days of the session. And that is 

correct. And that is because her proposal on this 

came in the closing days of the session. And in order 

to clarify and reassert the legislative intent of the 

original authorization, an amendment was needed. 

This is an important issue. It's a big issue, 

and the Governor's proposal represents a piecemeal 

approach to it. To take the $35 million we allocated 

for the state-o~ned garage and moved it to a private 

developer's garage without, at the same time 

addressing the broader need of the entire 

comprehensive parking picture down there, leaves us in 

a bit of quandary. We may h"ave $35 million for part 

of the project, but where are going to come up with 

the .money to fund the entire project. 

So before we go down the line of the Governor's 

proposal, we ought to know how much it's going to 

cost, what the full commitment will be, how much is 

this g9ing to require in terms of debt service. 
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Nothing in here precludes the Governor from making 

additional authorization requests for parking 

facilities down there. Nothing is inconsistent with 

the concept of providing alternative parking prior to 

the work on the state owned garage. And for all these 

reasons, Mr. 'President, and I think it's imperative 

that the Legislature reassert its will and its intent 

on its orig~nal authoriz~tion and override the 

Governor's veto. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

. Thank yo~, sir . 

Senator McKinney. 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, I rise in support of the 

Governor's veto having voted for the bill towards the 

end of session, but I think it's important to explain 

what we've learned in hindsight. And I think I would 

start by saying that both sides are essentially 

correct in their arguments. And so then the question 

is with a problem at the Stamford Train Station wit~ 

respect to parking, which of the solutions presented 

are better, or what is the way to solve the problem? 
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Things that both Senator McDonald and Senator DeFronzo 

have said no public hearings; .not of lot not a 

lot of _talks, more information; it all came at the 

last minute -- are correct. 

Folks, we've passed a lot of bills without public 

hearings. We've done a lot of things at_the last 

minute. And folks from Stamford and not only the 

people in the circle who weren't invited to press 

conferences held by the Governor, that's not a reason 

to get upset ~nd change state law . 

. Now, I know a little something about the Stamford 

Train Station, as well, because it bears my father's 

name because he brought in the federal money to build 

the transportation center in the first place. And 

from the very first day of the first parking garage 

there was built, it's been a mistake. And I remember 

him telling me about meetings with the former mayor of 

Stamford, Tom Seranni,. about trying to get·the mayor 

of s·tamford not to file a lawsuit originally because 

it would have stopped const~uction, hurt commuters. 

Let it be built and try to solve the problem later. 

Well, it's been m~re than 20 years, and we still have 

a problem w~th the parking garage at the Stamford 

Train Station. 
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Now, there is $35 million that was originally 
I 

allocated to the existing garage. It was transferred 

by the Governor to get replacement parking. Why was 

that done? Because this Legislature pas~ed a law that 

required replacement parking to be put in place before 

' 
you could work on the existing garage. Guess what? 

That's good policy. You can't -- if you have to tear 

down the existing garage, and I guess there's some 

debate whether or not you could work on it piecemeal 

and keep part of it open or tear the whole garage 

down. My assumption is you're probably going to have 

to tear the whole thing down. If you're going to have 

to do that, you need parking for those commuters in 

place first. And as someone who -- along with Senator 

Boucher and Senator Duff and Senator McDonald and 

Senator Frantz, most of our constituents rely on that 

mass transportation syst~m to Stamford or to New York. 

This is a huge issue. You cannot leave commuters 

without parking spaces or you will cripple our 

economy. 

So you have to find that replacement parking. 

Where do you go? There are private building owners 

right next to the existing garage owned by the State. 

The State, as I understand it, did attempt to 
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nego"tiate with them and were quoted prices in excess 

of a hundred million dollars. Simply unaffo~dable for 

the State. 

Real estate, commercial real estate in Stamford, 

Connecticut, near the train station are some of the 

highest prices in the country, I imagine. 

So the State· DOT had to come up with an 

alternative. We can't buy it next to this garage. We 

need to get'our own _space. They found space, I think 

on Atlantic Street or Atlantic·Avenue. It's not right 

next door. It is somewhat more inconvenient, there is 

no doubt. But it can be built as replacement parking 

within 18 months. That does sound ambitious, but 

within 18 months for $35 million as opposed to the 

hundred million they're quoted by existing building 

owners. 

Now, what do we do with the existing garage? Can 

you solve both problems with $35 million? Absolutely 

not. Governor Rell, Commissioner Marie will be the 

first to tell you that you can't build replacement 

parking and fix the existing garage for $35 million. 

But the law says build replacement parking first, then 

fix existing garage. This veto override says take the 
\ 

$35 million to the existing parking, not to the 
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replacement parking. It doesn't make logical sense. 

The $35 million, which will go to the e~isting 

garage, falls short of what will be needed if the 

entire garage needs to be demolished. So in fairness, 

the very reason why Senator DeFronzo argues this plan 

falls short, this plan fall~ short because you Gannet 

demolish that existing garage and build a new one for 

$35 million. The ultimate solution will come from the 

next Governor of the state of Connecticut and the next 

Legislature. 

I would argue that all five individuals running 

for Governor have a pretty good handle on what's 

happening in mass transportation in Stamford. I know 

the Lieutenant Governor knows those problems, and 

he'll scilve them probably in its first day at office. 

I 

My guess this the mayor of Stamford woulq probably 

solve those problems pretty well, but I like your 

chances better. 

But seriously, I think all five candidates, one 

who is chairman of the Transportation Strategy Board, 

they all know the issues. Those of us in this circle 
~ 

of Republicans and Democrats from Fairfield County 

support the issue. I was asked by a reporter earlier 

today --we're in economic troubles. You've talked. 
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Candidates for Governor have talked. Others have 

talked about the need to not borrow so much money 

what if they can't borrow that much money to help 

Stamford? 

And I informed this reporter that I think he's 

misheard what I've said. What I've said is you cannot 

earmark and bond as much as we've bonded because we 

need the capacity we have left for critical, important 

state obligations, none of which are more important 

than mass transportation because all of us understand 

that we need mass transportation capacity to grow our 

' 
'economy, especially in Fairfield County . 

So increasing capacity with this replacement 

parking and building a new garage, not only just helps 

I Stamford and the greater Stamford area; it helps our 

state's economy grow. And it has my support, and I 

imagine it has the support of a majority of 

Legislators in this Senate and this House. 

Wouldn't it be nice if there were one solution to 

solve the whole problem put forward? Of course it 

would. But we don't have that. We don't have that 

under your solution, and we don't have that under 

ours. So if the best scenario is one overall . 

sqlution, that scenario is not available. Then we 
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have two scenarios left: The Governor's proposal, 

which is to build a replacement parking and do it 

within 18 months or yours, which jeopardizes that the 

replacement parking doesn't happen until there's a 

next Governor, which delays the project at least until 

next January. 

Neither option is a full solution. Both options 

have their faults, but the Governor's option is to 

build that replacement parking, build it now and build 

it at a price that is about one-third of what has been 

quoted at other locations. 

There are limited options in terms of land for 

pa~king in Stamford, Connecticut, near the train 

station. You cannot tear down the existing garage and 

build·new parking there as the solution. You need to 

first have parking somewhere else. If you don't build 

it at this spot you are looking at being held hostage 

by developers and building owners to the tune of over 

to two to three to four times what this replacement 

parking would cost. 

So I respect the position.of Senator McDonald. I 

know he's worked hard on behalf of his constituents, 

but we have two options with flaws. The Governor's 

option is the better avenue, and I would ask members 
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I, like those who are not from Fairfield County 

know little about the history of the Stamford parking 

issues, how we got to where we are and where we're 

going from here. 

'And through you, Mr. President to Senator 

McDonald, I'd like to pose a couple of questions. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McDonald. 

SENATOR RORABACK: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Through you, Mr. President to Senator McDonald, 

was Senator McDonald listening to Senator McKinney as 

he laid out the reasons for sustaining the Governor's 

veto. Through you, Mr. President to Senator McDonald. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McDonald. 

SENATOR McDONALD: 

Ardently . 

THE CHAIR: 
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And through you, Mr. President to Senator 

McDonald, does Senator McDonald disagree with any of 

the facts that were laid out by Senator McKinney in 

his presentation? Mr. Piesident, through to Senator 

McDonald. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McDonald. 

SENATOR McDONALD: 

I do, Mr. President. And I guess apologies to 

the circle t0 get into the nitty-gritty of these 

facts, but I do disagree with many of the facts that 

were set forth, particularly with respect to the 

notion that the legislation that was already passed 

would re~uire trr~ Governor to build an entirely new 

parki~g garage two blocks away from the existing train 

station. It simply doesn't say that. It simply 

requires that there be alternative temporary parking 

before the existing garage is torn down and replaced. 

So unless th~ proposition is that the Governor 

intends to build an 800-car garage for $35 million and 

characterize that as the temporary parkin·g necessary 
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in advance of her placin~ the existing parking garage, 

I think the characterization of the nature of that 

replacement parking on a temporary basis is misplaced. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Roraback. 

SENATOR RORABACK: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

And again, as ·one who is, but not be less 

familiar with the problems that confront the parking 

s·i tuation in Stamford, is it the case today that 

there's adequate -~well, there's never adequate 

parking-for a train station, I guess, it's the-- for 

those of us to travel from afar, we know that we can 

never get a parking -- or rarely get a parking place 

in a Fairfield County train station. 

But through you, Mr. President to Senator 

McDonald, is the issue one of repairing an existing 

facility which is dete~iorated or of the need to build 

a new facility. Through you, Mr. President to Senat~r 

McDonald. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Roraback -- I mean, Senator McDonald. 

SENATOR McDONALD: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
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Mr. President, the part of the problem here, the 

administration has never shared, at least with me, any 

information to disclose that any systematic 

engineering study has ever been undertaken which would 

require that the building must be demolished as 

opposed to repaired. It could potentially be repaired 

in place. 

But to answer Senator Roraback's question, there 

was, as I think I mentioned earlier, there was never 

any RFP pursued by the Governor with respect to the 

Stamford Transportation Center. There had been 

something I had never heard of called an RFEI, a 

request for expressions of interest, and they got no 

respons~. There was no expression of interest when 

the administration rolled out its plan, or rolled out 

its proposal I should say. 

So as we sit here today, there still isn't'a 

comprehensive plan by the administration that has been 

set forth or presented to this Legislature, to the 

Transportation Committee, or certainly to my 

constituents. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Roraback . 

SENATOR RORABACK: 
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And through you to Senator McDonald, just trying 

to get a grasp on the underlying issue. How many 

spaces, through you, Mr. President to Senator 

McDonald, does the existing parking garage have in 

Stamford, if Senator McDonald knows. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McDbnald. 

SENATOR McDONALD: 

Thank· you, Mr. President. 

There are actually two parking garages. One is 

approximately 750 parking spots. The newer parking 
0 0 

garage, which·is not affected by this proposal, has 

approximately 1200-parking spots. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Roraback . 

. SENATOR RORABACK: 

Thank you, Mr ... President, and is it commonly 

recognized that the garage with 750 spots has to 

undergo substantial either repairs or reconstruction? 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McDonald . 
.J 

SENATOR McDONALD: 

I would agree with that, Mr. President. 
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And is it currently being used today, the 750 

spots? 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McDonald. 

SENATOR McDONALD: 

Yes, it is. And we have been assured repeatedly 

by the Department of Trans.portation that it's 

continued utilization is safe for the commuting 

public. They've actually included several hundreds of 

thousands of doli~rs in the last year o~ so in repairs 

to the garage. 

So much of the exposed rebar that Senator Frantz 

was commenting about is no longer exposed. There have 

been substantial repairs made. And·frankly, nobody 

has told us what the real longevity of the garage is 

for the remainder of its life. 

THE CHAIR: 

Roraback. Senator Roraback. 

SENATOR RORABACK: 

Thank you, Mr. President . 

I guess --

004230 



• 

• 

• 

rgd/med/mb 
SENATE 

THE CHAIR: 

103 
June 21, 2010 

I'm going to start calling you Roraback now. 

SENATOR RORABACK: 

Thank-you, Governor. 

The I think from a distant observer's point of 

view, if it is the case that we might be able to limp 

along with perhaps an unattractive parking garage, but 

one that remains functional, through you, Mr. 

President to Senator McDonald, I don't know the degree 

of urgency that needs to attach to the work that needs 

to be done or whether, in these times, we can squeeze 

a few more years out of this facility without 

compromising public safety and with continuing to 

provide. adequate parking. 

Through you,. Mr. President to Senator McDonald, I 

think it was John C. Calhoun, or maybe -- or Henry· 

Clay, someone who said a strong conviction that 

something must be done is the parent of many bad 

measures. And Mr. President, through you to Senator 

McDonald, I don't know if there is a strong conviction 

that something must be done or whether we could get by 

with what we've got. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McDonald. 
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Certainly, Mr. President. Everybody wants a 

s0lution to this problem, but we want one 

comprehensive, integrated solution, not this piecemeal 

approach tha~ has been advanced thus far. 

In my op.inion, we need to have that comprehensive 

solution. We have been repeatedly told by the 

commissioner of transportation that there is no 

immediate safety .need that would require .this type of 

urgency, which -- or speed with which the Governor has 

been pursuing this plan, particularly·when there is no 

plan in place. 

I should also mention, if it's relevant to 

anybody, that nobody has actually talked to anybody in 

the Planning and Z~ning Department about the 

development of the site. And so how it is conceived 

that this could be rushed through before January of 

this year is something that has been lost on me. 

THE CHAIR:· 

Senator Roraback. 

SENATOR RORABACK: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

I'm very grateful to Senator McDonald for the 

education. And it's regrettable that there isn't --
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hasn't been an opportunity for everyone to arrive at 

the same place, but I appreciate the Chamber's 

indulgence in having some of my questions answered. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, slr. 

Will you remark further on the repassage of House 

Bill 5455? 

Senator Frantz, for the second time. 

SENATOR FRANTZ: 

Thank you, Mr. President . 

If any of you are familiar with the south end of 

Stamford or even just the central part of Stamford, 

you'll appreciate some of the logistical and 

transportation problems that we face down there. It 

is, as I said before, it's a shining beacon in terms 

of economic development. There are several new 

corporations moving to t~at particular area, some of 

whom you know and some ~f whom are under wraps right 

now. And I see it'as a critical exercise in the-- in 

good decision-making in terms of working out this 

transportation problem. 

You have, in essence, the entire south end 

leveled and spoken for in terms of the buildings that 
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are going in, the different facilities and all the 

infrastructure to support that. In order for all of 

that to work, we have to address a whole slew of othe~ 

problems. You have to deal with the underpasses that 

go underneath I-95 and also the railroad tracks, 

Metro-North tracks, to get to the south end. We have 

existing corporate tenants nowr Pitney Bowes ~n 

parti.cular, who are throwing their arms up in the sky 

saying, please, get ~his right in terms of 

reconstructing the transportation route down there, 

and particularly those underpasses, and please, for 

God's sake, please get the parking situation right so 

that the flows are correct and. so that we have the 

capacity there so we have a good, viable 

mass-transportation system and an easy way to access 

it and get out of the area to where either people are 

working or where they're living. 

It is one of the most busy places I've ever seen 

outside of a JFK airport or a Grand Central Station or 

Penn Station, anywheTe in this country. Y9u ought to 

see it during rush hour. It's really, really 

incredible. 

So, again, we have to -- we have to make the 

right.decisions here, and if you think about the, 

I • 
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again, the sequential schedule of this particular 

project is one that has to be done correctly. If we 

waver on this decision, if we decide that the $35 

million has to go into the existing garage then a lot 

other steps need to be taken before any reconstruction 

or demolition can take place. That's going to take a 

long period of time as well. And in the backdrop, you 

have an increasing demand, perpetually it seems like 
' 

in Stamford, for additional parking in that area. 

It's not just the transportation center that needs 

that sort of capacity. It's a lot of the other 

facilities down there. There's a lot of residential 

that's go1ng in 1n the south area -- South End area as 

well as retail. There's shopping centers going in, 

big food shopping markets are going in as well. So 
I 

the additional parking in that area is vital, and 

there's going to be a high price or a high value 

placed on it. 

And so when the price is right, like that guy in 

the Staples ad who -- when I heard 35 million. I said, 

yeah, that's a low price. If we can, in fact, do 

that -- and I know there's some question marks about 

it. Senator McDonald is absolutely right. There 

~sn't even an MOU in place, but if we -- if we have a . 
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little bit of a bridge of faith here, the mayor is 

highly encou~aged and highly confident that this will, 

in fact, be a .reality in as little as 18 months or so 

if everything comes together as according to plan and 

he's pretty sure that it will. 

So I think it's something that we have to take 

into account, this big demand for parking. If you 

have two garages in that particular area, it's going 

to help a lot of the problems. And again, the 

backdrop is we have· so many chokepoints and so many 

bottlenecks down there, if we don't_get this 

particular decision right, it's going to contribute to 

that and lead to a wo~sening situation. So again, I'd 

highly recommend everybody have an open mind about 

this to move forward. 

Times ~ill get better, and there's no question 

that the funding will be available to rehab the 

existing garage. Hopefully, it is good for at least a 

few more years, but there seems to be some differing 

opinions about· it. And ·yes, the DOT, the commissioner 

did say that we could probably get through a few more 

years, but we really don't know. He can't say that 

with a great deal of certainty . 

So I know you don't want to hear about the 
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parking garage for th.e rest of the day and the rest of 

the night, but I do want you to have an open mind 

about this and continue to consider this going 

forward. Again, making the right decision here is 

critical. With that, Mr.-President, thank you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

Senator Boucher for the second 'time. 

SENATOR BOUCHER: 

Yes. Thank you, Mr. President. 

For the second time for clarification, I just 

want to get the facts straight as possible. Through 

you to distinguished Chair of the Transportation 

Committee. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator DeFronzo. 

SENATOR BOUCHER: 

Through you, Mr. President, I understand that 

there is language that is in the statute that was 

proposed by the Stamford delegation that does restrict 

any work on the parking garage in question so that 

there ·must be provided equal number of spaces within 

the facility if any work were to be done on this 

facility. 
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We passed that a couple years ago so I can't --

can't recall whether that's a one-for~one replacement 

requirement, bt.i't I c;io know that you are correct. 

There is a -- essentially a basic requirement that 

alternative·parking be in place, not necessarily a 

permanent structure, but alternative parking .be in 

pl?ce before the state-owned garage, which is the 

garage that we're talking about here, is closed so 

that the commuters there will be able to have parking 

and their needs be facilitated through the 

construction period. Through you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Boucher. 

SENATOR BOUCHER: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

I do un~erstand, at least it was explained to me 

that it would be either equal or better parking be 

provided. And I see this is a. Catch-22 you know, 

which came first, the chicken or egg? Or can anyone 
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move off of first ·base to get this moving forward? 

Through you, Mr. President, may I ask a further 

questio~? Has there been a~y negotiations in maybe 

cqanging that language so that there is some 

flexibility so that other situations· or opportunities 

or alternatives.could be· considered? Through you, Mr. 

President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator DeFronzo. 

SENATOR DeFRONZO: 

Thank you, Mr. President. Through you, no one 

has ever approached me with any proposal to reopen 

those discussions. Through you, Mr.· President. 

SENATOR BOUCHER: 

Thank you for the clarification, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Boucher. 

SENATOR BOUCHER: 

It sounds to me like there might be some work 

that could be done on fashioning new language that 

might allow for a different outcome. Because right 

no~, it appears that alternate. parking should be found 

before any work would actually be done on that 

facility directly. 
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If the money were appropriated just for the 

facility, it may have to take.some spaces off-line 

when any work to be done in -- particularly in a safe 

-way and particularly since we understand that as the 

deterioration is occurring, and it's occurring more 

rapidly right now. 

So it does present quit~ a problem, and I can 

well ~nderstand why a veto was requested for this 

particular project, and I think there's good 

intentions of wanting to move this forward for the 

for the· c;:ommuters· of ou~ state and particularly, as 

the issue o~ liability still is out there. Thank you, 

again, for the second ~ime, Mr .. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

. Thank you, Senator Boucher. 

Will you remark further on the repassage of House 

Bill 5455? 

Senator Daily. 

SENATOR DAILY: 

Thank you very much, Mr. President. 

Senator McKinney said we had two imperfect 

options. He's right. We owe the state better than 

that. We can't be doing projects that we can't 

afford. We can't throw money away without a solid 
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Senator DeFronzo outlined for the circle the work 

that went in to the revision to the bond package this 

year. This project ~as never been mentioned in the 

Transportation Co~ittee meeting, nor_in a Finance 

Committee meeting. And I think it's time that we just 

took stock. We know that we need improved 

transportation statewide. We know that there are 

needs in Stamford, but this is not the way to 

accomplish it. Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, madam. 

Will you remark further on the repassage of House 

Bill 5455? 

Senator Fasano. 

SENATOR FASANO: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, through you to Senator McDonald, 

if I may, Mr. President. With respect to the 

underlying bill, the $35 million -- that the money 

that's allocated to build the new parking spaces, is 

it the understanding that that money is to be used to 

rehab the existing Stamford parking garage? Through 

you, Mr. President. 
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Through you, and the underlying bill and Senator 

DeFronzo cap certainly correct me if I'm wrong, it 

allows for the use pf the money to be used for either 

the repair or the replacement of that -- of those 
. 

parking spots on that site. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fasano. 

SENATOR FASANO: 

And that is -- thank you, Mr. President. Through 

you, .·when you say on that site -- so whete the 

existing garage that's deteriorating from my 

understanding -- I've never been there -- the 

underlying bill would allocate that money solely to be 

used to repair that existing garage. 

Through you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR= 

Senator McDonald. 

SENATOR McDONALD: 

Through you, either to repair or replace that 

existing garage. 
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And througp you, Mr. President, do we have an 

understanding or was there a document or public 

hearing to indicate how much that would cost to repair 

that garage; Through you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McDonald. 

SENATOR McDONALD: 

Through you, Mr. President, there was nothing 

that I'm aware of where.they presented us with a cost 

study. Again, as I've indicated, there was -- there's 

not any memorandum of understanding that's been 

developed. I haven't seen any cost estimates nor have 

my constituents. 

The department has simply not presented that 

level of detai~ to us. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fasano. 

SENATOR FASANO: 

And through you, Mr. President, that would be for 

either site, either the sort of -- there's no 

estimates with respect to the existing garage, and 
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there are no estimates are memorandums of 

understanding with respect to the other properties. 

So neither one of them have a plan. Is that my 

understanding? Through you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McDonald. 

SENATOR McDONALD: 

That's my understanding, Senator Fasano. 

In talking with developers. I've been told that 

parking spots roughly, in my part of the state at 

least, cost roughly, 35 to 40 thousand dollars per 

parking spot for construction. So under that theory, 

the $35 million would simply be approximately enough 

for the 800 cars that the Governor is contemplating 

with no additional funds left for anything of the 

existing parking garage. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fasano. 

SENATOR FASANO: 

Thank you, Mr. President. I thank Senator 

McDonald for his answers. And thank you very much, 

Mr. President~ 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. Will you remark further on the repass 
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of House Bill 5455? Will you remark further? 

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

vote. The machine will be open. 

THE CLERK: 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

- . 
~nate. Will all Senators please return to the 

chamber. Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in 

the Senate. Will all Senators please return to the 

chamber. 

THE CHAIR: 

Have all Senators voted? 

Senator Gomes. 

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 on rep,assage of House Bill 5455. 

Total Number Voting 36 

Necessary for Adoption 24 

Those voting Yea 25 

Those voting Nay 11 

Those absent and not voting 0 

THE CHAIR: 

House Bi-ll 5455 repasses. 
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Mr. President, the Clerk is now in possession of 

Senate Agenda Number 6 for the reconvened session. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk. 

THE CLERK: 

Mr. President, Clerk is in possession of Senate 

Agenda Number 6 for the reconvened session, dated 

Monday, June 21, 2010. Copies have been distributed . 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONtY: 

Yes. -Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, I move all items on Senate Agenda 
. . 

Number 6 for the reconvened session of Monday, 

June 21, 2010, to be acted upon as indicated and that 

the agenda be incorporated by reference into the 

Senate journal and in the Senate transcript. 

THE CHAIR: 

We've got one more, folks. Please keep it down. 

Senator Looney . 

SENATOR LOONEY: 
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Mr. President, there is a single item under 

business from the House, on Senate Agenda Number 6. 

It is House Bill Number 5236. 

Mr. President, this bill was passed, obviously, 

in both chambers of the General Assembly. The House 

of Representatives has voted to override the 

Governor's veto. I was on the prevailing side on this 

matter when it was passed in the Senate, and I would 

move for reconsideration of that item . 

. THE CHAIR: 

There's a motion on the floor by the prevailing 

side to reconsider House Bill 5236. 

Will xou re~ark further? 

~f not, I will try your minds. All those in 

favor, please signify by saying, aye. 

SENATORS: 

. Aye. 

THE CHAIR: 

Opposed, nays. 

The ayes have it. The bill is before us for 

reconsideration. 

Senator Looney . 

SENATOR LOONEY: 
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Yes, thank you -- thank you, Mr. President. 

The .bill now before us for ~econsideration, I 

would yield to Senator Stillman, the Chair of the 

Public Safety and Security Committee, from which the 

bill originates, for a motion to repass. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Stillman, do you accept the yield, ma'am. 

SENATOR STILLMAN: 

Yes, I do, .. sir. 

THE CHAIR: 

Please proceed. 

SENATOR STILLMAN: . 

· Thank you. I move to repass Public Act 10-128 

which was previously vetoed by the Governor on June 

lOth. 

THE CHAIR: 

There's a motion on the floor to repass House 

Bill 5236. 

Would you like to remark further, ma'am? 

SENATOR STILLMAN: 

Yes. Thank you, sir. 

THE CHAIR: 

Please proce"ed . 

SENATOR STILLMAN: 
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I think this bill is self-explanatory and even 

though I will continue to oppose the bill, in fairness 

to all who are concerned about it, I will let it run 

its course and not block it in any possible way. 

Thank you, sir. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, ma'am. 

Will you remark further on the passage of House 

Bill 5236. 

Senator McKinney. 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

I"m not going to take too much of the circle's 

time, but as one who voted against this bill when it 

came before us and who supports the Governor's veto, I 

think it's important to put on the record my concerns 

about this bill, but also my concerns about the 

future. 

I say that because there have been·reports in the 

press, calls from different advocates and people 

concerned seeking to override this veto that regard 

the future success of a restaurant or several 
I 

restaurants. And restaurant owners claiming that if 

they can't get OTB in their establishment or OTB near 

"004249 



• 

•• 

• 

rgd/med/mb 
SENATE 

122 
June 21, 2010 

their establishment, that their restaurant is going to 

go out of business. 

Well, I'm here to predict that when this gets 

overridden and OTB comes in, those restaurants which 

are failing now will still be failing in the future. 

Are we really going to say that the future of our 

economy in a state of Connecticut rests on e~panding 

gambling with OTB facilities so much so that is a key 

to the success of restaura~ts. 

Our economy is hurting. We want to put as many 

people into jobs as possible, but I ask you, how many 

of you have gone to an OTB facility? How many of you 

have seen espec1ally the ones-.that aren't simulcast? 

We're expanding gambling, increasing 

opportunities to tax people who are lower inc~me 

bra~kets, and we're using that as a way to help 

restaurants and build our economy. It is the wrong 

direction for-the State of Connecticut to go. 

Everybody who stood up and said we can't have keno 

because we're expanding gambling can't say, but OTB is 

okay. 

Eighty-something percent of the people of the 

state of Connecticut said we didn't want to see keno 

in our restaurants and our convenience stores, but OTB 
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is okay. It's a huge mistake. And let me just say to 

the OTB owners, you may have won this one, but I sat 

down with them several years ago when many of us had 

concerns about their expansion of simulcast. And 

Senator Duff, Senator McDonald, several others had 

obje~ted to their bill. And at the 11th hour on the 

closing·day of sessions they made a deal and promised 

not to come back to increase simulcast, no~ to expand 

beyond what they had under law. And a deal is a deal, 

and they've broken it. And they may have got a 

majority to agree to it today, but shame on all of 

them. Their word is worth nrithing . 

And so what we are doing in standing up here as a 

state· of Connecticut is saying, let's have more 

gambling. Let's expand the swath of gambling in the 

state of Connecticut, and we're saying· we're going to 

do that because it's going to help a restaurant stay 

in business and boost our economy. Well, shame on us 

if gambiing is the success to our economic prosperity 

in the state of Connecticut. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

Will you remark further? 

Senator Prague. 
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Mr. President, I am very sensitive to what 

Senator McKinney just said. I voted against this bill 

when it came before us. But, you know, jobs in this 

economy are critically important, and I had to choose 

between more jobs, particularly in the little city of 

Willimantic, where I lived for 15 years. It's right 

next to the town I live ih. It just seems that this 

OTB will create more jobs, and I have come down on the 

side of supporting this: I wish there were other ways 

that we could create more jobs . 

I'm very disappointed that Senate Bill 1 isn't 

before us today. That would have given small 

businesses, with a tax of $250 a year, a break so that 

they would have had a little more money, but it's not· 

before us. But this is before us. Even the 

Southeastern Coun~il of Governments sent us a letter 

asking us to support this because i~ means more jobs. 

So I guess I have to choose between my dislike of 

expanded gambling .and the creation of jobs. So I am 

going to support this override. Be that as it may, 

but I can understand what the others are saying about 

opposing the extension of gambling in the state. 
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Will you remark? Will you remark further on the 

repass o( Hou~e Bill 5236? Will you remark further on 

the repass of Ho~se Bill 5236? 

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

vote. The machine will be open. 

THE CLERK: 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate .. Will all.Senators please return to the 

chamber. Immediate roll call vote 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. The Clerk will call 

the .tally. 

THE CLERK: 

Motion is on repassage of House Bill 5236. 

Total Number Voting 36 

Necessary for Adoption 24 

Those ,voting Yea 26 

Those voting Nay 10 
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THE CHAIR: 

House Bill 5236 passes . 

. senat<:>r Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Tha_nk you, Mr. President;. 

0 
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Mr. President, we have completed our business for 

the reconvened session. And I will -- before wrapping 

things up in that session, would yield the floor for 
l 

announcements or points of personal privilege from the 

members . 

.THE CHAIR: 

At this time, I will entertain any point of 

personal privileges or announcements. 

Seeing none, Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, it's our intent to conclude the 

reconvened session and ·would then ask the Chair to 

reconvene the June Special Sessi6n, which was in 

recess for purposes of formal adjournment. 

So, Mr. President, I would move that the 

reconvened session, that is the veto session, be 

adjourned sine die. 
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The reconvened veto session is adjourned sine 

die. 

On motion of Senator Looney of the 11th, the 

Senate at 4: 37 p.m., adjourned Sine Die. 

The Senate reconvened at 4:38p.m., the President 

in the Chair. 

THE CHAIR: 

The Senate will come back to order to reconvene 

for the special session. 

Sena.tor Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes. Thank you, Mr. President. 

Now, in the June Special Session, which was 

recessed earlier, obviously, there were three bills 

adopted. here in the Senate, which have been sent to 

the House. It's our intent to adjourn that session 

and before ~aking that motion would again yield for 

any announcements·or points of personal privilege that 

the members may wish to offer to the Chamber . 

THE CHAIR: 
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At this time, I will entertain any announcements 

or points of personal privilege. 

Seeing none, Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes. Thank you, Mr. President. Just one note. 

For journal notation or just for -- actually just for 

a point of personal privilege. 

THE CHAIR: 

Please proceed. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Mr. President, thank you. 

Yes, our chief counsel, Joe Quinn, as many know, 

has been ill for the last couple of weeks. He is 

starting to feel a little bit better, but we m"iss his 

presen~e L- with him here today. 

THE CHAIR: 

We send him our best wishes, Senator Looney. 

Senator Looney. 

SENATO~ LOONEY: 

Yes.· Thank-you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, if there are no further 

announcements or points of personal privilege, would 

move that the June Special Session be adjourned 

subject to the call of the Chair. 
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The June Special Session is adjourned subject to 
.· 

the call of the Chair. 

On motion·of Sena~or Looney of the 11th, the 

Senate at 4:39p.m., adjourned subject to the call of 

the chair . 

.., 
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THE CONNECTICUT GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

SENATE 

July 30, 2010 

The Senate was called to order at 12:26 p.m. , in 

accordance with Senate Joint Resolution Number 48, 

which was adopted May 5, 2010, in the regular session 

the President in the Chair. 

'THE CHAIR: 

The Senate will please come to order. Members 

·and guests please rise and direct your attention to 

Reverend David Baird, who will lead us in prayer. 

Reverend? 

DEPUTY CHAPLAIN REVEREND DAVID H. BAIRD: 

Let us be in prayer. 

0 God of Truth, who alone can lead men and women 

into the truth, be our Teacher, Guide and Friend this 

day as we seek to find the ways that lead to life. In 

the midst of times that bewilder and challenge, grant 

us Your sacred wisdom, courage and peace. 

Gracious Creator, teach us to better know 

ourselves, that knowing our own weaknesses we may be 
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on guard. Teach us better to understand other people, 

-.that ~e may view their shortcomings with charity and 

compassion, their virtues with appreciation, and their 

kindnesses to us with gratitude. Grant us wisdom, 

grant us courage for the living of these days that we 

might live them as Your people with integrity and as 
.. 

Your people of justice. 

Almighty Sovereign, we dedicate this Special 

Session to You that we might be a people who genuinely 

listen to each other with respect and understanding. 

Remind us that this task we call governance is a 

sacred trust that You have put into our hands. Fill 

us with a single uniting passion and commitment that 

we all have been called to act for You and Your people, 

for the common good of all. 

Be with all Your servants in this place, in all 

things great and small, so that small things become 

great and great things .become possible, Great 

Architect of all Goodness, bless our Senators and 

their staff this day, bless their loved ones and their 

families and make their homes sanctuaries of love and 

peace. 

Grant us now, Your spirit to guide and direct our 

thinking, our speaking and our listening in the hours 

that a~e ahead, and when this day's work is complete 
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may we all go to our varlous places o~ rest with Your 

words "Well done. good and faithful servant" in our 

hearts. 

We ask these things in Your holy and awesome 

name. 

Amen~ 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Reverend. 

·senator Kissel, will you come up and lead us in 

the pledge, please. 

SENATOR KISSEL: 

I pledg~ allegiance to the Flag of the United 

States of America, and to the Republic for which it 

stands, one Nation under God, indivisible, with 

liberty and justice for all. 

TH~ CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator Kissel. 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Good afternoon, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Good afternoon, sir. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Mr. President, I believe the Clerk is in 

possession of Senate Agenda Number 1 for the July 
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Mr. President, Clerk is in pos~ession of Senate 

Agenda Number 1 for the July Special Session dated 

Friday, July 30,· 2010. Copies have been distributed. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes, thank·you, Mr. President. 

Mr. Pr~sident, I move all items on Senate Agenda 

Number 1 for the July Special Session dated Friday, 

July 30, 2010, to be acted upon as indicated ·and that 

the agenda be incorporated by reference into the 

Senate journal and the Senate trpnscript. 

THE CHAIR: 

There is a motion on the floor to move all items 

on Senate Agenda Number 1. 

Seeing no objection, so ordered, sir. 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes, thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, beginning with the first item on 

Senate Agenda Number 1 under introduction of Senate 
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resolution, I would ask the Clerk to call Senate 

Resolution Number 51. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk. 

THE CLERK: 

Senate Resolution Numbe-r 51, LCO 5905, RESOLUTION 

CONCERNING THE RULES OF THE SENATE FOR THE JULY 

SPECIAL SESSION 2010, introduced by Senator Looney of 

the 11th District. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. Pres1dent. 

Mr. President, I move adoption of the resolution. 

THE CHAIR: 

Acting on adoption, sir, would you like to remark 

further? 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes, Mr. President, just briefly. Mr. President, 

these are our standard Senate rules for special 

sessions. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. 

Will you remark further on S~rrate Resolution 
I 

-· 
Number. 51? Will you remark further? 
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If not, I will try your minds. All those in 

favor please signify by· saying aye. 

SENATORS: 

Aye. 

THE CHAIR: 

Opposed, nays. 

The ayes have it. The resolution is adopted. 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes, thank you, Mr. President~ 

Mr. President,. continuing on Senate Agenda Number 

1, under business from the House, under introduction 

of House Joint Resolutions, I would ask the Clerk to 

call House Joint Resolution Number 401. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk. 

THE CLERK: 

House Joint. Resolution Number 401, LCO 5906, 

'RESOLUTION CONCERNIN4 THE JOINT RULES OF THE JULY 

SPECIAL SESSION 2010, introduced by Senator Looney of 

the 11th District, Representative Merrill of the 54th. 

THE CHAIR: 

Sel).ator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes, thank you, Mr. President. 
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Mr. President, I move adoption of the reso~ution 

in concurrence with the House. 

THE CHAIR: 

Acting on adoption of the resolution, sir. Would 

you like to remark further? 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes, Mr. President, again, briefly, these are our 

·standard joint rules, wh~ch have already been adopted 

earlier today by the House of Representatives. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

Will you remark further on House Joint Resolution 

401? Will you remark further? 

If not, I will try your minds. 

All those in favor please signify by saying aye. 

SENATORS: 

.Aye. 

THE CHAIR: 

Opposed, nays. 

The ayes ~ave it. The resolution is adopted. 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes, thank you, Mr. President. 

Continuing under introduction of House Joint 

Resolutions, I would ask the Clerk to c~ll House Joint 
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House Joint Resolution Number 402, LCO 5904, 

RESOLUTION CONCERNING THE EXPENSES OF THE JULY SPECIAL 

SESSION, 2010, introduced by Senator Looney of the 

11th District, Representative Merrill of the 54th. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR ;LOONEY: 

Yes, thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, I move adopt~on of the resolution 

in concurrence with the House. 

THE CHAIR: 

Speaking on the adoption of the resolution, sir, ~ 

would you like to remark further? 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes, Mr. President, this is our stanqard 

resolution proyiding an authorization for the 

Committee on Legislative Management to pay the 

n~cessary expenses of the'session --of the special 

session. 

' 
THE CHAIR:· 

. Thank you, sir. 
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Will you remark? Will you remark further on 

House Joint Resol.ution 402? Will you remark further? 

If not, let me try your minds, all those in favor 
I 

p~ease signify by saying aye. 

SENATORS: 

Aye. 

THE CHAIR: 

Opposed, nays. 

The ayes have it. The resolution is adopted. 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes, thank you -- thank you, Mr. P·resident . 

Mr. President, continuing on Senate Agenda Number 

1, under House Resolution, House Joint Resolutions, I 

would ask the Clerk to call House Joint Resolution 

Number·403. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk. 

THE CLERK: 

House Joint Resolution Number 403, LCO 5902, 

RESOLUTION CONCERNING THE PRINTING OF THE JOURNALS OF 

THE SENATE AND HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES FOR THE JULY 
. 

SPECIAL SESSION 2010, introduced by Senator Looney of 

the 11th District, Representative Merrill of the 54th 

Qistrict. 
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Mr. President, I would move adoption of the 

resolution in concurrence with the House. 

THE CHAIR: 

Acting on adoption, sir, would you like to remark 

further? 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes, Mr. President. 

This is our standard resolution providing for the 

printing of the journals to· memorialize the 

proceedings of the Senate and the House ·during this 

spec1al session. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. 

Would you like to remark further on House Joint 

Resolution 403? Would you like tq remark further on 

Hou~e Joint Resolution 403? 

If not, let me try your minds, all thos~ in favor 

please signify by saying aye. 

SENATORS: 

Aye . 

THE CHAIR: 
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The ayes ·have it. The resolut~on is adopted. 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes, thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, I would now yield the floor to 

members seeking recognition for points of personal 

privilege or announcements. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McDonald. 

SENATOR McDONALD: 

Thank you, Mr. President . 

Mr. President, I rise for a point of personal 

privilege. 

THE CHAIR: 

Please,proceed, sir. 

SENATOR McDONALD: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

It's good to see you and my colleagues up here in 

a late-J~~y afternoo~~hen many of us h~ve --have 

spent time at home with friends and family. I have 

the privilege of spending time with friends and family 

like everybody, but some of my family came from 

Maryland to spend time with me thi.s week, and I 

when I told them~ was.going to have the privilege of 

' . 
I 
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being up here with all of you, they wanted to join me 

up here. 

So Mr. President, I'd like to take just a moment 

and introduce to members o.f the circle my sister Annie 

McDonald and two of my n1eces, Alexandra Marcucio and 

Melissa Marcucio. And if they would all please stand, 

and would all the members of the circle give them a 

welcome. 

THE CHAIR: 

Welcome to the Senate. 

Senator Gomes. 

SENATOR GOMES: 

Thank you, Mr. Pre~1dent. 

I rise for personal privil~ge for recognition of 

two fireman,. who lost their lives in the city of 

Bridgeport. 

First being, Steven Velasquez, a fireman who 

started his career in Prince Georges, Maryland in 1990 

and served four years down there. He came up to 

Bridgeport, and five years later, he made lieutenant. 

The second one is M~chel Baik, who I happen to know 

personal~y. As I was going through the line 

yesterday, his wife referred to me as her neighbor 

even though that we were a couple of streets apart. I 

used to have conversations with him. Very nice guy. 

.. 
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He chose to become a fireman at the age of 45, and 

that was two years ago. 

Both of them lost their lives on July I mean 

July 24th, and I just would hope that we could give 

them a moment of silence here in the Senate. 

THE CHAIR: · 

Will everyone ·please rise for a moment of 

silence. 

Thank you, Sena~o~ Gomes. 

Are there -- Senator Musto. 

SENATOR MUSTO: 

Thank you, Mr. President . 

Mr. President, yesterday, as Senator Gomes said, . 

we had funerals today for those two firefighters. And 

obviously, we're here trying to our duties; they were 

doing theirs. But it was touching ye~terday at the 

wake of these two firefighters to see people from all 

over the country, as far away as Canada, coming to 

honor those men, and I just wanted to thank the people 

from all over the country who did come to Bridgeport 

to the Klein Memorial and to the funeral home in 

Trumbull to honor these two men who did lose their 

lives doing their duty as we're always concerned that 

fireman woulq . 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
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I was there. We ran into each other amazingly --

the number of people from throughout the country, let 

alone the tristate a~ea, who were there to honor 

men -- these men for the~r service and their 

sacr1fice. 

Senator Stillman. 

SENATOR sriLLMAN: 

Thank. you, Mr. President. 

For a point of personal privilege. 

THE CHAIR: 

Please proceed, ma'am. 

SENATOR STILLMAN: 

Thank you, sir. 

I·, too, rise to recognize these two gentlemen 

from Bridgeport who gave their lives to protect all of 

us and the people of Bridgeport especially. As the 

chair of the Public Safety and Security Committee, I 

can tell you that we are all in mourning for the loss 

of these two wonderful gentlemen and keepi~g the 

thought -- our thoughts and prayers for their family 

in m1nd. You know, they, like all people, especially 

in the public safety community, every day they never 

know what they're going to face. ·I would say that's 
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true for all of us, but they are certainly in a 

situation many times where their lives are really on 

the line, and these two gentlemen have made the 

ultimate sacrifice for the people of Bridgeport and 

the greater public safety community. 

So on behalf of the committee that I cochair, I, 

too., wanted to express the committee's condolences and 

my own, personally, for two gentlemen who will be 

sorely missed by so many. Thank you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator Stillman, for those words. 

Are there. any other points of personal privileges 

o,r announcements at this time? 

Senator Williams. 

SENATOR WILLIAMS: 

Thank 'you·, Mr. President. Good to see you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Good to see you, too, slr. 

SENATOR WILLIAMS: 

For purposes of an announcement, when we conclude 
I 

the announcements and points of personal privilege and 

stand at ease, there will be an immediate Senate 

Democratic caucus. 

THE CHAIR: 

We'll have the Clerk also make that announcement. 
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Any other announcements or points of personal 

privjle_ge at ~his time? 

If not, Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes, thank you -- thank you, Mr. President. 

If no other members are seeking recognition, I 

would move tnat the.Senate stand ·in recess to wait to 
\ 

prepare the day's business . 

. THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

The Senate· will stand in recess subject to the 

call of the·chair . 

nn,motion of Senator Looney of the 11th, the 

Senate at 12:39" p.m., recessed. 

~he Senate !econvened at 4:29p.m., Senator Duff 

of the-25th in the Chair. 

THE CHAIR: 

The Senate will come back to order. 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes. Thank you, Mr. President . 

Good afternoon, Mr. President. 
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Mr. President, the Clerk is in possession of 

Senate Agenda Number 2 for today's July Special 

Sess1on. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk. 

THE CLERK: 

Mr. President, the Clerk is in possession of 

Sen~te Agenda-Number 2 for the July Special Session 

dated Friday, July 3p, 2010. Copies have been 

c;listributed. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, I move all items on Senate Agenda 

Number 2 for the July Special Session, dated Friday, 

July 30, 2010, to be acted upon as indicated and that 

the agenda be incorporated by reference into the 

Senate journal and the Senate transcript. 

THE CHAIR: 

Is there objection? 

Without objection, so ordered. 
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Mr. President, the single item appearing on 

Senate Agenda Number 2, under emergency certification, 

is a Senate Bill Number 551, AN ACT CONCERNING CLEAN 

ELECTIONS~ If the -- I would mark that item go when 

asked and would ask th'e Clerk to call that item as our 

order of the day. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk. 

THE CLERK: 

Calling from Senate Agenda Number 2, Emergency 

Cert1fied Bill 551, LCO 5943, AN ACT CONCERNING CLEAN 

ELECTIONS. The bill is accompanied by emergency 

cert1fication signed Donald E. Williams, President Pro 

Tempore o.f the Senate; Christopher G. Donovan, Speaker 

of the House of Representatives. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR·SLOSSBERG: 

Press the button -- thank you, Mr. President. So 

nice to see you in a Chair today. 

I move acceptance of the emergency certified 

bill .. 

THE CHAIR: 
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On ~cceptance and passage of the emergency 

certification bill. 

Will you, remark? 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Yes. Thank you, Mr. President. 

We're here today in the midst of an election 

cycle because the Second Circuit has declared that 

certain portions of our campaign-finance system are . 

unconstitutional, and the legislation before us today 

addresses those matters and a number of other 

things -- Qf other small things. 

Before I go through the bill with the Chamber, I 

wanted to just go and hav~ a quick review of how we 

got here today. The Campaign Finance Reform Act, 

which includes the Citizens' Election Program, arose 

out of several corruptions -- of corruptions, scandals 

in our state, the most ~idely publicized scandal 

involving Connecticut's former governor, John Rowland. 

In !2004, Governor Rowland was accused-of .. 
·' 

accepting over a hundred. thousand. dollars' worth of 

gifts and services from state contractors. 

Unfortunately, the public corruption scandals weren't 

limited to just the Governor's office, and our state 
I 

earned the nickname, Corrupticut, not just because of 

the actual scandals, but also ·because of the 
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perception of corruption in our state government. 

' The ~esponseJby the Legislature and then a new 

governor, Jodi Rell, was the enactment of the Campaign 

Finance Reform Act, again including the Citizens' 

Election Program, which we're discussing today. And 

the purpose of the program was to restore public 

confidence in our government by removing special 
. I 

interest dollars and eliminating corruption and the 

appeara~ce of corruption. 

Basically, our clean elections system works like 

this: We look at what candidates raise and would 

have -- and what they have raised, and then we take 

that amount and we take out the special inte~est 

dol~ars that we have deemed to be a corrupted -- a 

corrupt and corrosive influence. And we supplant 

t~ose special interest dollars with public dollars, 

with small contributions from people in our districts, 

from people in our state for statewide offices, and we 

call that clean. 

And as a result of that, the intent is to have 

take the corrosive influence of ·money out of our 

elections. It e~iminates the potential influence of 

large donations and the appearance of those 

influences . 

Now, as we all know, we've been dealing with a 

. •' 
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number of court challenges. It went to the district 

court -- our case -- our cases and then to the Second 

.. 004278 

Circuit. Most recently, the Second Circuit upheld the 

fundamental structure of the Citizens·' Elect ion 

Program, including our funding mechanisms. And in 

large part, while we.don't think about· it and we don~t 

talk about lt, and we're probably not going to talk 

about it too much today, we actually did win a large 

portion of this case. 

However, what brings us here today is that the 

Second Circuit struck down two basic provisions. 

First, our lobbyist ban, which banned both 

contributions and solicitations by lobbyists, whic~ 

also included a striking of the contractor 

solicitation ban, as well as what we call the "trigger 

provisions," which are the provisions that allow for 

supplemental grants in the case of excess 

high-spending, nonparticipating opponents when you're 

facing a millionaire opponent and also if a candidate 

who!s participating is hit with an independent 

expell:diture from an outside organization. And those 

items which are called the "trigger provisions," were 

both -- were struck down. 

And as I said, the reason we're here today is· to 

address those. If we don't address these, this system 
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will fail and we will not have a citizens' election 

program. And I think that everyone in this room 

believes·that that would be a huge loss to.us in the 

State. 

So if I may, I'm going to go through the draft of 

the bill in front of us so that we all know it~s in 

'there. 

Section 1 simply repeals the severability 

language. As people may know, in the previous 

legislation, when the program was drafted, it was 

drafted as-a whole with the ~dea that if one piece of 

it fell, the entire program fell. Now that we've been 

through our various court challenges, we are repealing 

that language and we are replacing·that with 

traditional severability language, which states that 

if a provision i~ the statute related to this program 

should fail, then that particular-piece is severable 

and goes away, but the rest of the program will 

continue to stand. 

The next change, lines -- is -- the nex~ _change 

of the erid of Section 1 is clarifying language, which 

says that even after this legislation, if you have 
I 

rece1ved your grant already, you may keep the grant 

that you have. and the program will continue to 

function. 

004279 



• 

• 

• 

rd/mb/md 
SENATE 

23 
July 30, 2010 

Section 2 reveals references to the trigger 

prov]sions. Section 3 adjusts the grant amount for 

gubernatorial candidates from the base amount from 

3 million· to 6 million dollars, and I know that we're 

goin~ to be talking about that some more during the 

day today. But the reason for that again, going back 

to how this was all drafted in the first place and how 

we came to the elections program is the· purpose of 

this program is to supplant special interest dollars 

with clean dollars, with public money. And it is the 

grant amounts that were originally set were based on 

historical dat,a . 

And the average amount for our gubernatorial 

races over the last number of years for the winning 

candidates was over $6 million. So in order to have a 

system that is viable that people will actually be 

able to participate .in, we need to adjust the grant 

amount for gubernatorial candidates from 3 million to 

6 million, remembering, though, that under the current 

system, a gubernatorial candidate could potentially 

get $9 million if they were -- if the trigger 

provisions continued to exist, they would get a 

$3 million supplemental grant. And then if there were 

independent expenditures against them, the potential 

exposure for the fund was up to .nine. This grant is 
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not being adjusted up to nine. It's being adjusted to 

six to reflect the historical data. 

Section -- the next section is Section 4. 

Section 4 also deals with repealing the trigger 

grants. Section 5, again, repealing the trigger 

grants. Section 6, also in the same vein. Section 7 

is new language. 

Section 7 creates and discusses the concept of 

bundling. As I had said, the court struck down our 

prohibition -- on our ban on lobbyist contributions. 

What ·we are doing here is creating this concept of 

bundling, and that is the idea that prohibits a 

lobbyist from going and either having a fund-raiser at 

their house or from putting together a big package 

full ·of ch"ecks. And there are a lot of people who 

could look at this right now and wonder what this is 

all about, but it's really pretty simple. 

If you think about it, if I were to go and show 

somebody from the p~blic a picture of a lobbyist 

giving a candidate an envelope full of checks, I think 

your average citizen in the state of Connecticut would 

look at that and think that somehow that doesn't 

look that has the appearance of corruption. It 

doesn't look honest. It looks like there's something 

going on, and one of the really important pieces here 
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is to try to address the appearance of corruption: 

The record is replete with evidence of the 

deleterious effects of bundling or results of bundling 

and lobbyist solicitation on the legislative process. 

In 1986, the General Assembly commissioned a report 

from the State Elections Enforcement Commission·and 

the State Ethics Commisslon to evaluate the 

relationship between lobbyist contributions and the 

-l~gislative process. 

In a survey of Legislators and lobbyists, the 

Jo~~t Elections ethics study found, among other 

things, that 25 percent of Legislators responding felt 

there was a relationship between a lobbyist 

solicitation of contributions and the success of the 

legislation that the lobbyist supported. 

Sixteen percent of Legislators responded that they had 

Qeard a Legislator state or imply that a bill's fate 

depended upon a lobbyist's contribution or 

solicitation. Thirty-seven percent of Legislators 

·responding were aware of political fundraisers held 

soon before a committee deadline for taking action on 

proposed bills. 

The 1986 study also found that the lobbyists felt 

this pressure to deliver contributions as well, but 

81 percent of the lobbyists responding were not 
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willing to testify at a public hearing about the 

relationship between political contributions and 

lobbying for fear of reprisals from lawmakers. 

As Doctor Robert Howard of Common Cause testified 

before the GAE Committee in 1990, that in 1988 more 

than $311,000 changed hands during the session between 

lobbyists and their PACs and either campaigns. or 

legislative caucus PACs. That's over $100,000 a month 

during the session when citizens expe~t Legislators to 

be enacting legislation and allocating resources, not 

campaigning or fund-raising. 

The record is replete with instances of bundling . 

and concerns with regard to lobbyist contributions. 

And although the court struck that -- struck down our 

ability to.ban all contributions, it did leave the 

door open to deal with bundling, and that is what we 

d6 in Section 7. Subsection 28 of Section 7 is 

also -- provides a definition of a slate committee and 

deals with the Section in the back -- I think it's 

Sect1on 13 -- with regard to de minimis contributions. 

Section 8 .adds client lobbyist to the definition 

of lobbying. Section 9 -- very important -- restores 

the sessional ban on lobbyists. Since there will no 

longer be a complete ban, we are r~storing the 

s~ss1onal·ban on lobbyist contributions. 
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The next section limits our lobbyists' 

contribution and makes them like everyone else, that 

they can contribute a hundred dollars, just like any 

other contributiqn both for -- however, they are 

limited and for candid~tes that are participating in 

the system and also for nonparticipating candidates. 

There is still a limit of a hundred dollars. 

And again, b.ased on the appearance of undue 

influence, we believe that it makes sense to restore 

the public confidence to be able to show that our 

lobbyists are being treated the same as everyone else 

with regard to participating candidates and that there 

is still some limit on them, but that there is a· 

balance between that appearance of corruption and the 

State's compelling interest in -- as their right to 

free speech and the State's compelling interest in 

-preventing the appearance of corruption. 

Section H provides tha~ on or after January 1, 

2011, and we will prohibit communicator lobbyists from 

soliciting client lobbyists. And again, the court 

left that door open, and that is to -- still to 

prevent the appearance of corruption of influence. 

After January 1,-2011, we are also going to be 

proh1biting contractors from soliciting their 

subcontractor principals or employees of contractors 
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Section 11 are contributions. This is conforming 

language to deal with the court's opinion. Section 13 

is -- probably is one of two things that didn't come 

out of the court case, but what it does is it p~ovides 

f0r one of the things that we've been asked about 

an awful lot at GAE was that small amounts of food 

b~ing brought to candidate.meetings or an event or an 

activity, that's not a fund-raiser that if it's under 

$50. So if someo~e brings the doughnuts to your 

campaign event, that's not a fund-raiser. It's not 

cons1dered a contribution. And also there's language 

here that, for de minimis campaign activity on behalf 

of the political committee or the, you know, your 

campaign, that's also not considered a contribution. 

That would include e-mails or cell phone calls as long 

as they're not being reimbursed by the campaign. 

Those are things like somebody brings the paper clips, 

somebody brings the stapler from home. We no longer 

have to deal with that. And finally, the display of a 

lawn sign, put the sign on someone's lawn or in 

somebody's window. That is no longer a contribution. 

And the final provision here requires that the 

State Electio.n Enforcement provide a report with 

regard to the amoqnt of grants and other information 
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•• federal court decision and go home. I don't think 

it's appropriate for us to be conside~ing spending 

more taxpayer dollars by ~ay of adding grants to 

gubernatorial candidates. ,. 

And so I would like to get clarification from the 

proponent of the bill, through you, Mr. President, to 

the chair of GAE. 

THE CHAIR: 

Sen.ator Slossberg. 

Senator McLachlan, please prepare your questions .. 

SENATOR McLACHLAN: 

Thank you, Mr. President . 

• And thank you, Senator, for your presentation of 

the legislation before us. 

I guess I would just like to begin by asking if 

you might clarify what in Bill 551 would specifically 

address the court decision? I would like to peel away 

all of the other language in the· bill -- just for this 

conversat~on -- that does not relate very directly to 

what the court stated·this.Legislature should address 
. . 
. . 

as it rel~tes to the ·Citizen Election Program. 

So I wondered if you could just peel away 

everything else and just give us what ~s it that the 

court needs for us to proceed and be in compliance 

• with the·decision. 
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Through you, Section 1, in that it repeals the 

severability language, anything that deals.with 

repealing severability has to be addressed. The 

trigger provisions have to be addressed. The lobbyist 

ban has to be addressed. The contractor solicitation 

ban has to be addressed. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McLachlan. 

SENATOR McLACHLAN: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

And through you to Senator Slossberg, could you 

clarify a little more what you mean by "be addressed" 

in that some of t·he _langu·age that ·I'm reading goes 

beyond what the court is looking for in their 

decision. 

So could you clarify: Is there any part of the 

language on those issues you've just shared with us 

that goes beyond what the court has asked for? 

Through y~u, Mr. President . 

THE CHAIR: 
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If I understand your question with regard to 

severability, we have to, you know, we have to change 

that language in the·event that the district court, as 

it's been -- as the case has been remanded to them, 

were to uphold a piece of this unconstitutional --

which we believe that's possible, and so we have the 

1 • severability language -- has to be revealed and then 

restored to traditional severability. 

With regard to the trigger provisions, that 

language was struck down. So that needs to be 

repealed in order to address the State -- the court's 

case. 

With regard to the lobbyist -- the ban on 

lobbyist contributions, that was beld unconstitutional 

and the solicitation ban was held unconstitutional. 

So that needs to be repealed. 

If there's something else, through you, Mr. 

Presi_dent, that I've missed, I'm more than happy to 

try to address the Senator's question. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McLachlan . 

SENATOR McLACHLAN: 
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Thank you, Senator Slossberg, for your response. 

And I think that you've fairly accurately stated 

what my perception is of the issues that need to be 

directly addressed today. And I suspect that there is 

somewhat uniform agreement among all the members of 

this circle that we should address those issues. 

I think that sev~rability is a -- has been an 

agreement essentially of all the members of this 

circle right from the beginning of the court decision. 

I believe that back in August of 2009, we were hopeful 

to address this issue much sooner. And so 

severability is not a contentious issue at all. 

I think there are some questions about the way 

that we approach further restrictions of adding 

lobbyists to the mix that have not .been part of the 

Citizen Election Program in the past. Certainly, we 

can have some more discussion about the specific 

details of that, but I think that the way that I am 

asse~sing this legislation before us, is that we are 

going way beyond what has been suggested by way of a 

court decision and, namely, we are spending more. 

money. 

And may I remind my fellow Legislators here at 

the State Capitol in Hartford, Connecticut, that this 
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• State is broke. We don't have any money to spend, and 

w~ should not be talking about expanding state 

spending for anything, especially not expanding state 

spending for TV advertising in a gubernat?rial 

campaign. 

So my point is, and I would suggest to my 

colleagues here in the circle, that we should consider 

very carefully any proposal before us that does, in 

fact, increase spending. That is headed in the wrong 

direction. 

I. I think that we should focus today, on this warm 

le 
summer day, on the items of agreement. Those items 

that the federal court judge has ruled that need to be 

addressed, we should agree on fixing those items as 

part of our state statute and move on. This is not 

the right time for us to consider additional spending. 

I also am frankly a l~ttle concerned that there 

is -- seems to be some type of a justification that 

additional monies are needed in the absence of the 

triggers of the original Citizen Election Program. 

And I heard -- I believe from the presenters' remarks 

that that an average gubernatorial campaign was 

somewhere around $6 million. And I think that the 

last gubernatorial campaign befor.e the Citizen •• Election Program became available to candidates, the 
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successful candidate who is our incuffiPent, Governor 

Rell, spent ~o~ewhere around $4 million without 

contributions from lobby~sts or state contractors. 

And so I suggest that that is a good examp~e of 

the cost to run a campaign in Connecticut. And if we 

are looking even at adding a certain amount of money 

for inflation from 2006 to 2010, there is no reason 

004292" 

why we should now be ente.rtai_ning 5 and a half or even 

9 million dollars as a potential cost to run a 

campaign under a taxpayer-funded citizen election 
' ' 

program as proposed in this bill. 

So it's clear to me, and I hope it's becoming 

clear to th~ rest of us here in the circle, that we 

should back up, take a step back, strike out this idea 

of expanding spending taxpayer funds for political 

campaigns and foc~s on what's most important, 

c9mpliance with tpe federal court order and move on. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator. 

Will you remark further? 

Senator Kane .. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Mr. President . 

Good afternoon. 
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I tend to agree with my colleague, Senator 

McLachlan, in.regard to the spending and the increase 

of spending, especially at a time in this economic 

situation that we have here in the state of 

Connecticut. 

So through you, Mr. President, I do have a couple 

questions fo.r Senator Slossberg in regard to the 

proposal -- proposed bill. 

THE CHAIR: 

Please prepare your question, sir. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Mr. President. · 

In your initial remark, Senator Slossberg, you 

said that you referred to the 2006 election, I 

believe, and I think you were talking about how much 

was spent on that campaign by the victor. Can you 

tell us, do you have information on how much was spent 

by each candidate in that campaign? 

Through you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg . 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 
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Through you, actually, I didn't talk at all about 

the 2006 election. I believe the previous speaker 

spoke about the 2006 election. What I had spoken 

about were the figures I was given by Election· · 

Enforcement that show histor1cally that the average 

number for the winning gubernatorial campaign for 

governor over the last three cycles was $6 million. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you. Thank you, Mr. President . 

Because I guess that goes where my question is, 

because in regards to this section, first of all, we 

are 1ncreasing the figure from the 3 to 6 million 

dollars, and I'm assuming that's based on those 

numbers that you were given saying, well, the average 

was $6 million. 

So is that where this 6 million came from? 

Through you, Mr. President. Because of that? 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Yes. Than~ you, Mr. President . 

Through you, the idea here was to make sure that 
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we have a grant that is competitive. And so .in the 

past three gubernatorial election cycles, the average 

spent by a gubernatorial -- by a winning governor --

lieutenant governor team was just over $6 million. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

And do we know what the averag,e was spent by the 

losing campaign? 

T~rough you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg . 

SENATOR SLOS'SBERG: 

In some, yes, actually, we do. And those numbers 

are less. Although in 2006 the DeStefano/Glassman 

race was about -- was about four points -- well, 

actually, 4.7. Adding the numbers up, 4.7. 

But again, the idea here is to make sure that the 

grants we are putting forward are competitive, but 

that someone would participate in the system based on 

gett1ng a grant that allows them to actually compete 

in the program-- in-the election. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane . 

SENATOR KANE: 

004295 



• 

•• 

• 

rd/mb/md 
SENATE 

Thank you, Mr. Pres1dent. 

,. 

39 
July 30, 2010 

I guess where I'm going with this ~s -- jt 

also -- in line 184 it says that thereafter, said 

amount shall be adjusted under subsection of this 

section, which I guess in my mind, if in 2010, the 

winner spends $10 million, are we going to come back 

here next year and say, well, the winner·spent 

$10 million. We have to give the next person 

$10 million. Is that the thinking here? Through you, 

Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg . 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Through you, no, not all. Actually, that refers 

to the cost-of-living adjustment that addresses all of 

the grants, including the legislative grants that are 

currently -- that we currently have that's in 

conformance with the rest of the program. 'That's 

nothing new and does not at all reflect a review, 

again, to adjust grants. 

THE CHAI~: 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Okay ... That's good, because I guess, again, your 
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point was that we looked at an average of typically 

what they were spending for the last three cycles. 

And if we throw 2Ql0 into that average, it's obviously 

going to boost that up. I don't know what each 

candidate is going to spend this year, but I can 

imagine it could be greater than $6 million. So if 

that's the case and we're using that criteria, then I 

just might be afraid of what we are going to increase 

this to the next time, but if you say it's 

cost-of-living, then that's reasonable. But I just 

wanted to clarify that. 

I just want to ask you one more question, if I 

might, you talked about the lobbyist, how, obviously, 

the court said that they're able to give. And then 

there's a section, and I don't remember which -- I 

'believe it's Section 7, if I'm wrong, I apologize--

in the change coming in January -- it ~s Section 7 

line 833 -- January 1, 2011. Can you speak to that 

aga~n in regards to how we're changing the lobbyist 

come January 1. 

Through y9u, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

. Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

We're actually not changing the lobbyists come 
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January 1. The changes that come January 1 are with 

regard to -- let me get back to that contractor. 

Let's see, Section 7 with the bundling, that's 

effective from passage. Hang on one second. 

January 1, we deal with the -- actually, it's the 

communicator ~obbyist from client lobbyists. But it's 

just an individual who is -- it prevents a 

communicator lobbyist from soliciting any individual 

who is a member of the board of directors of an 

employee or a partner and who has an ownership 

interest of 5 percent or more, any client lobbyist 

that the communicator lobbyist lobbies on behalf of 

pursuant to the communicator lobbyist's registration. 

So that's a communicator lobbyist being restricted 

after January 1, 2011, from soliciting their clients 

directly. 

They can now-- they would-- they'll still be 

able to solicit their family, their friends, their 

neighbors, whoever else. They just can't solicit 

' their client, so we now have a much more narrowly 

tailored ban. In addition to that, we have some 

changes January 1 with regard to contractors and 

solicitations, but I don't believe your question was 

addressed to that . 

THE CHAIR: 
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So if that's the case~ then for this election 

cycle come November, these same communicator lobbyists 

can solicit their clients. 

Through you, Mr. President. 

THE CHA"IR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Yes, as a result of the court striking down the 

gene~al lobby~st ban, that would be true . 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

So through you, Mr. President, why not change 

that now? Why wait till January 21st of 2011?· 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLQSSBERG: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Through you, you know, the court left the door 

open for us to address this, but it is not clear as to 

whether that would survive a legal challenge. We 

believe it would. 
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I think it's important that we continue to try to 

uphold the bans to the extent that we can to prevent 

the appearance of corruption. However, it may -- it 

raises some questions. We are in the midst of
1
an 

election cycle, and I don't believe that anyone would 

like to, you know, have any unpredictability or a lack 

of stability in the system that we have now. 

We believe that this is strong and defe~sible, 

but we believe that the full ban was strong and 

defensible. You know, three months before the 

election is not the best time to be making those sorts 

of decisions . 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator. Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you. Thank you, Mr. President. 

I tnank Senator Slossberg for her answers. I 

appreciate the~ very much. I'll continue to, you 

know, read through this bill. Obviously, there's a 
v 

number of pages that we have to go through, but I 

still have some very deep concerns with regard to the 

dollar aspect. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator. 

004300 
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Thank you, Mr. Pres1dent. Good afternoon. 

THE CHAIR: 

Good afternoon, sir. 

SENATOR DEBICELLA: 

Through you, Mr. President, one question to the 

proponent of the.bill. 

THE CHAIR: 

Please prepare your question. 

SENATOR DEBICELLA: 

Mr. President, through you, when we were debating 

the biennium budget jus~ a short 18 ~onths ago, and 

even our budget adjustment bill just a short six 

months ago, we actually swept the Citizens' Election 

Fund in both instances to the tune of some 

$15 million. And my question is, at that point, the 

responses to could we sweep more was no. We required 

every single dollar to meet th~ obligations of the 

Citizens' Election Fund. 

My question is, if we are going to up the grants 

from 3 to 6 million dollars, where is that money going 

to come from to pay for that? 

Through you, Mr. President. 
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THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Yes, thank you, Mr. President. 

That money has already been appropriated into the 

fund. It's already there. So it's not new money. 

It's money that is sitting in the fund. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Debicella. 

SENATOR DEBICELLA: 

Through you, Mr. President. 

So that contradicts what was said on this floor 

just a few months ago when we said, the question was, 

could we sweep more out of the Citizens' Election 

Fund? The answer was no, we could not. We need all 

of it to meet current_obligations, which at that point 

was $3 million. 

So if we're now going to raise it to $6 million, 

either the statement before wasn't true and there was 

extra money in the f.und, or right now we have to 

appropriate more money to make sure we cover this, or 

there. could be another possibility that I'm not 

thinking of, Mr. President, so throug_h you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 
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Thank you. Through you, Mr. President_ 

I think the question speaks for itself. You were 

talking, at the time that discussion was going on, it 

was to meet current obligations. The court had not 

handed down their decision. We had a program in 

existence as it did, the trigger provisions were in 

existence. The potential for supplemental grants or 

for independent matching grants existed. 

And so the exposure to the fund was exactly the 

amount that needed to be in there. If we had taken 

more, we would have been in a position of underfunding 

the fund. And there, had the court not struck it 

down, perhaps we would not have the money to actually 

address that aside from the fact that at the point 

that we made that decision we didn't actually know 

which candidates were running and how many ~- or not 

that which candidat~s were running but how many 

peo~le were potentially running and what the actual 

exposure was. 

So the sufficiency report provided and created by 

el~ctions enforcement that they are required to do 

pursuant to our general statutes to determine whether 

they have enough money provided for various different 

scenarios. And they were very clear with us that if 
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we, at that time, had taken more money, they would 

have had to declare an insufficiency. 

Obviously things have changed now with the 

trigger provisions bein·g eliminated. It changes the 

way the entire system operates, but in order to have a 

viable system you have to have competitive grants. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Debicella. 

SENATOR DEBICELLA: 

Thank you, Mr. pres1dent. 

And I thank Senator Slossberg for the answe~ to 

that question . 

I do agree with her that, at the time, it was 

absolutely what the SEEC said. It was that we had 

enough money to cover those current obligations. 

However, the eliminations of the triggers will not 

provide enough extra resources to cover an extra 

$6 million, should we need to spend that, should you 

have twb qualified candidates who would actually 

receive that in the general election. 

So Mr. President, w1th that in mind, I'd like to 

call LCO 5954. 

THE CHAIR: 

Will the LCO -- will the Clerk please call LCO 

5954, please. 
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LCO 5954, which will be designated Senate 

Amendment Schedule "A." It is offered by Senator 

McKinney of the 28th District, et al. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Debicella. 

SENATOR DEBICELLA: 

I move the amendment. 

THE CHAIR: 

I move -- will you remark further? 

SENATOR DEBICELLA: 

Thank you, Mr. Pres1dent . 

Mr. President, the amendment will simply strip, 

in line 182~ the word "s1x" and will actually return 

the grant to what it was originally intended ·to be, 

which was $3 million. 

And Mr. President, there are five reasons why I 

·actually think this is the sensible thing for us to 

do. The first is what we just talked about, is 

there's actually a risk of the fund not having enough 

money to cover this and the need for us to go into the 

General Fund or elsewhere t~ get this money. 

Second, we have a deficit of approximately 

$6 billion for the next two years. We are going to 

need every single penny available to cover that to say 
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now is the time to increase the grants for the 

gubernatorial election that happens in three months, I 

think is fiscally irresponsible. 

The third point was brought up by Senator Kane 

and Senator McLachlan -- there is, based on historic 

precedent, no need for $6 million to run a 

gubernatorial campaign. 

Fourth -- and I think this is important -- is 

changing the rules of an election midstream is 

inherently biased. In reality, there are five majo~ 

candidates for governor right now, two of whom are 

taking public financing. Doing this inherently 

benefits those two candidates, one a Republican and 

one a Democrat, at the expense of the other three. 

That is just a reality of changing the rules 

midstream. It's not -something we should be in the 

business of doing. 

And fifth and finally, it isn't required. There 

is nothing in what the court said that even hinted 

that we should double the amount that this grant 

should be. So what we've done is we've actually 
I 

turned a technical bill to conform with the court into 

something that's changing the .rules midstream. 

So, Mr. President, let's not turn what I think is 

an otherwise good bill into an excuse to once again 

004306 



• 

• 

rd/mb/md 
SENATE 

50 
July 30, 2010 

simply increase govern~ent spending. I urge adoption 

of the amendment. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

I rise in opposition to the amendment to address 

.the five points. First, the fund has sufficient 

004307 

money. We've received documents from OFA as well from 

Elec~ion Enforcement. The money is sitting there. It 

is set aside. It is already there. It has been 

there. In order to address it, we've very carefully 

protected it through the session to make sure that the 

fund has sufficient money. It's there. 

Secondly, we're not increasing the grant at all. 

We are adjusting it in regard to the court's decision. 

Our current exposure is to $9 million. You could 

actually argue we're decreasing the grant by the same 

argument because the exposure is to $9 million and we 

are addressing it at 6. 

Third, with r~gard to historical precedent, we've 

got to actually deal with the facts here. The facts 

are competitive race for governor historica1ly has 

cost, on. the w~nning side, over $6 million. Those are 

the facts. 
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-Fourth, changing the rules midstream, that's 

exactly what ~e would be doing if we didn't adjust the 

grant at that -- at this time because it is election 

season. It is election cycle and people on both sides 

of the aisles have known what the program is. It's 

been out there and known what their expectations were 

wlth regard to how much money·was potentially 

available. 

Fifth, it's not required. I would disagree. I 

~el{eve it's v~ry much required. In fact, if we have 

a system that does not have competitive grants, then 

we might as well not have a system at al~. It makes a 

mockery of the program if you don't actually have 

grants that allow people to run at a competitive 

level. 

I urge opposition. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. 

Senator Fasano. 

SENATOR FASANO: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, I speak in favor of the amendment. 

And let me sort of rehit the five, or four out of the 

five points. You see I couldn't remember the fifth 

one, but the money is already there, and I believe 
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Senator Slossberg said we've protected it. At what 

cost? •At what cost do we protect it? 

We made cuts to the elderly. We made cuts to the 

RIDE programs. We made cuts to programs, to 

education. And what cuts ---and what costs --we 

deferred $200 million in a pension plan. So yeah, we 

-
protected it. We protected it so we could give it, 

our taxpayers' money, to run a political campaign, 

more money to put on the ads that we saw, more money 

for pencils, more money for balloons. Do ~e balance 

when we put that away? 

So yeah, we protected it, but what was the cost 

of that protection and why are we continuing to 

protect that ·when we need it for the school system. 

We need it for our public school system. 

Point number two is that it doesn't really 

increase the grant. It dqes. I'm going to let 

Senator McKinney talk about that because he expressed 

to me his philosophy, and I'm not going to do it -- as 

much justice as Senate~ McKinney will. 

Number three, historically, remember why we put 

in campaign financing, which I supported, I voted in 

favor of it back when. We said, number one, campaigns 

are getting out of control. We're spending too much 

money_on campaigns. We're out there beating the 
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Let's control the cost of campaigns. And now 

we're saying, well, now that we control the costs, 

because, 2006, when Governor Rell said, I'm not going 

to take special interest money, $4 million, and the 

DeStefano other side did about 4.7 m1llion. So in 

2006, it was .reason.able, about $4 million each. And 

that's 2006. 

The latest statistics 2006, arid we wanted to 

keep the money low because we wanted people spending 

tons of money. And now here we are saying, well, 

we've got to get more money. Logic doesn't flow . 

With respect to changing the game, it's correct, 

we are changing the game midway through. These 

cand1dates that are running knew that the campaign 

financing law was under appeal. They knew it was 

challenged. They knew that supplemental grants were 

part of that challenge. They knew what the lower 

court h~d stated. They knew what the -cards were in 

front of them, and they knew that we were going to 

have to try to fix it at some point. 

There was no certainty that they walked in, that 
I 
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they're definitely going to get all this money because 

they knew that· there was a challenge. So they assumed 

the risk and went forward. I don't think any one of 
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them would have said, gee, had I known I wouldn't have 

run. I don't think any one of the candidates would 

have said that. 

I understand the candidates out there that would 

want the money, who' are in the program would .want the 

money.· I get·that, but it's not the right thing to 
I 

do. It's not the right thing to do. We have a fiscal 

problem. 

Last session, we looked between -- we joked in 

this chamber_when we talked about trying to find 

200 million between the cushions of the couch. We 

shook everybody's bank account out. What do you have? 

What do you have Transportation? What do you have 

Citizen Election?. And everybody was clinging to their 

money because they 1 knew ~hat we were coming to get it, 

but we protected this money. 

And who lost because we protected this money? 

And who is going to lose because we continue to 

protect this money? We have to be fiscally 

responsible. It's got to start now. So I stand here 

\ 

and I ask your support for this amendment. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you . 

Senator Looney. 
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Speaking in oppos'i tion to the amendment, I wanted 

to second the comments-of Senator Slossberg in that 

what we are trying to do in the -- on the underlying 

bill is actually to honor the intent of the original 

legislation with~n the context of the recent decision 

by the -- by the Second Circuit. 

And it's in line with what was recommended today 

in the-Hartford Courant editorial, which said when the 

General Assembly meets today in special session to fix 

constitutional flaws in the State's campaign finance 

reform program, lawmakers should take care to honor 

the reform's original intent. And that is what we are 

trying to do in order to set the grant le·vels at those 

that we think meet the expectations with which the 

candidates that wen~ into the program potentially and 

to preserve the program along with original intent. 

In ~ -- in a discussion yesterday in the 

Connecticut Mirror, our own lieutenant governor, 

Lieutenant Governor ·Fedele, noted that he had made the 

decision to participate in public financing with the 

assumption that matching grants would be available. 

Now, obviously, the matching grants are struck down by 

virtue of tQe -- trigger mechanism has been struck 
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down by virtue of the Second Circuit decision. His 

004313 

comments in the -- in that article yesterday said they 
~ 

have to provide a venue for a clean election 

candidate. 

What you signed up for is not going to be there. 

You have to at least, in this election cycl~, provide 

something. So I think that what we are trying to do, 

in an equitable way, is to restore the balanc~ that 

was anticipated in the original bill. Exactly what we 

are trying to do, I think, in all of the elements of 

the underlying bill is to provide a system that is 

true to the original intent of the legislation, which 

I think this amendment would undermine, but which the 

underlying bill, I believe, preserves. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you Senator. 

Senator McDonald. 

SENATOR McDONALD: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, just briefly, I rise in opposition 

to the amendment, and I perhaps come at this from a 

slightly different perspective as a State Senator from 

southwestern Connecticut . 

Ladies and gentlemen, in the last election most 
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of my constituents thought that Eliott Spitzer was 

running for governor because that's the media ma~ket 

in which my constituents primarily see advertising. 

The fact of the matter is that $3 million is 

absolutely insufficient for running a statewide 

campaign and reaching out to all aspects of the ·state. 

Fully one quarter1 of our citizens don't watch the 

Hartford media market or the New Haven media market. 

They are excluded from our public debate because 

there's not enough money to reach them with the 

messages that candi~ates, be he or she, Democrat or 

Republican, are trying to convey . 

I'm opposed to this am~ndment because it denies 

the realities of the costs of running a campaign. It 

denies the costs of actually connecting with votes. 

It denies my constituents an equal ability to 

participate in that electoral process. 

This money, as has been pointed out, has ~lready 

been budgeted, but I do think it's important to 

remember that in 1998 the successful candidate for 

governor spent $6.9 million. 

I jumped on my handy-dandy computer here· and used 

the 1nflation calculator to tell -- to find out what 

that would have been in today's dollars. It's 

$9.28 million, and that's roughly the amount of money 
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that was spent -- 6.5 million was spent by the 

successful candidate for governor in 2002. 

Denying the costs of what it actually takes to 

effecttvely communicate with constituents does a 

disservice to our constituents. And I haven't yet 

found the post office who's willing to send mail for 

free. I haven't yet found the printer who cuts costs 

for political candidates. 

The fact of the matter is a participatory 

004315 

democracy takes a certain amount of money. And in our 

system, we've a~ready all~cated this money. It's just 

not accurate or equitable to claim that this is new 

money. It's always been budgeted. 

Let's be honest. We've always known that a 
I 

candidate running for governor in this cycle might 

expend $6 million. The underlying bill creates the 

equity, creates the parity that we need for an 

effective system and, therefore, I oppose the 

amendment. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Roraback. 

SENATOR RORABACK: 

Tbank you, Mr. President. 

Good afternoon . 

THE CHAIR: 
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Mr. President, I rise in support of the amendment 

and would urge my colleagues to give the public in the 

state of Connecticut a l1ttle bit of credit. 

Mr. President~ I can't speak for others, but I 

can tell you that my constituents are no fools. And 

my constituents are not going to vote for the guy that 

has the most money. And for any of us to translate 

election victory to who, the guy_that has the most 

money is, I think belies the lessons of history, the 

lessons of campaigns nationwide . 

Ask Jon ·corzine if the person who spends the most 

money independently will win. Ask the voters of.New 

Jersey, were you won over by the raw expenditure of 

independent wealth as the deciding factor in how to 

cast your vote? 

Mr. President, we have to give the public some 

credit. This debate is not taking place in the 

abstract. Next week, there's a primary and it could 

well be that the two winners of both the Republican 

primary and the Democratic primary will be 

participating candidates in the publicly financed 

program. And should that be the case, what we're 

talking about today is, are those individuals going to 
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have $5.5 million to spend on TV ads, which drive many 

of us to distraction, or are they going to have 

$8.5 million, public dollars, each to run TV ads to 

drive us all nuts? 

Mr. President, I would respectfully encourage my 

colleagues, if the premise here is that we need to 

have equity and equilibrium and all this stuff, let's 

wait and see who wins the primary, because I for one 

am not going_,to sleep very w~ll at night knowing that 

we took $6 million that I could use to help my soup 

kitchen restock its shelves and instead dumped it into 

a black hole wher~ two participating candidates are 

now going to blow $6 million, 6 million public dollars 

on an endless ba~rage of distasteful, often 

distasteful, often distortive, often -- you want to 

talk ~bout a mockery, I think the television 

commercials that our public dollars are buying are not 

elevating the public discourse. 

And, Senator McDonald, if your constituents are 

fortunate enough to be insulated from them, I might 

take the position that they're going to be better 

educated voters than those of us that are subjected to 

them constantly. 

Listen, we aren't even at the primary yet, and 

people are sick and tired of these television 
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commercials. I think they know who the candidates 

are, the ones up are up on TV_ They know who they 

are. They haven't e~en spent two and hal£ million 

dollars yet. Everyone knows who's in the game and I, 

for one, hope that the determining factor for who wins 

the election in November isn't the person that spends 

the most dough. 

So shame on-us for-- particularly, if the two 

winners of the primaries are participating candidates, 

shame on us for dumping 6 more million dollars into 

this black hole when·I think it could be used for a 

lot more socially bene.ficial purposes . 

I urge support.of the amendment. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

(President in the Chair.) · 

-THE CHAIR: 

Senator Boucher. 

SENATOR BOUCHER: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, I rise to support the amendment. 

I do so as one of the few people in the House on my 

side of the aisle that actually originally voted for 

this campaign-finance law with the understanding that 
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it would set guidelines, rules, and create a more even 
I 

play~ng field, not with the supposition that the rules 

would change at any given time to advantage one side 

or another or one candidate for another. 

I also do remember as well we had a candidate who 

was 1ncredibly wealthy, Brook Johnson, that was 

runn1ng for a U.S. Senate seat and did not -- and was 

not successful in that race no matter how much money 

they'had going into it. It is an unhappy day that 

we're here today to even address this, but I strongly 

support this amendment. I think it's the right thing 

to do, and I think the public would be behind us in 

this direction. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McLachlan. 

SENATOR McLACHLAN: 

Thank you, Mr. President. Nice to see you there 

this afternoon. 

I am standing in support of the amendment. I'd 

like to thank Senator Debicella for bringing this very 

simple amendment forward. In fact, isn't this 

wonderful how we can have a piece of legislation be 

fixed and save $3 million with such few words. I 

think this is wonderful. 
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I'm really standing I've already expressed my 

concerns about the spending, but I'm standing now just 

to shed light on statements that I think are 

problematic in government, and that is that the money 

is sitting there so that justifies us spending it, and 

ask my constituents in Danbury, Bethel, Sherman or New 

Fairfield, and if I said that to them, they'd say, go 

home. 

Just because the money is there, doesn't mean we 

spend it. A federal judge said that the current 

program that it was budgeted for was not right. We 

have an opportunity to spend less money. Let's do it . 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

Senator McKinney. 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

Thank you, Mr. Pres1dent. 

Mr. President, I rise in support of the amendment 

before us, and I just want to briefly address some of 

the arguments made in opposition to the amendment, 

because if I think you listen to the words used and 

the words not used, you'll understand the spin that 

has been given . 

First, as Senator McDonald very correctly noted, 
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the winning candidates in the 1998 and 2002 

gubernatorial campaigns -- th~t would be former 

governor, John Rowland-- spent 6.9 million and 

6.5 million. He did not conveniently talk about how 

004321 

much the winning candidate for governor in 2006 spent. 

That was $4 million. 

He did not conveniently recognize that the 

candidate for gqvernor in '98 and 2002 took money from 

contractors and lob~yists, and a lot of it. And the 

winning candidate in 2006 did not take a dime from 

lobbyists and contractors. 

So we've heard about how much money it costs to 

win, but we had a governor who stood up and said, r 

won't take lobbyist money. I won't take contractor 

money. I'm going to take almost $3 million less than 

my predecessor. I'm going to be outspent by my 

Democratic opponent and I'm going to win, and I'm 

going to win with ~lass and grace. And that's what 

Governor Rell did. John DeStefano raised and spent 

$5.5 million; Jodi Rell, $4 million. 

Senator McDonald was kind enough -- and thank 

you, to let me borrow his inflation calendar. That 

$4 million by today's dollars is $4.4 million. So 

you've got to look at the whole picture. In 2006, our 

most recent gubernatorial elections, $4 million was 
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sufficient to get a victory for someone who's running 

for governor for the first time. 

Senator Slossberg referenced the average cost 0f 

winning campaigns was about $6 million and said, well, 

this grant, 3 million, adding 3 million is 6 million. 

And I scratch my head because I had been looking 

at Dan Malloy's website earlier today and a press 

release that he sent out in May, saying, I have now 

qualified for 8 and half million dollars of public 

funds. And according to Mr. Malloy, I have 23 weeks 

left and I will be able to spend more money over that 

23 weeks than any candidate for governor in the 

history of the state of Connecticut. 

Well, wait a minute. Senator Slossberg is 

telling me it's 6 million and 6 million. Dan Malloy 

is telling me it's 8 and a half, and that 8 and a half 

is ~ore money than anyone has ever spent in the 

history of the state of Connecticut. I agree with 

Mr. Malloy. Are we. forgetting the 2 and a half 

million dollars he got to run the primary? Does that 

not count in our calculation? 

So the argument here that what we're doing today 

I 
is giving someone $6 million is flatly false. All we 

need to do is .look at Mr. Malloy's ·press release. It 

will be 8 and a half million dollars. Eight and half 
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million dollars is more than anyone has ever spent in 

~the history of the state of Connecticut. 

This isn't equalizing it. This isn't looking at 

historical numbers. This is jacking· it up higher than 

it's ever been before in our history. Now, if you 

. agree with that, that's fine, but let's be honest 
{ 

about what we're doing. 

We also didn't hear anything about the 

$1.25 million supplemental grant that both 

' participating candidates for governor received, that 

the Second Circuit has said is unconstitutional. Are 

we asking for that back? Are we fixing that? Are we 

deducting that from the $3 million? No, we're not. 

So we've now given out 2 and half million dollars that 

the Second Circuit said was unconstitutional and we 

are not doing anything to address that. 

We've been told this isn't increasing the grant 

amount. Well, sure. The elections commission has had 

this .money at hand for this 2010 election cycle, and 

they've built in to have more money to start the 2012 

election cycle as well. 

And so we're told that since the money was put 

aside we're not increasing spending. We're told by my 

good friend, Senator Looney, that we should honor the 

original intent of this legislation. Well, I ask you, 
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under the original legislation, if two participating 

004324 

cand~dates were to win primaries and run for governor, 

would they have gotten a supplemental grant of 

$3 m1llion? Answer: No. 

So if we have two participating candidates for 

governor who are elected by the1r part1es 1n the 

primary on August lOth, which is an extremely likely 

scenario, we've increased the amount by $6 million. 

Fact. Fact. 

We also had supplemental grant status -- assumed 

cand1dates would spend more money, but there's no 

guarantee that the self-funding candidates would 

cont1nue to spend, spend, spend. Maybe they will, but 

we don't know that. 

When you look at the amount of money that was 

picked to run for governor, it was $4.25 million. 

·1.25 for the primary, 3 ~illion for the general. 

We've ~eard eloquently from Senator McDonald that 

isn't sufficient to run for governor. We've proven 

that's wrong because Jodi Rell did it. That's why we 

picked the number. I'm sure that's why you did it. 

You looked at what the most recent gubernatorial 

election spent. We've heard candidates participated 

in the system in reliance on this. I don't believe 

that. 
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Take out lobbyist money. Take out contractors' 

money. And in this economy go try to raise the 5 and 

a half million dollars that Dan Malloy is going to 

receive. He can't do that. There's no way. No way. 

We've heard they relied on this and maybe they 

wouldn't have joined the system. The system was 

challenged for it's very existence on constitutional 

grounds. There was an opportunity and a chance that 

the court would rule and they would get zero dollars. 

They were willing to take that chance, but we're 

supposed tq believe that they wouldn't be willing to 

take the chance that 5 and a half million was all they 
( 

would get. It's illogical and it makes no sense. 

The question here is, do you want to spend an 

.additional $6 million to support political candidates 

to run ads, buy bumper stickers, buy bags, buy 

balloons to run for o'ffice, and do you want to do that 

at a time when we're slashing our budget, cutting 

pr.ograms, when the unemployment rate is at its highest 

ever in the state of Connecticut, when we're facing 

nearly $4 billion budget deficit, when every.man, 

woman and child in the state of Connecticut bears the 

highest per capita debt in our country? That is the 

basic question here . 

Even proponents -- and look at the transcript 
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when this bill originally passed -- even proponents 

knew you could never level the playing field. 

Government was never going to pass a public finance 

system that would equal the playing field between a 

p.;trticipatin·g candidate and a self-funding candidate. 

That was never the goal. The goal was, could you give 

them sufficient money to run a race for governor? 

If Governor Rell can run and win and win handily 

for $4 million, I think the candidates we have can run 

and win at 5 and a half million dollars. They do npt 

need an additional $3 million. The taxpayer should 

not bear that burden . 

And you know what? If the money is in that fund, 

that doesn't mean it has to stay there. Every caucus, 

Democrats, Republicans, Senate, House, agreed at one 

time or another, in deficit mitigation packages to 

take money out of the Citizens' Election Fund so we 

could help balance our budget. That $6 million would 

look pretty·good to help balance our future budget 

deficit. 

And I urge adoption. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator ·williams. 

SENATOR WILLIAMS: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

00.4326 
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I rise to oppose the amendment and also to ask 

for a roll call vote when the debate is closed. 

You know, Mr. President, to a large extent our 

004327 

entire clean election syste~ that we worked so hard on 

three years ago depends on candidates who participate, 

receiving the grants that they expect to receive and 

'in believing that those grants will allow them to be 

competitive and to communicate with the voters of this 

state and to effectively deliver their message and be 

heard so that voters across the state can evaluate who 

the best candidate is, not who has the most money. 

, And you know, we enacted the Clean Elections 

Program, as Senator Slossberg referred to earlier, the 

history of it, we enacted'it because of the scandals 

and the corruption and a desire to move beyond that. 

A desire to get rid of the dominant special interest 

. influence i~ the process .. 

And also to say that while there's nothing wrong 

with being wealthy and spending your own money on an 

election, we shouldn't limit the possibility of 

getting elected and getting your message out to those 

who have a vast fortune. We need to make sure that 

when people participate in elections in Connecticut, 

under our clean elections system, that what they 

signed up for is there in terms of the commitments 
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that were made so they get the resources they need to 

communicate with the voters and the voters are not let 

down and that there is a vigorous debate and that a 

candidate is not swamped by special interest or 

swamped by a wealthy candidate. 

·Now, my good friend Senator McKinney talked about 

the candidates who are participating,_ for example, in 

the governor's race -- knew that there was a lawsuit 

pending that could impact the system. But I believe 

that those candidates who we~e participating would 

have expected us to do exactly what we were -- are 

doing right now if the court had struck down the 

matching fund provision. 

Because to believe otherwise, I think would 

suggest that those candidates should have not 

participated if they knew that they were only going to 

be eligible for $3 million dollars in a general 

election. No winning candidate in the last three 

cycles has ever spent $3 million. Most losing 

candidates have. spent more than $3 million in the last 

three cycles. 

So I believe those candidates would have expected 

us to do exactly what we're doing now, which is to 
. . 
come in and fix it and live up to the spirit and . 

original intent of the clean elections law, which is 
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fairness to those who are participating, getting them 

the resources that they need to get their m~ssage out 

and compete fairly. 

Senator Slossberg and I believe Senator McDonald 

ment1oned that, you know, the universe of resources 

for a candidate under the clean elections law, prior 

to the Second Circuit opinion, was not $3 million or 

even $6 million. It was $9 million. . ~·· 

Now, we're talking about capping that at 

$6 m1llion. That's why we don't need.new money. 

004329 

That's why there's existing money in the fund to cover 

this. I think few people expected that the actual 

expenditure in a general election race would be only 

$3 m1llion. 

You know, even if you don't adjust for inflation, 

the average of the last three cycles, the last three 

gubernatorial elections, the winning candidate spent 

$5.8 million, almost $6 million, not adjusted for 

inflation. Adjusted for inflation~ it's well over 

$7 m11lion. We're talking about capping this at 

$6 m1llion. 

Now, it is true, four years ago Governor Rell ran 

and spent $4 million and won. But I would suggest 

this to folks, that we recall thai, A, she was an 

incumbent governor and, B, she had·a 70 percent 
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approval rating. I'm sure any candidate who is in the 

race right now would trade to be an incumbent and to 

have a 70 percent approval rating and take the 

$4 million as opposed to the $3 million grant. And 

even at that, let's remember 4 million is more than 

3 million. And I didn't see an amendment from our 

friends on· the Qther side of the aisle to increase the 
L 

grant by $1 million. 

So, for all of those reasons, I oppose this 

amendment,· but most importantly, for the reason of 

fundamental fairness. We're talking about living up 

to the intent and spirit of the original clean 

elections law. That's what we're fighting for today, 

Mr. President. 

Thank you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator Williams. 

Will you remar:k further on Senate "A"? Will you 

remark further? 

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

vote. The machine will be open. 

THE CLERK: 

An immediate roll call vote has been ordered in 

the Senate. Will all Senators please return to the 

chamber. An immediate roll call vote has been ordered 
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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. 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 34 

Those voting Yea 12 

Those voting Nay 22 

Those absent and not voting 2 

THE CHAIR: 

Th~ amendment fails. 

Will you remark on Senate Bill 551? 

Senator Fasano. 

SENATOR FASANO: 

Thank you, Mr. President. Mr. President, to the 

proponent of the bill, through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR FASANO: 

Thank you, Mr. President . 

Mr. President, through you. 

004331 
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Senator Slossberg, it's my understanding that the 

original bill, before the court had its ruling, the 

underlying bill prohibited lobbyists from --. 

prohibited communicator lobbyists or their immediate 

family from knowingly soliciting from anybody. Is 

that my understanding of the or1g1nal b1ll? 

Through you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Thank you, Mr. President. Through you, yes, that 

is correct . 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fasano. 

SENATOR FASANO: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

And then, through you, it's my understanding that 

the court believed that that prohibition was too 

broad. I believe the court found that such a 

~rohibition was unconstitutional and was too broad and 

struck that provision. Is that correct? 

Through you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 
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Thank you, Mr. President. Through you, yes, that 

is my understanding as well. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fasano. 

SENATOR FASANO: 

Thank.yo~, Mr. President. 

And through you, Mr. President, today the. 

amendment seeks to, one, narrow that solicitation· to a 

more narrow gro~p of people and commence that 

proh1bition on January 1, 2011. Is that correct? 

Throuqh ¥ou, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Yes. Through you, Mr. President, yes. That is 

correct. 
I 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fasano. 

SENATOR FASANO: 

And I guess if t~e understanding -- the preamble 

to this bill that you so elegantly stated at the 

beginning was to say that this is a clean election 

bill. The point of the underlying bill was to 

prohibit what some would perceive as special interest 

money being put into the system where lobbyists would 
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talk to other folks and push a particular candidate 

who may believe in the clients that they represent, 

perhaps. And the. idea was to make this a clean bill. 

It went too far and now we've narrowed it, but 

what we've said is, we're not going to enact that ban 

as narrow as replacing it until January 1, 2011. Is 

that correct? 

Through you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossoerg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Yes, Mr. President. Through you, yes, that is 

correct. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fasano. 

SENATOR FASANO: 

So the original bill did not allow any 

solicitation on a broad space. The court said that's 

unconstitutional. We sit here today to change this 

bill. The underlying bill says, no solicitation, and 

what we're going to do is we're going to narrow it in 

the hopes of keeping that preamble alive. 
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Through you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Yes. Thank you, Mr. President. 

Through you. 

SENATOR FASANO: 

And what is the --

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fasano. 

SENATOR. FASANO: 

Sorry, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

It's quite all right. 

SENATOR FASANO: 
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And what is the rationale to say, you know what, 

we're going t6 release this ban, and we're going to 

allow lobbyists the ability to solicit outside of the 

group that's been prohibited for this election? Why 

are we going to do that? 

Through you, M~. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg . 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 
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Through you, Mr. President, thank you. 

As you spoke, the court found that the ban on 

solicitation, that solic1ting is a core and 

fundam~ntal right and that something to have an 
. . 

outright ban was something that they struck down. 

While we believe that a more narrow ban is 

supportable, I think that there is the potential that 

that could draw a legal challenge. And as we know, we 

are three months away from an election and in the case 

that we continue to have legal challenges, it throws 

the rest of our system into question, and we need to 

continue to preserve the predictability and the 

stability of the system. 

So if we are going to draw legal challenge, it 
. 

would make some sen~e to do so after the election. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fasano. 

SENATOR FASANO: 

And that legal challenge in that provision would 

be similar if you were enacted -- if you were to have 

the effective date today. As I understand your 

discussion here, that that·provision would be--

attacks similar to the way -- the way the underlying 

bill was attacked on constitutional grounds. Is that 

correct? 
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Through you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSB.ERG: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Through you, Mr. President, I can't speak to as 

how it would be·attacked, but that would be -- if I 

had to guess, I' would say so. 

SENATOR "FASANO: 

Okay. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fasano . 

SENATOR FASANO: 

Thank you, Mr. President. I thank Senator 

Slossberg for the answers. 

So the argument, as I understand, it goes that we 

pass the Citizen El~ction Bill of 2005~ that one could 

argue, I guess, it had some unconstitutionality of it. 

That bill was challenged in early 2006. Judge 

Underhill made a decision in 2009, and here we are 

July 10, 2010, some four and a half years after we 

approved the bill, almost five years after we approved 

the bill, and we've played by the same law same 

rules of the underlying bill because it stayed intact . 

Citizen Election did their job: Campaign 
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contributions followed the law. We all followed the 

law jf we participated in it, and now we're afraid 

that, if we do something that could be deemed 

unconstitutional, in three months the court is· going 

to stop us. What took four and a half years, somehow 

someone believe.s in three and a half months, the court 

is going to stop us. If it is unconstitutional and 

there is a challenge, there is no way a de~ision in 

the court is going to happen between now and election 

time in November. 

So what we're saying is we know what history has 

proven, and it is a fact that it took almost five 

years, but we are going to open up the floodgates on 

the very thing that we're most afraid of, the 

perception of undue influence. Clean elections( well, 

except for this except for this, we're going to 

allow lobbyists to solicit on behalf of elected 

officials, to go and m·ake arguments or discus·sions of 

why they should support people, at least to 2000 -- at 

least until January 1st. Let's at least get the cycle 

in, and let's get our checks in now, because now is 

the election .. We're either going to pass clean law or 

we're not going to pass a clean law. 

I supported this bill before. I supported the 

original legislation before because it did, on the 
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· perce~tion, create a clean campaign. And we've 

already created a loophole the very day we corrected 

it. The very day we sit here and give accolades to 

this bill about how it is going to make us clean and 

how we're·going to keep special interests out. We 

leave the back door qpen for this electlon. That's 

hypocrisy. That's hypocrisy. 

You're either going to make a bill that is 

correct and follows what you're saying or yo~'re not. 

But don't say you're doing it and you're not doing it. 

Let's speak to the facts of this bill. Not only 

are. we doing it for lobbyists, but we are also doing 

it for contractors. In line 998, we've allowed 

contractors, state contractors now, where they 

couldn't do solicitation, we're going to allow them 

now to do solicitation to January 1st, the same thing 

we dld with lobbyists, the two very groups we sat in 

this circle back in 2005 and said we've got to keep 

out, the 'two very groups we said we need to keep out 

of elections because they're going to derail a clean 

el~ction, the very groups we've been talking about 

today when we stqrted this discussion and when the 

Senate Presideq.t ended the discussion. 

Clean campaigns, but we made a loophole in the 

very law we're· correcting. I don't get it. I don't 

, 
' I 
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get ... And to say the fear is it may be 

unconstitutionaJ_ and somehow the court is going to 

swoop in in the next three and half months when it 

took five years is ludicrous. Those of us who 

practice law know nothing works quite that fast in 

law. It didn't 1n 2005 and 1t 1sn't in 2010, and even 

if you thought it would, we raid -- we should weigh 

the risks, the risk of so many attacking this law 
I' 

because it's unconstitut1onal versus saying we're 

passing clean election. And what we did is we left a 

huge loophole. We left a huge tunnel from which we 

can never say we buttoned it up in 2010 because, 

frankly, we did not. 

With that, Mr. President I would ask the Clerk to 

call LCO 5958. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk. 

THE CLERK: 

LCO 5958, which will be designated Senate 

Amendment Schedule "B." It is offered by Senator 

Fasano of the 34th District, et al. 

SENATOR FASANO: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fasano. 
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Mr. President, I move the amendment, and I 

request permission to summarize. 

THE CHAIR: 

Acting on approval of the amendment, sir, please 

proceed. 

SENATOR FASANO: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, what ·this amendment seeks to do is 

to say starting today, starting today, starting when 

the bill is passed today, this amendment, we will plug 

up the loophole. We will not have a loophole that 

goes to the very heart of clean elections. What this 

says is w.e' re going to stop lobbyist so+ici.tation now, 

not in 2011. We are going to stop contractor 

solicitation now, not in 2011. And we are going to 

make clean elections now, not in 2011, because we 

believe clean elections is the best path for the state 

of CoQnecticut. That's what this amendment will 

search to do. 

Mr. President, I urge adoption of' this amendment. 

Thank you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 
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Will you remark? Will you remark further on 

Senate Amendment "B?" 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR·SLOSSBERG: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

I rise in opposition to the amendment, and I'd 

ask for a roll call vote with regard to it, for all of 

the reasons that I stated before. 

The court fouriq that the limit on solicitation of 

otherwise permissible contributions prohibits exactly 

the kind of expressive·activity that lies at the First 

Amendment's core, and while I believe that, you know, 

putt1ng this forward in January is something that's a 

risk that we're willing to take with regard to 

challenging the court, again it puts the program in 

jeopardy if we were to turn around in face.of the 

language the clear direction we re.cei ved from the· 

court to try to do this now. Thank you, Mr. 

President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, ma'am. 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. Pre~ident. .Also speaking in 

opposition to the ·amendment. 
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As Senator Slossberg said, ~r. President, in this 

case, the soliciting~ and the Second Circuit opinion 

was given a very, very high level of protection, and 

the court clearly distinguished between the acts of 

so~iciting as opposed to contributing, because 

soliciting is more -- more purely speech at the core 

of the First. Amendment as Senator Slossberg said --

and because of that the Court, in effect, applied a 

strict scrutiny standard to all of the-- all of.the 

act solicitation bans and to be on a and to be 

upheld under that standard of law -- as opposed to a 

' merely sufficient ~n~ and be narrowly tailored to 

achieve that interest. So anything that we do that 

limits solic~tation is going to be, in effect, more 

potentially vulnerable because of the very high degree 

of strict scrutiny applied to those provisions. 

Hence, we wanted to be to be cautious and make 

sure that we were not going to be undertaking any 

port1on of this bill that was going to likely to -- to 

invite a furt~er threat of invalidation of another 

port1on. Therefore, I think it was mor~ prudent to 

proceed, as does the underlying bill. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 
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Will you remark further On Senate "B"? Will you 

remark further? 

Senator Roraback. 

SENATOR RORABACK: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Through you, a question to Senator Slossberg. 

THE CHAIR: 

You're ~aying you don't want to answer that 

Senator Slossberg. 

Senator Roraback. 

SENATOR RORABACK: 

Thank you, Mr. President. Through you . 

I'm just t~ying to follow what's being said here, 

and through y'ou, Mr. President to Senator Slossberg, 

my understanding is .the underlying bill contains a 

severability provision. Is -- do I read that 

correctly, Mr. President. 

Through you to Senator Slossberg. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Through you, Mr. President, yes. That would be 

correct. There is a severability provision in the 

bill. 

THE CHAIR: 
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My understanding is that the import of the 

severability provision is that if any part of what we 

do doesn't cut the mustard with the court, everything 

else will continue to breathe life. 

Mr. President, through you to Senator Slossberg, 

is that how she understands·the import of the 

severability clause? 

THE CHALR: 

Senator Slossberg . 

SENATOR.SLOSSBERG: 

Yes, Mr. President, thank you. 

Through you, that's the intent of restoring a 

traditional severability clause, ~ut there is no 

gu~rantee that if we don't respond to what the court 

struck down and the court's expression with regard to 

thrir concerns, it -- there's no guarantee that Judge 

Underhill wouldn't find that this is integral to the 

system and strike down the entire thing. That's our 

best effort at it. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Roraback . 

SENATOR RORABACK: 
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I'd like, Senator Slossberg, if she would, to the 

best of her ability, art1culate what she thinks is the 

worst possible thing that could happen if this 

amendment passes. 

Through yo4, Mr. President to- Senator Slossberg, 

what is going to cause her to toss and turn tonight in 

her bed if this amendment should pass. Through you, 

Mr. President to Senator Slossberg. 

THE CHAIR:. 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Thank you. 

Through you, Mr. President. Very interestingly 

worded question. I'd like to think that nothing is 

going to require me to toss and turn this evening when 

I leave. Hopefully, it won't be so late that I feel 

too exhausted. 

But having said that, I think the concern here; 

quite frankly, is that the -- this would invite 

further legal act:io·n and there would be somehow 

there would be some sort of an injunction and the 

entire program would be enjoined, and all of the 

candidates that are relying on it would not be able to 

go forward. 
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And through you to Senator Slossberg, ~y 

l 

understanding of how things have played out so far is 

~once candidates get the money, even Judge Underhill I 

think said, Geez. Nothing I can do. You know, once 

they've got the money, they're off to the races. 

So it's not clear to me, Mr. President, if the 

concern is that this is going to give rise to 

additional litigation, it's going to give rise to 

additional litigation whether the effective date if 

I'm mad about this, as a lobbyist, I could go to court 

tomorrow whether the effective date is January 1 or 

whether the ~ffective date is upon passa~e. 

So it's not going to slow down the pace of a 

court challenge, .and it's not going to slow down 
I 

it'S not. going to slow down a result by having a later 

date. I'm, again, to Senator Slossberg, she -- the 

risk she perceives is that if this amendment passes, 

the court is going to make a final decision in advance 

of-candidates receiving their grants under the clean 

~lection program . 

Through you, Mr. President to Senator Slossberg. 
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Through you, Mr. President, I believe that my. 

answer is that this invites further legal battles that 

we don't need to be addressing at this time. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Roraback. 

SENATOR RORABACK: 

So even though we believe this is the right thing 

to do, we don't believe that it's right enough to do 

now. Through you, Mr. President to Senator Slossberg. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator -Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Thank you. 

Through ~ou, Mr. Pre~ident, I believe this is the 

right thing to do on January 1, 2011. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senatoi Roraback-

SENATOR RORABACK: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

I appre9iate Senator Slossberg's answers, but I 

will respectfully be supporting the amendment. If 
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it's right in January, it's right today. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Will you remark further on Senate "B?" 

Senator McKinney. 

SENATOR .McKINNEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

I rise in support of the amendment and briefly 

just to summarize, either this is constitutional or 

not. If the court and the majority believe it is 

constitutionally permissible to prohibit ~obbyists 

from soliciting their clients, which the majority, 

Senator Slossberg has said it is constitutional, then 

you do it now. If it's constitutional, it's 

constitutional. If it's right, it's right. 

And if you read the court decision -- I just 

reread the court decision. on the ban of 

solicitation -- they said that the State's ban was too 

broad and that less -- more restrictive, less broad 

alternatives exist. Hint, hint. Go find them. 

Prohibiting a lobbyist from soliciting their brother, 

their neighbor, their mother is broad. Prohibiting 

them from soliciting their clients is very narrowly 

tailored to address a very important government 

interest, a government interest which Senator 
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Slossberg herself.led off the very debate detailing, 

detalling why ·we-engagPd and went down this path in 

-the first place was to hav~ cle~n elections, to get 

rid of at least the appearance; if not the eKact 

corrupting influence, of lobbyists and contractors. 

The court has said your ban was too broad. Come 

back with a less.restrictive alternative and the 

majority has said we have a less restrictive 

alternative that is good public policy~ It's 

constitutional, and it's so good we're go.ing to wait 

until the next election cycle because we want lobbyist 

money pouring in now . 

So th~ question is, do you believe lobbyist money 

is corrupt and shows the appearance of corruption, and 

if you do, why are you afraid of a lawsuit? Why are 

you-- we've had more lawsuits on both side§.Qf the 

aisle than any of us want, and the people of 

·connecticut are tired of it. 

But if lobbyists want to sue for their right to 

go to their clients and say I want you to give to this 

candldate, ~ want you to give to that candidate, let 

them go sue. I think there are 36 people in this 

circle and a couple million people in the state of 

Connectic~t who would stand up and say we think it's 

w~ong and enbugh is enough. If it's constitutional, 
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it's constitutional, and we should do it now. 

THE CHAIR: 

Will you remark further on Senate "A"? 

Senator Williams. 

SENATOR WILLIAMS: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

I rise to oppose the amendment, but to agree with 

my colleagues on the other side of the aisle in. terms 

of what they·want to accomplish with this and agree 

with them that, yes, we want to make sure that we are 

limiting, to the .greatest extent, impermissible 

influence on the legislative process by lobbyLsts and 

special interests. 

And this is a close call. This is a close ca11. 

A decision was made to make this ban in the underlying 

bill effective oh January ls~ as opposed to 

immediately, which is what this amendment would do. 

And that judgment was made because -- and Senator 

Slossberg has already eloquently spoken .to this 

point -- because we don't want to get dragged back 

h~re in September or October with a judge who may say, 

you know what, this issue cuts right to the core of 

the publicly financed system, and I'm going to enjoin 

this system for a day or a week or two weeks while we 

figu~e this out and decide whether it's severable and 
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decide whether this is constitutional or not. 

But I think it's u·nfortunate that we had a 

decision that came down at the beginning of July of 

this month and that we're here today. I think the 

folks who'~e said, you know, that has caused ~orne 

disruption are certainly right, but we're here to fix 

that and get back on track. And we don't need a~other 

disruption in our election cycle. And what the people 

of Connecticut want is certainty and to be .able to 

listen to and evaluate the candidates. And what the 

candidates want is certainty as to how to proceed 

between now and November and be sure that they have . 

the resources and that the judge isn't going to come 

barging in in the closing weeks of the campaign and 
' 

say, You know what, freeze everything. No more grants 

go out. Just time out while I figure this out. So it 

is a close call. 

Because Senator McKinney, Senator Roraback, the 

other Republicans who spoke in favor of this 

amendment, I agree with you. And I wish that we could 

make this effective immediately and be certain that 

there would not be further court intervention in our 

system betwee~ now and November. But I would say on 

balance, let's preserve the playing field as is 

between now and November without further court 
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intervention, at least not invite that and then -- but 

let's put this prohibition in pla'ce as of January 1-

If anybody wants to challenge it, fine. 

Challenge it in court. We believe it's 

. constitutional.· We believe it will be upheld, but it 

will not -- but for whatever reason if a court decides 

otherwise, it will not further disrupt this cycle. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

Will you remark further on Senate "B"? 

Okay . 

Will· you remark further on Senate "B"? 

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

vote. The machine will be open. 

THE CLERK: 

An immedia~e roll call vote has been ordered in 

the Senate. Will all Senators please return to the 

chamber. An immediate roll call vote has been ordered 

in the Senate. Will all Senators please return to the 

chamber. 

THE CHAIR: 

Have all Senators voted? And all Senators have 

voted. The machine will be locked. The Clerk will 

call the tally. 
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The motion is the adoption of Senate Amendment 

schedule "B." 

Total Number voting 36 

Those voting Yea 12 

Those voting Nay 24 

Those absent and not voting 0 

THE CHAIR: 

Amendment "B" fails. 

Will you remark further on Senate Bill 551? 

Senator McKinney. 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

Thank you, Mr. Pres1dent. 

Mr. President, one of the-constitutional 

infirmities found by Judge Unde-rhill and affirmed by 

the Second Circuit was the fact that our ban on 

lobbyist contributions was unconstitutional. And this 

bill before us purports to fix that decision by Judge 

Underhill. 

In reality, though, Mr. President, upon reviewing 

the bill befo·re us, it does more than simply fix the 

~act that the court found lobbyist contributions -- a 

ban on lobbyist contributions unconstitutional. And I 

think it's something that we should talk about, and 

because of t~at, through you, Mr. President, I'd like 

004354 



•• 

• 

•• 

rd/mb/md 
SENATE 

98 
July 30, 2010 

to ask Senator Slossberg several questions. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator ~lossberg. 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Senator Slossberg, just as a basic matter, would 

you agree with-me that the court, looking at our 

voluntary public financing system, would probably 

strike down, were it not voluntary, spending caps, 

limits on how much you can spend on your campa~gn and 

the like? Through you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Thank you. Through you, Mr. Pre~ident, my 

understanding is court~ have struck down limits on 

campaign spending where they're not voluntary.· 

THE CHAIR: 

. Senator McKinney. 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President, and I would agree. 

And part of this, Mr. President, is long ago 

established by Buckley versus Valeo, where the Supreme 

Court of the United-States said that.a candidate's 

receipt of public funds may constitutionally be 
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conditioned on campaign finance restrictions that 

would be unconstitutional if imposed mandatorily on 

all candidates. 

Therefore, as I read that, through you, 

Mr. President, to Senator Slossberg, I read that as 

saying that i~ you have a system that's voluntary, you 

could make a condition of participating in that system 

something that, where if you are required to do it, 

would be unconstitutional. Would you ag~ee with that 

Senator Slossberg? 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg . 

SENATOR. SLOSSBERG: 

~hank you: 

Through you, Mr. President, in a theoretical 

sense, yes. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McKinney. 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

Thank you. 

And through you, Mr. President to Senator 

Slossberg, as I read the court's opinion in the 

Garfield case, they struck down Section 9-610(g) of 

our general statutes, which was the ban on lobbyist 

cont·ributions. Is that correct? Through you, Mr. 
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Through you, that's my understanding. 

THE; CHAIR: 

Senator McKinney. 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

Thank you, Mr. Pres1dent. And through you, Mr. 

President, it is further my understanding that the 

·court did not strike down 9-704 of our general 

statutes. Is that correct? Through you, Mr. 

President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Th~nk you, Mr. Pres1dent. 

Through you, it's my understanding that the court 

did not specifically strike down that section; 

however, there is certainly language with regard to 

bans an.d limits on contributions. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McKinney. 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 
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Well, through you, then, Mr. President, it's 

further my understanding that, in fact, 9-704 was not 

challenged by the plaintiffs in this matter and if not 

challenged and not brought before the court and not 

struck down by the court, then 9-704, as a legal 

matter, not a policy matter, but as a legal matter 

would still ~e good law. Is that correct? Through 

you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Thank you . 

T~rough you, Mr. President, I guess I would agree 

with that. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McKinney. 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

Thank you. Thank you very much, Senator 

Slossberg. Mr. President, th~.~eason why I engage in 

those questions is that -- and thank you for answering 

those questions. I have no further -- I don't want 

you to stand. Thank you. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Thank you . 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

004358 



• 

•• 

•• 

rd/mb/md 
'SENATE 

' ' 

102 
July 30, 2010 

The reason why I engaged in that conversation is 

that we have two statutes that refer to lobbyists. 

9-610(g) baris lobbyists from contributing to our 

campaigns. That section was struck down by the court. 

9-704 says that lobbyist contributions shall not be 

considered ·qualifying contributions· for participating 

candidates and must be returned. 9-704 is good law in 

the state of Connecticut. It was not struck down by 

the court. Were we to be here and simply be cu;ing 

just the infirmity· found by the court, we would not be 

deleting 9-704 from our statutes, but that's what the 

majority party is doing. So let's take a look at it . 

By not striking down 9-704, the court has said; 

it's okay. It's okay to let lobbyists contribute, but 

not to count as qualifying contributions. And as I 

iust -- as I just engaged Senator Slossberg in a 

conversation, that is precisely the history of 

voluntary campaign reform as put forth in Buckley 

ve~~us Valeo. As Senator Slossberg just said, if you 

make a system voluntary, you can permit something that 

would otherwise be unconstitutional if it were 

· mandatory. 

So for example, in our current.law, and unchanged 

by this fix, if you don't participate in the system 

and run for the State Senate, you can get a 
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contribution for a thousand dollars. If you do 

participate, you are lim1ted from taking contributions 

from -- for $100. Now, allowing one candidate to get 

a thousand dollars and another candidate to get a 

hundred dollars, one would argue, would be an equal 

protection violation, but it's not because I choose 

voluntarily to limit myself to a hundred dollars. 

Look at our race, again. If you don't 

participate as a candidate for the State Senate, you 

could spend 2, 3, 4, 500,000 dollars. If you choose 

to participate, you are limited to $100,000. 

There are 36 Senators here. I dare say we all 

agree that if we were to mandatory cap spending on 

elections, it would be unconstitutional. So how is it 

constitutional to cap spending on our elections 

because it's voluntary? We choose to do that as a 

condition of 9etting public funds. That has been a 

well-standing United States Supreme Court precedent· 

since Buckley versus Valeo. So where does that get us 

on lobbyist contributions. Banning lobbyist 

contributions is unconstitutional. Making it a 

condition to voluntarily participate in a public 

finance system where you don't accept a lobbyist 

contribution and they ·won't be counted as qualifying 

contributions is not unconstitutional. 

.-
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And in fact, if you read the decision by Judge 

Underhill and if you read the decision by Second 

Circuit, they never address 9-704, and they 

specifically say that they're striking down 9-610 and 

talk about, quote, we conclude, as a result, that on 

this record a limit on lobbyist contributions would 

adequately address the Stat,e' s interest in combating 

corruption and appearance of corruption on the part of 

lobbyists. 

Saying that lobbyist contributions do not amount 

to qualifying contributions is a limit. The court is 

not.simply talking about a financial limit. We have a 

smart court here. If they were simply talking about a 

limit in amount of money, they would have said so. 

They said you could put limits on lobbyist 

contriQutions, not a ban. Saying that lobbyists can 

contribute to whoever they want, but if you want to 

participate you can't count it·as qualifying is a 

limit and, I argue, constitutionally permissible. 

Now, if you don't agree with me, take the word of 

people who've opposed me throughout this whole 

process. The Campaign Legal Center and the. Justice 

Brennan -- the Brennan Center for Justice have issued 

legal briefs that say the exact same thing. It is 

absolu~ely good law in the state of Connecticut to 
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have 9-704. It's never been challenged. And let me 

ask you this: Do you think the attorneys .for the 

lobbyists didn't know 9-704 existed? Did you think 

that they were so stupid that they read to 9-610 and 

stopped reading? Of course not. 

The lobbyists challenged the ban on contributions 
- -·. 

in 9-610. Lobbyists did not challenge the prohibition 

of counting their contributions as qualifying 

contributions to a participating candidate in 9-704. 

So my question is why are we? Why are we? 

It is absolutely a matter of public policy, and 

it is within our purview, as the Legislature only, not 

the courts, to determine what the conditions are for 

people to participate in the public financing scheme. 

And I would argue that -- and I only refer to Senator 

Slossberg's opening about the long history of undue 

influence and the appearance of undue influence and 

corruption from lobbyists to show that the S~ate has a 

strong public interest in not using taxpayer dollars 

to subsidize participating camp~igns that are funded-

' 
by lobbyist contributions. And that is what you are 

doing in your bill. 

If you allow lobbyist contributions to act as 

quali_fying amounts in 9-704, you have undermined the 

entire system. This system was about clean elections. 
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Contractors and lobbyists get out. And in exchange, 

we're going to do something that's uncomfortable. 

We're going to spend 40 to 50 mi~lion dollars of 

taxpayer money. What do we have now? We end up with 

spending 40 to $50 million, and the lobbyists are back 

in the game better than ever. It is· mind-boggling, 

absolutely mind-boggling in the face of the legal 

fact, indisputable legal fact that 9-704 is,still good 

law, that we would undo it. 

Let the 'l.obbyist challenge it because you know 

what the judge is going to say? Here's exact~y what 

~ th~ judge is going to say: Attorney so-and-so, I'm 

glad you brought the challenge to 9-704. Here's my 

first question: why did~'t you bring it the first 

time? You brought a lawsuit. You briefed it. It 

went on ~ppeal. You never challenged 9-704. 

Did you know it existed? 

Yes, your honor, I did. 

You didn't challenge it. Get out. 

That's what would happen. The lobbyists sued 

because they said, a contract ban was 

unconstitutional. They did not su~ and say,· making 

~heir contributions qualifyi~g amounts was 

unconstitutional. That's a fact . 

But here we are, and the Democratic majority is 

) 
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saying we are going to go beyond what the court said. 

and we are going to allow lobbyists back in the game. 

And so we will now have public-funded campaigns 

through the dollars of taxpayers going to support 

camp~igns funded by lobbyist contributions. If tnat 

was the reform you intended, if that was, as Senator 

Looney said, what we're about today is getting to the 

orig~nal intent of what we intended, and then I'm 

surprised because I don't think that '.s. what y.ou 

intended when you did this. 

And I think the only· answer -- and I know this is 

cynical but the only answer as to why you're taking 

out 704 is maybe you like having that lobbyist money 

back in the game. Maybe you do. Maybe you do because 

there are man~ legal experts, many legal experts 

who've .said you could go ahead and' do this. 

The court itself directed us to limit lobbyist 

contributions, not ban them. They didn't say give 

them free rein. Basically limit them, not ban them. 

And that's exactly what this is, and I would urge 

adoption. 

Sorry, Mr. President. I didn't call the 

amendment so I'm going to do that. 

THE CHAIR: 

Yeah. 
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Mr. President, I believe the Clerk is in 

possession of LCO 5960. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk. 

THE CLE"RK: 

LCO 5960, which will be designated Senate 

Amendment Schedule "C." It is offered by Senator 

McKinney of the 28th District, et al. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McKinney. 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

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

amendment and ask that when the vote is taken, it be 

taken by roll call. 

THE CHAIR: 

A roll call vote will be ordered. 

Do you want me to play that tape back, or are you 

going .to do the whole thing all over again? 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

I think I'll stand on the first time. Thank you, 

sir. 

THE CHAIR: 

Terrific. Thank you, sir . 

Senator Roraback. 
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Thank you, Mr. Pres~dent. I rise in support of 

the amendment and. Senator DeFronzo has been 

conspicuous by his silence today. For those of us who 

remember the long -- the long and thorough and 

good-faith effort that was made by members of both 

parties when we ini t·ially adopted the campaign finance 

reform, public financing of campaigns, that process 

began with a working group that Senator DeFronzo 

chaired as the, then, Chair of GAE. Senator McKinney 

and I served as representatives of our caucus. 

And, Mr. President, when that process began, we 

met ten times. We had .the world's leading experts on 

public financing of campaigns come to us. And I think 

our very first meeting, a Republican Senator from 

Arizona named Senator Sp1tzer came, I think, wisely to 

soften up Republicans to the wisdom of public 

financing of campaigns. And Senator Spitzer from 

Arizona made what, to me, was a very compelling point, 

that the best thing· about publicly financing campaigns 

was it took lobbyists out of the driver's seat in 

terms .of protecting incumbents. 

Mr. Presidenti Senator.Spitzer said that under 

the old_rules, insiders, incumbeqts; we know all the 

lobbyists. They n~ed things from us. We need things 
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from them. They wouldn't be foolish enough to 

contribute to challengers. 

And so by taking lobbyists out of the equation, 

we were going to restore a modicum of integrity to·the 

sy$tem and most of all boost public confidence that 

lobbyists are not in control. 

Mr. President, the bill before us, in my view, 

represents the worst of all possible worlds because 

rather than comforting the public that the lobbyists 

are not in control up here, we put th~ lobbyists, we 

give them the keys to the treasure chest of public 

financing . 

Mr. President, as I read this bill before us, for 

the first time, if I want to be a publicly financed 

candidate for State Senate, I can go to 150 lobbyists 

and after 16 years in this building, I probably know 

150 lobbyists. And it doesn't matter whether they 

live in my district or don't live in my district. I 

can ask them to get themselves and their spouses to 

give me actually, 75 lobbyists if I get their 

spouses can you each please give me $100. You and 

your, spouse. That will give me the $15,000 that I 

need to qualify for 85,000 public dollars, all 

lobbyist money . 

Now, that's not it. In truth, the rules will 
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require me to go to 300 of my constituents and ask 

them for $5 each. So I can get $1,500 from my 

constituents and $15,000 from insiders and lobbyists, 

and then I can declare myself a clean candidate. Rake 

in $85,000 in public dollars and then hold out to the 

public. that we have a clean system that they should 

have confidence that I'm going to be immune from the 

pressures of special interests? Ladies and gentlemen, 

this is a fraud on the people of the state of 

Connecticut. We have no obligation under the court's 

ruling to empower lobbyists to protect us and to be in 

control of our destiny. There's no reason to do it to 

meet the court's directives. Why are we doing this? 

And I guess through you, Mr. President, a 

question to Senator Slossberg as to why it is that 

this bilL will enable lobbyists to provide 100 percent 

of the money we need for public financing: 

·Through you, Mr. President, to Senator Slossberg. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Thank you. 

Mr. President, if the gentleman would please 

repeat his question. My understanding --

THE CHAIR: 
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I think it was a true or false question, ma'am. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

This is -- I was just surprised by his question 

because I'm not the proponent of the amendment. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Roraback. 

-SENATOR- "RORABACK: 

Fair enough, Mr. President. And first of all, I 

apologize. My emotions are getting the better of me, 

and J have been somewhat intemperate in my language 

and I do apologize for that, but I think Senator 

DeFronzo would remember how long and hard we worked in 

crafting the original legislation and the go.od-fai th 

effort that was brought to bear by members of both 

parties. 

And if I'm reading the underlying bill 

incorrectly and if I'm wrong, and I hope I'm wrong in 

my reading, but it wouldn't allow lobbyists to provide 

all of virtually $15,000· in seed money for me to get 

public financing, then I would love to stand 

corrected. So the reason I posted my questions to 

Senator Slossberg is because she's the proponent of 

.the underlying bill and Senator McKinney's amendment 

attempts to alter the underlying bill. S.o through 
J 

you, Mr. President, to Senator Slossberg, tell me I've 
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Thank you, Mr. President. Senator Roraback, I'm 

.delighted to tell that you have it wrong. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Roraback. 

SENATOR RORABACK: 

And thank you, Mr. President. And if Senator 

Slossberg could educate me as to how I have it· wrong .. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

No. This doesn't change --

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

This -- thank you, Mr. -President. Through you, 

this doesn't change the underlying program with regard 

to the amount of contributions, the qualifying 

contributions that you need to raise. 

What it does do is it allows -- it puts the 

lobbyists on the same footing in terms of qualifying 

contributions as everyone else. There's a hundred 

dollar limit, which is an appro?riate amount to 

balance the expression of free speech against the 
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But we also know in this bill that we have 

prohibited bundling so that lobbyists can't .go out and 

hav.e fundraisers and get big envelopes full of money 

to bring them -- to bring them forward. It doesn't 

change the underlying requirements of the Citizens' 

Election Program. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Roraback. 

SENATOR RORABACK: 

And I held out such hope that I did have it 

wrong, but Senator Slossberg and I -- I don't think I 

do have it wrong and because my question to Senator 

Slossberg, under existing law, if I'm a publicly 

financed candidate, I can accept zero lobbyist dollars 

towards my qualifyi~g contributions. Through you, Mr. 

Presldent, to Senator Slossberg, am I right on that? 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Through you, Mr. President, yes, that is correct. 

You do not have to -- if I may, you do not have to 

accept any lobbyist money at all. Nothing has changed 

that and that's not required, and you still do have to 

have 300 in-district qualifying contributions. 
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Through you, Mr. President, my question wasn't 

whether I had to have. My question was am I not now 

currently prohibited from accept1ng contr1butions from 

lobbyists if I wish to be a publicly financed 

candidate. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Through you, Mr. President, not after the Second 

Circuit has ruled. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Roraback, clarify your question. 

SENATOR RORABACK: 

Mr. President, through you, my question was under 

the law as on the books prior to the Second Circuit's 

intervention, it was illegal. And this is -- I don't 

.mean to consume people's time on a Friday night, but I 

think it's a pretty straightforward question. The 

program_we passed prohibited lobbyists from 

contributing·to participating candidates. Through 

you, Mr. President to Senator Slossberg, do I have 

that right? 
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Thank you, Mr. President. Through you, yes, that 

is correct. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Roraback. 

SENATOR RORABACK: 

• And through you, Mr. President to Senator 

Slossberg, I believe Senator McKinney established that 

-- is it 9-704 -- I -- that 9-704, which is the 

codification of that prohibition was neither 

challenged nor overturned by the Second Circuit. 

Through you, Mr. President to Senator Slossberg. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR RORABACK: 

Did Senator McKinney have that right. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Yes. Through you, Mr. President, yes. That is 

correct, 9-704 was not before the court and, 

therefore, it was not struck down. 

THE CHAIR: 

· Senator Roraback . 

SENATOR RORABACK: 
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And lastly, Mr. President, under the bill before 

us, it would be lawful for me, would it not, to 

receive $100 contributions from 150 lobbyists in this 

building and to count those as qualifying 

contributions to unlock 85,000 public dollars to be a 

clean election candidate with the only additional 

requirement being that I get 300 folks that live in my 

district to pony up five bucks a piece, or $1,500 in 

toto, and that would be the sum total of my efforts to 

get to the promised land. Through you; Mr. President 

to Senator Slossberg. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Than~ you. Through you, Mr. President, if that's 

the. way you choose to go, yes, that is true. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Roraback. 

SENATOR RORABACK: 

And Mr. President, the only point I'm trying to 

make is that Senator McKinney's amendment is the only 

hope we have to restore a modicum of integrity to what 

this whole thing was about from the very beginning. 

What's been inserted in the file copy upends, in it's 

entirety, the efforts to restore confidence to the 
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public perception of how things work up he~e. 

And if we pass this bill, we can all say and we 

should say to the public, the lobbyists are back in 

control. Incumbents have the upper hand. They no 

'longer have to raise money at horne. They can get 

95 percent of their dough from the people that need 

them to get their work done up here at the capitol. 

Mr. President, I urge support of the amendment 

and I will feel like ~e've let the people down if we 

allow the underlying bill to stand. Thank you, Mr. 

President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. 

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

remark further on Senate "C?" 

If not Mr. Clerk please call roll call vote. The 

machlne will be open. 

THE CLERK: 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate. Will all Senators please return to the 

chamber. Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in 

the Senate. Will all Senators please return to the 

chamber. 

THE CHAIR: 

Have all members ·voted? Have all members voted? 
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It all members have voted, please check _your. vote. 

The machine will be locked. The Clerk will call the 

tally. 

THE CLERK: 

Motion is an adoption of senate amendment 

schedule "C." 

Total Number voting 35 

Those voting Yea 12 

Those voting Nay 23 

Those absent and not voting 1 

THE CHAIR: 

Amendment "C" fails . 

Senator Kissel. 

SENATOR KISSEL: 

Thank you very much, Mr. President. Great to see 

you this evening. 

THE CHAIR: 

Wonderful to see your, too, sir. 

SENATOR KISSEL: 

It's been a very interesting debate ·this 

afternoon. And to be _quite frank, I was undecided as 

\.. 
to whether I would stand up and speak. But this is a 

very important· matter and something that I've tracked 

for a number of years . 

Once upon a time, I did serve as the ranking 
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Senator on the Government Administration and Elections. 

Committee. And at that time, myself and one of the 

acting cochairs, Alex Knopf, from downstate, we did 

championed public financing of campaigns. And I do 

believe that we had some success. Although, 

ultimately, at the end of the day, we were not able to 

get the bill passed into ~aw, and back then, 'there 

were some very interesting debates both here and in 

. the Senate and down in the House of Representatives. 

Later on, as the years progressed, we were able 

to unite both Republicans and Democrats in forming the 

current clean elections campaign laws, and that is a 

very interesting title in that it's more of a goal and 

an aspiration, but something that we are always 

striving for. And by that, I mean that it is an 

imperfect system and we've seen that played out here 
I 

over the last several months, not only with the 

orig1nal challenge in the district court that was 

decided by Judge Underhill and then later in the 

Second Circuit decision, which I believe was written 

by Judge Jose Cabranes, but also in the myriad 

·challenges that we've seen in this p~imary season. 

And so we do, once again, have an imperfect 

system. The last colloquy that we had regarding the 

lobbyist, I think is very important. And I would be 

004377 



• 

• 

• 

rd/mb/md 
SENATE 

121 
July 30, 2010 

the last to say that all lobbyists are bad. That's 

certainly not the case._ Quite often, they are e.xperts 

in the fields of which they are engaged in. They are 

not merely just advocates on behalf of a certain slant 

on an issue, but if you need information about a 

particular field, quite often they know it like the 

back of their hands. 

That being said, though, the public perception 

regarding lobbyists is exactly, as Sena~or McKinney so 

eloquently brought out, as well as Senator Roraback .. 

The public perception is ~hat they are the foxes and 

we are ~rying to guard t~e henhouse. And ~hat we did 

is we constructed around that henhouse a good, clean 

elections system, the laws that we have. And I think 

it's a very important po1nt that if we tie our own 

hands through statute by saying, if you want to 

participate in that program you have to sign onto 

these parameters, that that will withstand a 

constitutional challenge, and I think we just had that 

debate. Unfortunately, the amendment lost, but I 

think limiting lobbyist contributions Voluntarily to 

perhaps those lobbies that live within our districts 

so that they would be counted towards the 300, but 

excluding those others by virtue qf our voluntarily 

agreeing to do that to allow us to obtain the funds in 
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the system, ~ think that's a very workable solution. 

I think it's a fair solution to lobbyists because they 

would not be prohibited from all contributions. They 

would still be able to contribute to whatever the 

004379 

candidates were in their district where they live, and · 

so I'think that their free-speech rights would be 

protected, but at the same time we would self~impose 

on ourselves some discipline so as to really hold up 

the best election system possible. 

The part that sort.of decides it for me, and 

there's a lot of good in this bill, a lot of good 

housekeeping measures in this bill to address a lot of 

the nuances, and I commend a lot of those who really 

worked on this over the last month in light of the 

decision that was handed down by Judge Cabranes, but 

it does come down to the money. And I understand that 

the money has been. allocated and I understand that 

argument, but as you may recall, at the end of the 

last legislative session, one of th~ things that over 

the last several years that I did feel very strongly 

about and in favor of was the UCorin ·Health Center 

expansion, and it came down to the fact that as we 

sort of trundled through the last year or two and the 

recession really sank in and the fact that we don't 

have money in this State to meet current obligations; 
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I felt at that time that I had to make a difficult 

decision, and I argued here on the floor of the Senate 

very passionately that I could not support that 

initiative. As much as the UConn Health Center was 

worthy -- UConn is my alma mater. Both a bachelor's 

of science and education and bachelor's of art and 

history. I love UConn. But we weren't in a situation-

this year to make that new initiative, and that's the. 

reality that w~'re looking at right now. 

We're somewhere between 3 billion and 4 billion 

in the hole. And while we're just talking about, -. 
--~ ·. 

quote/unquote, $6 million, $6 million means a lot to 

my district. I've often sort of spoken to Senator 

DeFronzo over the years because I did support clean 

elections in the campaign-financing reform laws, but 

at the time when it was being cobbled together, I had 

indicated that at least Senate campaigns that I had 

been involved in o~er the years, the expenditures were 

in the 25-to-30,000 zone each cycle, and all of a 

sudden to have a hundred thousand dollar campaign, 

seemed-to me to be exorbitant. And my.friend and 

colleague in New Britain indicated that he had to look 

at the overall picture, as one of the prime drafters 

of this reform legislation back a few years ago. 

And when you look at some of the issues that 
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Senator McDonald raised regarding the exorbitant costs 

of running a campaign in Fairfield County and the 

various media markets down there and trying to get 

att~ntion if you're sort of under the umbrella of a 

New York media market, it is expensive to run a 

campaign down there. 

I hope someday we can figure out a way that 

fairly inexpensive campaigns in my neck of the woods 

can be realized while still addressing the concerns 

downstate. It's just a different world in 

north~central Connecticut than it .is down in Fairfield 

County. Whether you look at salaries, whether you 

look at median house prices, whether you look at just 

the way of living, and yet we don't have any response 

to that here with our campaign-finance laws. They 

seem to be a cookie-cutter approach, so that's one 

area that perhaps we could address. 

The $6 million means a lot. It was a good day in 

Enfield yesterday~ It too~ us a number of years, and 

I want to thank Governor Rell for announcing that she 

would put into the August bond commissfon meeting 

$1.1 million that we have been looking for for ball 

field remediation at Fermi High School. It's 

something that I worked very passionately for the last 

four months, and I felt good about that announcement. 
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That's a huge deal for the town of Enfield. That's 

$1.1 million. 

As well, in the town 6f Enfield, we have never 

seen the difficult financial situations that the town 

is facing. For the first time si'nce the 1970s, as 

reported in the Journal Inquirer as well'as the 

Hartford Courant, the Town is about to lay off tenured 

teachers in the school system. That's how difficult 

it is up there. What do you think a town like Enfield 

'could do with $500,000 out of this $6 million? How 

many teachers would that save for our children? And 

it's not just a town like Enfield. There's education 

concerns in a town like Somers, and I have always said 

that we need to keep our municipalities whole and 

education is paramount. 

I am·almost of the belief that next year, whoever 

wins the gubernatorial election, that if this 

additional $6 million is expended when they open up 

the books and they see the depth and the breadth of 

the problems the State is facing financially, they 

will say, I really wish I had that $6 million. Now, 

in light of 3 to 4 billion, maybe it doesn't seem like 

a lot, but in light of all the difficult decisions, 

everyone-who is lucky enough to win election to the 

chamber next year will face, every nickel and every 
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I bet you each and every individual in this 

circle has a program in their district, whether it's a 

nonprofit, whether it's quasi-governmental, whether 

it's a town that is struggling to meet a certain need, 

whether it's for young people, whether it's early 

childhood education, whether it's Dial-A-Ride, Meals 

on Wheels, educational resource centers, you name it. 

There's something out there in your district where if 

they· just had probably another $50,000, they could 

really make a difference, and they don't have it now. 

A great woman in our district; Sister Patricia, 

who works for the Felician Adult Day Center, Felician 

Sisters order in the town of Enfield, we were at the 

opening ceremonies of Our Lady of Mount Carmel 

Society's 85th anniversary in Enfield last night, and 

she pulled me aside and she said, John, we really got 

hit. We are not receiving anywhere near the State 

assistance that we had just a year ago. We called up 

the folks at the Department of Social Services, and 

they indicated to me that it's not just us but it's 

all other adult day care providers in the state of 

Connecticut, so at least I know we·' re not being 

singled out, but if there's anything that you can do, 

please look into this because at least I want to make 
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sure that we are accessing every single dollar that's 

available. 

This is a plea from a nun who is living a life 

without material po~sess1ons. This is a calling that 

they, and they're upset and concerned because they 

can't even meet the needs of their vocation and 

they're commitment to Jesus Christ, their Lord, to 

serve those who cannot take care ot" themselves, who 

either have dementia or early onset Alzheimer's or 

other debilitating diseases like that. There, but for 

40, 50, 60. thousand dollars, how far would that go 

spread 36 ways in a fair manner? I don't think that 

when we make these decisions we are getting as much 

value from this additional $6 million. We cannot 

level the playing fields. 

We ,pave some folks that are·really, really rich 

out there, and while it's a very laudable goal to say, 

yo~ get X amount of dollars for the primary and then 

.three for the general election, and then if someone 

bumps that up, we'll go an additional three for the 

general election, guess what? If the self-funded 

individual wants to go 20, we're not in a race to go_ 

up to 20. At some point, there's a disconnect, and so 

the real choice is do we have the disconnect between 

six and anything beyond that or three and anything 
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It may not be fair to the publicly financed 

candidate, but I would suggest the fact that you could 

announce here in the state of Connecticut that indeed 

you are a publicly-financed candidate, that that has 

great value·, too. That is part of the impetus· and th~ 

mot.ivation for individuals who .wish to participate in 

the public financing campaign system. 

How. many editorial boards lauded the fact that 

Daniel Malloy was one of the first candidates running 

for governor to qualify for public financing and did 

he not get media attention throughout the State that 

had concrete value associated with it? Yes, he did. 

Do we figure· that value in as part of the compensation 

for participating in the program? No, we don't. 

So this is a very difficult decision for me, and 

I don't want to belabor the point, but I think it's 

important for my constituents to know why would .their 

State Senator, who is participating in the program 

struggling to get those five and ten.and $50 donations 

from within his-district to qualify, and it is not 

easy in this economy, and maybe it's just because the 

folks I know are struggling very difficult to make 

those ends meet -- how do I go to them and say, I 

believe in the system and the· system does have laws. 
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And they say, well, why did you vote against this bill 

that is supposed to correct those flaws? I've got to 

say, it's a matter of dollars and cents. 

And at some point, we have to do decide which 

programs stay buoy~d up that we believe are important 

and which ones can get by on less. And I am saying 

that at the end of the day, while I applaud those 

champions of finance campaign reform and those who put 

great effort into making this bill reality, the fatal 

flaw, in my view, from my perspective as the Senator 

representing folks from north-central Connecticut, is 

that ·I could come up with so many better ways to spend 

that precious $6 million of taxpayer treasure that 

they are going to very .desperately need in the years 

to come. 

I'm hearing it when I go back to my district all 

the. time. I'm hearing it from my. seniors in my senior 

centers. I'm hearing it in my after-school programs. 

I'm hearing it from my teachers and ·administrators in 

all seven of the towns I represent. I'm hearing it 

from my town leaders whether they're first selectman 

or mayors, town managers. No matter where I go, 

people are struggling. And if they happen to have a 

job and they happen to have financial security, 

they 1 re almost frozen because they don't know what's 
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coming down the r.oad, both internationally and 

nationally. And they look to us {or guidanc~ and help 

and support. We are 3 to 4 billi0n dollars short next 

year to meet current programmatic needs. At some 

point, we are going to have to make extraordinarily 

difficult choices. 

And I think that it's important for me to express 

to my const~tuents that I'm willing to make that -­

one of those difficult choices this afternoon. And 

that's why it is with a lot.of thought I have to reach 

the conclusion that ·I will have to vote no on this 

part1cular bill. Thank you very much, Mr. President . 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

Senator Meyer. 

SENATOR MEYER: 

Thank yop, Mr. President. 

I want to )ust address briefly the lobbying 

.Prov1sion of the bill before us and urge its adoption. 

I don't think I've ever disagreed as much with a court 

opin1on as I do with the Second Circuit's court 

opin1on with respect to our effort to ban lobbying. 

The Second Circuit opinion is an example of 

judicial activism in the extreme. What the Second 

Circuit has sa~d is that we don't know here what we're 
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talking about when we say that lobbyists can be an 

inappropriate influence on the way we do our 

legislative business. 

The judges are saying to us, you don't know that. 

They're saying, only contractors will affect you, not 

l~bbyists. And so what they've done is they've 

substituted their judgment from afar, from the ivory 

tower of the bench, from -- for our judgment, as 

legislators, who know the relationships and influence 

of lobbyists. I strongly disagree with the Second 

Circuit's opinion, but what we're trying to do this 

afternoon and this evening, trying very hard, is to 

comply with the Second C1rcuit opinion, because we're 

·trying to go forward with what's left of other public 

financing of campaigns' law. 

And because of· that, the way this bill has been 

drafted clearly i~ the better compliance than the 

Republican approaGh, because the Republican approach 

says, you can't -- you shouldn't give -- lobbyists 

shbuldn't be able to make qualifying contributions, 

but you see the problem is the qu.alifying 

contributions are the hard crux and essence of the 

program. It all starts with the qualifying 

contributions. And when the Second Circuit says, you 

can't ban lobbyists~ they have to be speaking about 
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qualifying contributions. And so it would be a very 

dangerous thing to do, what some of our friends are 

saying on the other side of the aisle and that is to 

say, no qualifying contributions by lobbyists. 

If we're trying this afternoon and this eveni~g 

tq comply with a decision of the Second Circuit, we 

have to go in the direction that this bill goes, and 

it's very unfortunate. And maybe in another day, in 

another place the Second Circuit Court of appeals or a 

higher court will allow us to have our province, the 

Legislators' province and .not this extraordinary 

judicial activism. Thank you, Mr. President . 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: . 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

I am not glad that we're here on a Friday 

afternoon in the ·middle of ·the summer doing this, but 

I ~m glad that we are making som~ fixes that the court 

is requiring. The one part that I replly do have a 

problem with, and I'm glad Senator Kissel talked about 

it, is the $6 million increase that we're discussing 

here today and how many ~ifferent programs that we've 

caught and how many different agencies could use 
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.that -- that money. So with that, Mr. President the 

Clerk is in possession of LCO 5952. I'd ask hi~ to 

call the amendment and I'd be allowed to summarize. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk. 

THE CLERK: 

LCO 5952, which will be designated Senate 

Amendment Schedule "D." It is offered by Senator 

Roraback of the 30th District, et al. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Mr. President. I move adopt_ion. 

THE CHAIR: 

On adoptio~, would you like to remark further, 

sir? 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Mr. President. Yes, I will; 

Basically, what this amendment does is in 

Section 501, would take the $6 million that we're 

talking about here today and transfer it from the 

Citizens' Election Fund to the Nutrition Assistance 

Account within the Department of Social Services. If 

you look at today's Republican American, the 

front-page article that's on here says that food banks 

are overdrawn. Well, this article, the story takes 

place in my hometown, in Watertown. And what they're 
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talkin9 about is basically almost Charles 

Dickens-esque, because people are asking for rice; 

people are asking for meat; people are getting bags· 

and bags of food. 

Well, we talked earlier about how -- how 

competitive it is to run a campaign and how expens1ve 

it is to run a campaign and how much .TV commercials 

cost in Fairfield County. Well, I've got to tell you 

I don't really feel bad for those candidates having to 

run advertisements in Fairfield County. I feel bad 

for people who are asking for rice in Watertown. So 

wha.t I wo'utd say, ~adies and ·gentlemen, with this 

amendment, we would simply move this money that we're 

. talking about adding to this Citizens' Election Fund 

and give it to people who really need it in the food 

banks in the state of Connecticut. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. 

Will you remark further on Senate "D"? 

Senator Roraback. 

SENATOR RORABACK: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, I rise in support of the 

amendment, and, Mr. President, at some point, we, as a 
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body, have to let the public know what our values are, 

what our priorities are and what we think is important 

in the state of Connecticut. Mr. President, the 

court's ruling has freed up $6 million from the 

Citizens' Election Program. Whether you agree with it 

or disagree with it, that's what the court's ruling 

has done. And tonight we have a choice. We can 

either divvy up that $6 million by giving an 

additional $3 million to participati~g candidates to 

buy more television ads, or we can come to the aid of 

soup kitchens and food banks, which in all of our 

districts are facing unprecedented and growing demand . 

So the choice this amendment puts before us is 

whether we place a higher value on meeting the basic 

human neeps of hungry people in Connecticut or giving 

candidates for governor additional money to buy a lot 

more television ads. To me, that choice is clear, and 

I would urge everyone to support the amendment. Thank 

you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kissel. 

SENATOR KISSEL: 

Thank you very much, Mr. President; 

It's a difficult decision. P~rt of me says, 

regarding this amendment, and I appreciate it being 
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brought out by Senator Kane, is let's just take this 

$6 million and set it aslde to try to fill the void 

next year. Maybe use it to reduce the debt, and so 

for me maybe it's almost a protest vote, but it's 

protest vote in favor, and let me tell you how I get 

there. As much as there's many laudable programs and 

maybe one individual would pick food shelf and food 

banks, and another pick would pick Dial-A-Ride, and 

another pick Sister Patr~cia and her Felician Adult 

bay Center and Enfield Adult Day Care Center and other 

things like that, those are all different, great, 

worthy causes but at least what this amendment does is 

it frames the issue as to what are our priorities. 

And yesterday, not o~ly did Governor. Rell come 

and visit us in Enfield at Enrico Fermi High School to 

announce the release in August of the $1.1 million for 

the-remediation of the f~elds that Enfield had already 

expended, but after that I was very· honored to join 

her and Chief Richards and various firefighters from 

several departments in Enfield to announce her 

initiative for the Day of Caring and Compassion held 

this summer so 'that folks can give food over to food 

banks and use approximately 12 fire stations scattered 

throughout the state of Connecticut to make those 

donations. 
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And why is that the case? Because I've had Linda 

·Bridge from the Enfield Food Shelf on my local cable 

programs, and I've had Priscilla Brayson on the 

program and.spoken to her, fro~ Loaves and Fishes 

located in Enfield, and believe me, it's not just 

Enf1eld. Go to Windsor Locks. Go to Suffield. Go to 

Somers, East Granby, Granby, Windsor, other 

communities th~t I represent, there is a huge increase 

in individuals that cannot make ends meet. 

It'.s not like they come in front of you with 

ragged clothes. It's not like they look like hobos. 

They don't have a tin cup.' They .look like you and me . 

They look like you and me. They were building their 

American dream on two incomes, and someone got laid 

off and they can't find a job. And they've been 

.struggling like that for months upon months, and the 

question then comes down to, do we put 1 clothes on the 

kid's backs, do we make sure that we pay that 

mortgage. We can't sell the house because we're 

underwater and all of the sudden things that are:taken 

for granted become dear. And it's amazing in the 

communities that !.represent, the huge percentage 

increase of those seeking help just to get fed. 

Again, talk to folks like Linda Bridge at the 

Enfield Food Shelf, Priscilla Brayson ·at Loaves and 
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Fishes., These are people that you've known. They 

have cars. T~ey want to work. But when you make the 

choices they make at.the end of the day, they don't 

even enough to put food on the table. And in talking 

to the folks that volunteer and work in these programs 

in my communities, they will tell you what's in these 

folks eyes and how hard it is for them to swallow 

their pride and do something they thought they would 

never, ever have to do: Not only ask someone for 

help, but ask someone for food in America, the land of 

plenty, individuals that maybe just two or three or 

four years ago didn't really have a concern about this 

at all. That's how hard this recession is hitting 

folks in th~ state of Connecticut. 

We talk about the worse recession since the Great 

Depression. My mom and dad were born in the Great 

Depression. Not a lot of vivid memories back then, 

but enough to let me know that their world was sort of 

like always on thin ice. Even when t~ings were· great, 

they always had this sort of in the back on their 
. . 

mind --'God bless, .mom and dad, 77, nice and healthy, 

not as great as you could want, but they're ·healthy 

but 1t was always that notion that you never know 

what's going to happen. Now, if you didn't go through 

that,or you had no recollection of that, it was just 
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all the fat and happy t~mes then that's a different 

world. That's the world that most of us sort of know. 

If you look at the span of history, it's a fairly 

unusual period of bounty that we have just gone 

through. Most of the history of mankind has been a 

struggle. And this is one of the worst struggling 

times economically that we have seen as folks here in 

' this circle. I'm concerned for our future with this 3 

to 4 
1
billion dollar deficit, with the pain that has 

not occurred yet at least as far as state government 

~nd we are indeed the safety net. 

So why are we choosing $6 million for ultimately 

two potential gubernatorial candidates where they know 

who they are, and I've got to believe that if you want 

to get their message, you can get their message as 

opposed to how many meals can be provided at low cost 

for $6 million. You·know at the Enfield Fire 

Department yesterday, again, with Chief Richards and 

those firefighters and that. table filled with food and 

the chief pointed out to me that I only brought tuna 

fish and mayonnaise, and I said that can go a long 

way. There was a woman there from Foodshare and of 

course when I have folks, again on my local cable 

show, talking about food banks and things like that, 

our natural desire is to bring some extra bags of 
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food, but when you talk to the folks that run that 

sort of wholesale, kind of warehouse facility, they 

will tell you as much as we want to encourage people 
I 

to bring bags of food, a dollar, we can stretch a 

dollar even f~rther than when you go to Stop & Shop, 

or Shaw's, or ShopRite or Big Y or whatever food store 

you have up in your neck of the woods, Price Chopper, 

all of those. 

Yeah, you can go find ten cans of soup for $10 or 

something like that. Good sales. And take half of 

that and give it to these folks, but how far would $6 

million ~o ~ight now? Huge difference . Are thei"e · 

other wonderful choices we can make for that $6 

million? Yes. Wo~ld my initial vote be to just sock 

it away and let's figure out next year how we're going 

to fill that 3 to 4 billion dollar hole. That would 

be ~y first choice but that amendment is not before me 

now. 

The amendment is we're going to show the people 

of the state of Connecticut which side we're on on 

this when it comes to expending precious tax dollars, 

and for that reason, I will be standing -- voting in 

support of Senator Kane's amendment. Thank you, Mr. 

Pres~dent . 

' ,THE CHAIR: 
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Mr. President, I'm rising in opposition to the 

amendment as·king for a roll call vote. One reason to 

oppose the amendmen.t, Mr. President, is exactly one of 

the points that S.enator Kissel made is that we do have 

a host of valuable programs that we support in the 

state and could, in a perfect world, be supporting 

more, food pantries, community health centers, school 

nutrition programs, dial-a-ride programs, home care 

for the elderly. There's a whole host of things that 

we might and could and should, in many instances, 

spend more on, and we do that to a considerable extent 

and all of us wish that we could do more. 

We hope that everyone will remember this debate 

next year when it comes time to fund some of those 

programs once again, but in the meantime, I think 

selecting one over others at this point by the 

amendment process is'not the best way to go, and we 

should stay wit~ the underlying bill and would urge 

rejection of the amendment~ Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir . 

Will you remark? Will you remark on Senate "D"? 
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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. 

Senate. 

Immediate roll call has been ordered in the 

Will all ~enators please return to the 

chamber. 

THE CHAIR: 

Have all Senators voted?. If all Senators have 

voted,. please check your vote. The machine will be 

lpcked. The Clerk will call the tally. 

THE CLERK: 

Motion is on adoption of Senate Amendment 

Schedule "D." 

Total Number voting 35 

Those voting :Yea 12 

Those voting Nay 23 

Those absent and not voting 1 

THE CHAIR: 

The amendment fails. 

Will you remark further on Senate Bill 551? Will 

you remark further on Senate Bill 551~ 

Senator Fasano. · 
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Mr. President, I rise against this bill, and 

here•s the reason. Mr. President, it's ironic that 

the title of this bill is "Clean Election." I believe 

·that the bill before us has weakened our ability to 

have clean elections, and this is why I say that. 

Under the old law,. we said we cannot have anymore 

lobbyist contributions. 

And as Senator McKinney, eloquently pointed out, 

there are two sectio"ns to that. There i~ the public 

finance section and the nonpublic finance section . 

And the court said under the nonpublic finance 

sect1on, you cannot have lobbyist -- you must allow 

lobbyi_sts to contribute as if they were an individual, 

and we've made corrections to that so that we don't 

interfere with their .first amendment rights. Under 

the public finance section, the court left that 

undisturbed. The court said you can, by leaving it 

alone and not being attacked, you can prohibit 

lobbyists. And what we've done is we've changed that. 

We're allowing ~obbyists to contribute in a 

' 
publicly-financed campaign. 

The whole reason why we're financing the campaign 

was· being the lobbyists were out --we're saying let•s· 
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get all the"money out and let's equalize the playing 

field. This makes it less in balance. It allows 

lobbyists to• come in. It allows lobbyists to put 

money in a taxpayer-funded campaign. It allows the 

lobbyist to be a player 1n an area that this circle 

$aid we should not allow a lobbyist to be a player. 

The court never told us to correct that section. In 

fact, that section wasn't challenged. So why are we 

attacking that section? The court left it alone. The 

court said in a private campaign -- what I mean by 

private, not publicly funded, you need to make a 

change, not in this sect1on. The court did not speak, 

so why are we changing it? 

The ~econd iss~e is on solicitations. The 

argument goes the reason why we're changing it is 

because we're vulnerable. Vulnerable to what? 

Between now and the first week in November, we're 

vulnerable to a court acting if ~e pass this law. 

We're not vulnerable.· It took five years for them to 

reach a final conclusion on the bill that we initially 

passed. Five years. We're talking three and half 

months. An appeal can be taken, but the court took 

five years~ Everybody operated as if the old law was 
I 

in place until the Second·Circuit spoke . 

So there's no fear. And what we did is we opened 
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the door for this election. There has been a ban. We 

are lifting it. Make no mistake, when you press that 

button, you vote in favor of this bill, you have 
• 

lifted a ban that ·allows lobbyists and state 

contractors, the two very entities we wanted to get 

out of campaigns to be allowed to solicit for this 

election. We think it's bad because they're starting 

it in January, ~ut we're allowing it for this 

election. You are being permissive when you press 

that button and you'~e allowing lobbyists back into 

the game on all levels. 

I would suggest we took a bill that we worked 

hard on, and the working group did a great job back in 

2005. I applaud the bipartisan and I applaud the way 

we did it, and that's one of the reasons why I 

supported it. I have a difficult time looking at my 

rationale and saying I supported it to get out this 

money and this undue influence and now it's like 

that -- they're letting 1t back in. That is a 

problem. That's why I can't support this bill. 

The three -- the extra $6 million, $3 million on 

each side, .is a probl~m, and it's a fiscal ~roblem, 

and that's been articulated: But what bothers me 

much, much more than that is the word "clean 

elections," and we've diluted that here today. That 
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gives me a problem and be -- make no mistake had we 

just done what the court asked us to do, we did not 

have to touch those sections the way we touched them, , 

we could have narrowed down the solicitations and 

started it today, and we could have kept lobbyists out 

of the campaign finance elect~ons. And we could have 

done that and met the challenges of the court, but 

we've gone further and, unfortunately, we have made 

this bill to a point that we have disturbed an~ 

diluted the clean elections and the true intent of 

this bill, so I urge the Circle to vote against this 

bill . 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

Senator McDonald. 

SENATOR McDONALD: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, just briefly, I wanted to rise an·d 

note that some of the votes that we have taken today 

have be~n along party lines, but I think it would be a 

mistake to read anything into that. The fact is that 

this is not about any one party. It is not about any 

one candidate. In fact, I stand proudly in this 

circle and-- and.am happy to be able announce to you 
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that the two candidates who are running for governor 

who are participating in this program, happen to be my 

constituents. I'm very proud that both of these 

individuals have accepted the mantle of responsibility 

to reach out across the state, to not be the powe~ of 

one but to be the_power of thousands. 

Mr. President, you and I have known each other a 

long time, and we have not always agreed. In fact, I 

remember a very spirited campaign in 2002 when you and 

I were running for the State Senate, and I also know 

how expensive th~i race was .. In fact~ it stands today 

as the most expensive leg~slative race in ~onnecticut 

history, and nobody should have to spend as much time 

and effort as we ·did in that election raising money, 

and nobody should have to spend their own personal 

resources to run for office. 

So I'm. very happy that my former mayor and my 

current Senate president -- my current president of 

the Senate reached out and crisscrossed this state and 

involved thousands of people. This is not about 

individual candidates running for office. It's about 

empowering all of our citizens. I think,.Mr. 

Pres1dent, that when we are judged by what we do here 

today, we will be judged as opening the. process, 

involving more people, and leveling the playing field. 
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It's not about one party. It's not about one 

candidate. 

I've been very disconcerted to hear that the 

governor has threatened a veto of this legislation, 

and I wo~ld ask,her to reconsider that threatened 

veto. I ask her not to impede the progress of 

candidates who are participating in this program. I 

ask her not to abandon her promise of the Clean 

Elections Program, and I ask her not to abandon the 

legacy of one of her finest moments in public office. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE.CHAIR: 1 

Thank you, sir. 

Senator· Frantz. 

SENATOR FRANTZ: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

I think most everybody in the circle understands 

what my feeLings are about the Citizens' Election 

Program in the first place and all of the public money 

that goes into campaigns, so I'm not going to speak 

very much about that at all. In fact, I'm not going 

to speak very much tonight because it is a Friday 

night and I just want to, for the record, say a couple 

of things about the debate today. I'm glad that we 

·had it and that it went on a little bit longer than I 
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was expecting,. and perhaps many of you as. well, I 

think this is a debate that needs to continue. 

Public financing is a dicey -- of campaigns is a 

very dicey subject, and we should make sure that we 

keep this dialogue up goi~g forward to make sure that 

we don't get into a situation where we're fund1ng 

what, in essence, boils down to nuclear weapons on 

both sides. The more the other side has, the more the 

other side has to have in order to keep things even 

and fair. The most disappointing part of today's 

discussion and session is the failure to approve 

Senator McKinney's amendment. This amend~ent is so 
' 
~ 

critically important, in my judgment, in terms of 

assuring the publ~c that elections are fair and square 

and-- and to the highest_possible level of-- of 

ethical level -- highest level of ethics in the entire 

country. 

We do have a cutting edge program. It's in need 

of serious impr?vement in some areas. This is -- I 

see it as a step backwards. It was stated before 

right here in this chamber that the belief that 

there's a public perception if someone sees an 

envelope·going from a lobbyist to a candidate that 

there's a certain amount of suspicion there. It has 

the apparent -- it has the look of something not being 
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quite right. So when we say that we're now going to 

allow.lobbyists to give the most valuable 

contributions to a candidate in the beginning to 

qualify up to the 15,000 -- or just shy of the $15,000 

mark to qualify and say 300 used by Senator 

Senator Roraback before -- get 300 people in your 

district to give $5 a piece, you're now qualified and 

now you have·ac~ess to $85,000. 

Those initial ~ontributions are not just $100 

contributions if you look at it from a utility point 

of v.iew. T~ey' re more like seven or eight or nine 

hundred dollars per contributions when you look at the 

overall value because it brings in and it has the 

leverage of bringing in the additional $85,000. 

And Senate~ Kissel is right. Lobbyists shoulpn't 

be grouped into that category of people that we need 

to raise our ~yebrows every time the term comes up. 

We know that lobbyists perform a valuable function. 

They're very, very smart people who perform a valuable 

role in terms of our everyday legislative lives. But 

yes, one of· the by-products of the lobbying industry 

is that they do have a lot of influence on what 

happens up here, and if they start to have an undue 

amount of influence .in terms of who gets here or more 

importantly who stays here, then we've got ourselves a 
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I think Senator Meyer raises a good point in that 

h~ says we need to make ~ure that we don't brush up 

against the threshold of where we're going to be 

brought back into court, be sued ag~in and we're right 

back at square one. But I don't think that taking 

this to the degree that the initial qualifying dollars 

that commits to one's campaign, o·r close to it anyway, 

can GOme all from lobbyists. Theoretically, it is 

possible for there to be $15,000, or just shy of 

$15,000, coming in from lobbyists to a candidate. So 

I don't think you need to take it far. I think maybe 

this is all retrospect here, but if we could have 

limited that, that would have been a much, much better 

solution to the problem, and that's one of the reasons 

why I'm so disappointed with it. 

We all know that the approval rating of the 

Gen~ral Assembly is .not anywhere near what it· could be 

and should be today. They're looking to us for 

solutions to one of the most critical fiscal 

situations that we've faced in ;- really, I think 

since before the Great Depression when you think about 

the size of the government then and the size of the 

government today. And we're not really giving them, 

honestly, if we're b~ing honest with ourselves, a 
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solution that is long lasting, that is comprehensive 

and sets us back on a great course with respect to the 

budget. 

I think they've been looking for a solution to 

the problem and issue of corruption in politics, and 

even the appearance of corruption in politics and I'm 

not sure that we've addressed that here today so I 

will be -- I will be against this bill. Thank you, 

Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

Senator DeFronzo . 

SENATOR DeFRONZO: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, the debate today has been a very 

important one _and, in many ways, one we've anticipated 

since we passed this bill in 2005. Senator Roraback 

referenced the enormous work that was put into the 

bill when it was originally passed in 2005, but we 

knew then that we were pressing the limits on some 

constitutional issues, and we have always expected 

that at some point we would probably be back here to 

correct some of t~ose initiatives, which, at the time, 

were first in the nation, broad sweeping campaign 

finance reforms. And so after the court ruled, we saw 
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specifically that some of the pressing of the envelope 

that we did with respect to first amendment rights 

have been identified and corrected today. 

We, similarly, in the area of minor parties, made 

changes that we weren't quite sure would withstand 

constitut1qn~~ ~hall~nge, but they did. We also knew 

at the time and part of the debate on that long seven 

hour ~ight back -- back in 2005 had to do with the. 

very issue that was debated earlier on what would 

happen when the state encountered a serious fiscal 

problem. Would we have the courage to sustain this 

program and protect the integrity of our electoral 

process even when the demands of our people were as 

gFeat as they are today, and the answer then and I 

think the answer tonight is the same: We have that 

commitment and we're going forward. 

And that is -- that is important because in the 

end, even after all these changes, and I agree with 

Senator Meyer that the changes brought about because 

of the court decision are not the ones I like. I 

don't like letting the lobbyist money in. I don't 

like the solicitation piece. I don't like a lot of 

the decisions that the court has given us, but it's 

the court decision and we're required to respond to 

it. But when it's all said and done, despite all the 
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criticisms, despite all the recommended changes in the 

bill, w~ will still have in the state of Connecticut 

the strongest campaign finance reform bill in the 

United States. We ought to be proud of that, and 

despite the changes made today -- I'm hoping that the 

Governor will support this and move forward with us --

we will still have the strongest campaign· laws anq the 

strongest ethic laws in the United -- in the entire 

United States, and that's something we should be proud 

of, and despite the changes made today that will still 

be the case. 

So, Mr. President, I hope all of us will joi~ in 

suppqrting this legislation tonight. It continues to 

prese·rve the basic thrust and import of the reforms we 

made in 2005. Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir_ 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOO~EY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, speaking in support of the -- of 

the bill. One of the things that I think we need to 

take note of is that there's been discussion earlier 

that we could possibly venture farther afield and 

adopt a, more comprehensive and envelope pushing 
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reforms without danger of court reversal, pointing out 

the fact that we've had nearly a five-year period of 

time from the enactment of the original bill and to 

the filing of ~he appeal going through the 2008 cycle 

where the -- the law was used -- the public financing 

system was used by General Assembly cand1dates to 

Judge Underhill's decision a year ago and then the 

appeal of the Second Circuit and the Second Circuits 

decision. However, that ignores the fact that we are 

possibly subject to very quick court action because we 

are presently in the -- in the posture where the issue 

of the remand is an urgent one, immediate one where 

the Second Circuit will shortly remand the case to 

Judge Underhill for further proceedings in light of 

the Second Circu~t's decision. And the district court 

will be looking very closely at what ·we do here today 

in both chambers. 

This is not an issue of some remote process that 

could take another five years to circle back and have 

an impact on us again. This is something that we need 

to be very careful about what we do today because the . 

impact could be immediate. So I believe.that the 

things we have done today are the reasonable and 

prudent things that we should do, must do in light of 

the decision of the Second Circuit. To review, w~ 
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have amended the severab1lity requirement. We have 

removed the so-called "trigger provisions." We have 

taken, the Second Circuit's ban -- the striking down 

of our ban on lobbyist contributions and instead have 

~stablished a bundling ban. That was a reasonable 

alternative, and it was something, in effect, that was 

suggested within the dec1sio~ itself. And that 

bundling ban applies to exploratory committees, · 

candidate committees, legislative caucus or leadership 

committees and party committees. 

We have ~ lobbyist contribution limit of -- $100 

limit imposed on everyone who is a contributor, the 

maximum contribution for -- for people in the program. 

And the option of increasing the grant the base 

grant for gubernatorial candidates is, as we believe, 

something that is in the spirit of the original 

program, taking but the variabilities that were 

that were stricken by the Second Circuit and no longer 

offering an optic~ to deal with the trigger mechanism 

or having an adjustment being made for independent 

expenditures. 

So I believe th~t since we are still under the 

gun, so.to speak, of the Second Circuit, what we we're 

proposing here today is a reasonable and prudent 

defensible response to that decision that will allow 
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our program to go forward for this election and not be 

thrown into additional chaos. So I urge support of 

the underlying bill and commend all that have worked 

so hard on it once the mandate from the court has 

become cl~ar. Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

Will you remark further on Senate Bill 551? 

Senator McKinney. 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. Very briefly in 

opposition without restating what we discussed on the 

amendments. 

What we have before us is disappointing because 

we end up with a fix to our campaign finance laws that 

spends an additional $6 million, and that's a fact. 

If we have two participating candidates running 

against each other, it will give ·those participating 

candidates a total of 8 and a half million dollars, 

more than a million and half dollars more than anyone 

has ever spent in the history of our state to run for 

governor, more t~an twice the amount that Governor 

Rell spent to run successfully for governor in 2006. 

All of this extra spending occurs at a time when 

our unemployment rate is at the highest it's ever 
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been.' Our ~udget deficit is almost $4 billion. Our 

bonded indebtedness is the highest in the nation, and 

·our economy is still in a recession. It is illogical 

and, quite frankly, outrageous that we would say to 

the people of the· state of Connecticut, we're going to 

cut your programs. We're going to give you less. 

We're going to tax you more, and we're going to spend 

some more money _on our campaigns. 

The oth~r thing we're doing here, and for me as 

one who was not comfortable with spending taxpayer 

monies 9n campaign, is we're making the inevitable 

happen, the best -- the worst of both worlds. We're 

using taxpayer-funded campaigns, and we're allowing 

lobbyists to control how we ~aise our money. And 

Senator Rora!J~ck pointed out _clearly that any member 

runn1ng for the General Assembly can go raise all of 

their qualifying contribution amount, $15,000, from 

lobbyists. Bear in mind, lobbyists don't give to 

challengers, or very few qo. They give to incumbents. 

So we were told that the price to get a clean 

election and the price to get a fair and equ1table 

election was to spehd taxpayer dollars and what was a 

clean election. No contractors. No lobbyists. You 

have allowed the lobbyists back in the game. And what 

was fair and equitable? Nobody who stood up for· this 
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system said at the time that fair and equitable was 

making sure that all candidates had the exact same 

amount of money because nobody ever understood that we 

could have a clause that said, if a self-funded 

person, be it Ned Lamont or Tom Foley, wanted to spend 

10 or 15 or 20 million dollars, that we would match 

that. That was not fair and equitable. 

Fair and equitable was trying to give anyone in 

the state of Connecticut who wanted a chance to run . 

for· office a fair chance, because the history was that 

incumbents, Democrat and Republican, raised more money 

than challengers. The history was that lobbyists and 

contractors gave to incumbents, Democrats and 

Republicans, granted a lot more to Democrats, because 

you're the majority, and if Republicans were in the 

majority, it would have been the reverse. It's not 

about ope party versus the other. It's about 

incumbents versus challengers. That was fair and 

equitable. And what we've done here by allowing the 

lobbyists back in the system is to chip away at what's 

fair and equitable, because the clear history was 

lobbyists ga·ve to incumbents not to challengers. 

So we have created a system where we're using 

taxpayer -- where we're using taxpayer money. We're 

increasing it by $6 million, and we've allowed 
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lobbyists back into the game. And we've proven that 

the Second Circuit and Judge Underhill did not strike 

down our limits on lobby1st contributions, but the 

majority has chosen, for fear of l·awsuit -- for .fear 

of lawsuit to let lobbyists back in the game. And I 

think it was Senator Fasano who pointed out ear11er 

that we've had more lawsuits than we should have had 

and more lawsuits than the .People of the state of 

Connecticut want on this campaign finance law, but 

despite all of those lawsuits, the c·ourt has never 

prevented the SEEC giving out grants, and any grants 

already given, even supplemental grants given after 
I 

the court deemed them unconstitutional are still good. 

So any lawsuit. brought by lobbyists to challenge 

what we could have done to their contributions would 

not have prevented any candidate from getting their 

money had they qualified. So that is a huge 

disappointment for·me in this bill. We now have a 

system that is no longer clean and a system that is 

less fair than it was yesterday. 

And with that, I urge rejection. Thank you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Williams. 

SENATOR WILLIAMS: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
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The bill that we have before us here today 

addresses the Second Circuit opinion and complies with 

that court decision. Senator DeFronzo is right. When 

we passed this clean elections law, it was the 

toughest in the nation. It is still the toughest in 

the nation, and w1th the additions here today we 

preserve that system. That's very important to the 

people of Connecticut. So when folks are critical of 

this law and say it doesn't go far enough --·and to 

keep in mind compared to what in the other 49 

states -- this is still the best when it comes to 

cleaning up our elections and getting out of politics 

the influence of special interest. 

Now, even t"hough there's been disagreement here 
I 

between Democrats and Republicans in the circle over 

certain amendments a·nd certain asp~cts of this bill, 

what I'm very pleased about is that here in the state 

of Connecticut and the State Senate here today there 

is agreement that we ought to take this seriously in 

terms of limiting the influence of special interests 

and the power of the lobbyists and to do what we can 

within the parameters of the law, within the 

parameters of court decisions to stay that course at a 

time when folks on the U.S. Supreme Court in 

Washington are going in a different direction, 
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striking down decades of precedent in campaign finance 

law and decades ~f efforts a~ross this country in 

differ~n~ states to clean up our elections and to root 

out the influence of special interests. 

So to th~ extent that I have heard discussion 

' 
from folks in bqth pol1tical parties here tonight that 

we're going to stand --we might not always agree, but 

we're going to continue down the path of fighting 

against corruption in our electoral pr~cess and 

root1ng out th!=· influence of special interes'ts. 

That's a good thing. And we'll find things to agree 
·' 

about going down that road in the future. So, Mr . 

President, I'm proud of this step. I'm proud that 

we're acting ·today to save the system, and I call upon 

Governor Rell~ who worked with us and was a leader in 

this fight originally, to preserve this system and 

sign this bill. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank ·you, sir. 

Will you remark further on Senate Bill 551? Will 

you remark further? 

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

vote. The machine will be open . 

THE CLERK: 
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An immediate roll call vote has been ordered in 

the Senate. Will all Senators please return to the 

chamber. Immediate roll call vote 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 cheGk your vote. The machine will be 

' 
locked. The Clerk will call the tally. 

THE CLERK: 

Motion is on passage_ of Emergency Certified 

Senate Bill 551 . 

Total Number voting 35 

Those voting Yea 23 

Those voting Nay 12 

Those absent and not voting 1. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senate Bill 551 pas·ses. 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. Pres1dent. 

Mr. President, I move for immediate transmittal 

of Emergency Certi~ied Senate Bill ~51 to the House of 

Representatives . 

THE CHAIR: 
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Without objection, so ordered, sir. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. Pres1dent. 

Mr. President, I would yield the floor to any 

members for announcements or points of personal 

privilege. 

THE CHAIR: 

At this time, I will entertain any announcements 

or points of personal privilege. 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. Pres1dent . 

I would wish all of the members a happy and safe 

and restful weekend for the remainder of the -- of the 

time. Our House colleagues will begin their 

deliberations now, and I would move that the Senate 

stand in -- that we adjourn subject to the call of the 

Chair. 

THE CHAIR: 

The Senate will stand adjourn subject to the call 

of the Chair. 

On motion of"Senator Looney of the 11th District, 

the Senate, at 7:38 p~m., adjourned subject to the 

Call of the Chair. 
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TH.E CONNECTICUT GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

SENATE 

THURSDAY, AUGUST 5, 2010 

The Senate was called to order at 2:53 p.m., in 

the July Special Session, the President.in the Chair. 

THE CHAIR:· 

The Senate will please come to order. Members 

and guests please rise and direct your attention to 

David Baird, Reverend Baird for a prayer . 

DEPUTY CHAPLAIN REVEREND DAVID H. BAIRD: 

Creator God, we cannot escape from Your goodness, 

and so we now ~orne to You in this moment to dedicate 

this Special Senate Session, the Senators, their 

staff, their families, and all people involved in the 

sacred tasks of governance to Your purposes and Yo~r 

good will. Gracious Lord, help us to make of this 

day, _something beautiful, something good for our 

State, our communities, our families and our world. 

Open the eyes of our hearts this day, Lord. Open 

the eyes of our souls and help us to ~e Your people 

this day. Help us to become a people who live lives 

of righteousness, goodness, commitment, honesty, 
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accountability, respect, _courage, honor and integrity. 

They are words, 0 God, good words, ancient words, 

important words, but they are nothing more than words 

if we do not actively seek to live by them. So open 

the eyes of our hearts and help us to live our lives 

as You call us to be. 

Gracious Teacher and Ruler of all goodness, today 

is a day of keeping faith. Help us to keep faith with 

all of the people of the state of Connecticut. Help us 

·keep faith with all our citizens who want fair and 

just elections. Help us to keep faith with all 

candidates who need from us an impartial and honest 

vote. ·Most of all, help us to keep faith with future 

generations who might look back to this day as an 

important moment in the history of democracy itself. 

May the legacy of our actions this day demonstrate 

that we kept faith with the deepest values of Your 

sacred vision of a just society and world. 

Especially this day we lift up ~he families and 

the victims of the tragic events at Hartford 

Distributors in Manchester. May Your comfort be with 

all who have experienced the loss of their loved ones 

and.Your healing be with all who have been injured and 

harmed. 
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At the end of this day, may we all be blessed 

with Your peace in our homes, Your loving k1ndness 

with our families, and _Your indelible stamp of 

goodness written upon our hearts and upon our souls. 

We ask these things in Your holy and awesome 

name. 

Amen. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Reverend. 

Senator Prague, would you join us in the pledge 

lead us in the pledge . 

SENATOR PRAGUE: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the United 

States of America, and to the Republic for which it 

stands, one Nation under God, indivisible, with 

liberty and justice for all. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator. 

At this time, I will entertain points of personal 

privilege or announcements~ 

Senator Handley. 

SENATOR HANDLEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President . 

I rise for a point of personal privilege. 
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; 
As -- as our chaplain reminded us already, two 

days ago, in Manchester, a truly dreadful event 

occurred in which nine people went to work and are now 

dead, others are wounded. And the large family and 

coworkers are suffering because of this. Nobody goes 

to work on an August morning thinking what happened is 

going to happen~ :And we all stand, I think, in a kind 

of awe at how rapidly chang~ can occur in so many 

people's lives. So I ask, Mr. President, that we 

remember those who ar.e dead, those who are wounded, 

their family and their friends, and the coworkers, all 

'of them victims, and I ask for a moment of-- of 

silence. 

THE CHAIR: 

Could you all please rise for a moment of 

silence? 

Thank you. 

Are there any other announcements or points of 

personal privilege at this time? 

rf hot -- Senator Harris . 

· SENATOR HARRIS: 
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Thank you, Mr. President. Good afternoon. 

THE CHAIR: 

Good afternoon, sir. 

SENATOR HARRIS: 

For a point of personal privilege. 

THE CHAIR: 

Please proceed; sir. 

SENATOR HARRIS: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, I just wanied to join Senator 

Handley and the other members of the circle in 

offering con~olences, our thoughts, our prayers to the 

victims of this horrific event that none of us, I 

know, can or will ever be able to understan.d, and the 

extended family at Hartford Distributors, this place 

that employs so many and has done a lot for the 

greater Hartford community. 

And I want to specifically mention, and my 

thoughts go out to friends of mine, the owners of 

Hartford Distributors, the Hollanders, that family, 

many of whom live in my district and are active -- and .. 
I want to emphasize, active members of the community. 

It's been said a lot in the news recently on how 

they're benefactors and they contribute. They do that 
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very generously, but they don't just open up their 

pocketbooks. They are extremely active in doing the 

right thing in the greater Hartford area in every 

community, in every neighborhood in this area. And I" 

just want to say that, as we all collectively face 

these events, that hopefully we'll get some 

perspective on what we do here todaY, and on what our 

role is, our privilege to represent the people of 

Connecticut ~nd use the Hollanders, the employees, the 
I 

family at Hartford Distributers as examples of how to 

be truly active and make sure that we don't take 

anything in this life for granted . 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator Harris. 

Senator LeBeau. 

SENATOR LeLEAU: 

Thank you, Mr. President. Good afternoon. 

THE CHAIR: 

.Good afternoon, sir. 

SENATOR LeLEAU: 

I would like to join with my .colleagues in 

expressing my deepest" sympathy to ·the families who 

have been, to some degree, destroyed by what happened 

. in Manchester a couple of mornings ago. Last night, I 
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was at the memorial service at St. Margaret Mary 

Church in South Windsor. At least two of the -- or 

three of the -- the dead had connections to my 

district, Craig Pepin, Mr.·Kennison, who I-- who both 

are just -- were terrific, wonderful people who gave 

to the community, volunteered -- and I'm sure you read 

in the paper -- as soccer coaches, as coaches for 

little leagues. Mr. Pepin was a tremendous member of 

St. Mary's Church, always giving. 

And we. know, if we read the articles, that there 

was true heroism going on there. That people risked 

their own lives to try to save others, and they died. 

It wrenches your heart out of your chest to see 

some of these people had young kids, and they've lost 

-- they've lost their dads. This is a tremendous 

tragedy, and as Senator Harris pointed out, the irony 

of this because I think that there's not a better -- a 

place that I know of that has better relations with 

business· and their employ~es than Hartford 

Distributors. 

I've known the Hollanders a·lso. They've been 

friends -- they've been friends to me. They'ye 

contributed to my campaign~. They're wonderful 

people, and they've contributed to virtually to every 
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charity in the Hartford area. And the irony of a 

family that has done so much for the communit_y and 

done so much for their employees and-has such good 

relationship~ with the vast majority of their 

employees in a very progressive and forward-looking 

union, the Teamsters Local 1035, to have them lose 

their president. Just -- just heart wrenching. 
. I 

And I know that the members in this Chamber and I 

know that the whole state of Connecticut, as expressed 

by Governor Rell, joins in the sympathy and 

condolences for the families and the extended families 

that exist at Hartford Distributors. Thank you, Mr . 

President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you~, sir. 

Are there any other points of personal privilege 

or announcements? 

If not, we'll go into the business of the day. 

Senator Loon~y. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes, good afternoon, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Good afternoon, sir . 

SENATOR LOONEY: 
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Mr. President, the Clerk is possession of Senate 

Agenda Number 1 for the July Special Session dated 

today, August s,· 2010. 

THE CHAIR: 

Ok~y. I thought because -- well, we'll do that. 

I just want to make sure that everyone is aware 

of what we're going to be doing here t?day. We're 

going to be taking ·up veto override of some bills, and 

I just want to go over the procedures so there is no 

questions. It's basically a two part process. In 

order to override the Governor's veto, the first 

motion is to reconsider the veto bill and must be made 

by an .individual on the prevailing side. The motion 

is then brought before the body as a majority vote. 

A~sume that that motion is to reconsider passage, then 

there's a motion --must be to repass the bill, and 

the motion to repass the bill requires two-thirds vote 

of the body or 24 me~bers. 

I -- you know, it would be nice if the members 

refrain from the long discussion on the first motion 

and save their debate for the second motion. 

Mr. Clerk, would you please call the agenda. 

THE CLERK: 

Mr. President, Clerk is in possession of Senate 
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Agenda Number 1 for the July Special, Session, dated 

Thursday, August 5, 2010. Copies have been 

distributed. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes, thank you -- thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, I move all items on Senate Agenda 

Number 1 for the July Special Session dated Thursday, 

August 5, 2010, to be acted upon as indicated and that 

the agenda be incorporated by reference into the 

Senate jour~al and the Senate transcript . 

THE CHAIR: 

There is a motion on the floor to·move all items 

on Senate Agenda Number·1. 

S~eing no objection, so ordered, sir. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes, thank you, Mr. _President. 

Mr. President, Senate Agenda Number 1 consists of 

the communication from the Governor regarding her veto 

of Emergency Certified Bill Number 551, which was 

passed last week in both chambers of the General 

Assembly. And that bill itself appears as Item 2 on 

page 3 of Senate Agenda Number 1. 
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So to begin -- to begin this process, M~. 

President, having been on the prevailing side on the 

vote on Senat·e Bill 551, Emergency Certified Senate 

Bill 551 when it passed in this Chamber, I would move 

for reconsideration of that bill. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank. you, sir. 

T~ere is a motion on the floor for 

reconsideration-of Senate Bill 551 from the -- Senator 

.Looney from. the prevailing side. Would anyone else 

like to speak with respect to the reconsideration of 

the bill? 

If not, I will try your minds. All those in 

favor please signify by saying aye. 

SENATORS: 

Aye. 

THE CHAIR: 

Opposed, nays. 

SENATORS: 

Nay. 

THE CHAIR: 

The ayes have it. The bill is reconsidered. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes, thank you, Mr. President. 
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Now that the bill is bef~re USi once again havi~g 

approved the motion to reconsider, I would now yield 

to Senator Slossb~rg for purposes of a motion to 

repass the bill. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg,· do you -- yeah, I will 

Senator Slossberg, why don't we have the Clerk call 

the bill f,irst . 

THE CLERK: 

Calling from Senate Agenda Number 1, Emergency 

Certified Bill 551, AN ACT CONCERNING CLEAN ELECTIONS. 

The bill was orig~nally accompanied by emergency 

certification signed by Donald E. Williams, Jr., 

President Pro Tempore of the Senate; Christopher G. 

Donovan, Speaker of' the House of Rep~esentatives. The 

bill is also accompanied with a message from the 

Governor concerning her veto. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg, do you accept the yield from 

Senator Looney? 
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Please proceed, ma'am, on the repass. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

I make a motion to repass Senate Bill 551, AN ACT 

CONCERNING CLEAN ELECTIONS. 

THE CHAIR: 

There is a motion on the floor to repass Senate 

Bill 551. 

Will you remark? Will you remark further, 

Senator Slossberg? 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Yes, thank -- yes, thank you, Mr. President. 

Very briefly, I'd like to incorporate by 

reference the.debate that we had on July 30th, just 

six days ago. At that time, this Chamber fully aired 

the issues associated with the bill before-us, and I 

would urge the Chamber's support. Thank you, Mr. 

President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator Slossberg . 

Will you remark further? 
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I, too, would like to incorporate my comments 

from the debate of July 30th. My only other comment 

that I would like t·o share today is concern that I 

share with the Governor about restrictions on 

lobbyists and contractor solicitations that do not 

'become effective until January 1st of next·year. It 

seems unusual to me that we are rushing to take care 

of this fix of the Citizen Election Program and yet 

have deferred some of the important parts of the fix 
r 

until after this election. The. most important point 

that I would like to reiterate is spending $6 million 

more in this economy with a-nticipated deficits in the 

billions of dollars in the coming years is 

inappropriate: I urge my colleagues to reject this 

veto override. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

Will you remark further? 

Senator Fasano . 

SENATOR FASANO: 
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Mr. President, I'd like to incorporate my 

remarks, as well, from July 30th, and I'm not going t0 

go into them, as I did on July. 30th, but let me say 

that it does bother me about the $6 million at a time 

when we made cuts to other programs and. agencies and 

rollbacks and things of that nature~ and here we are 

adding more money to this program. But I'll tell you 

what, even over the period of time from our last vote 

until today, what really gnaws at me is·we have taken 

away the real clean ,part of clean elections in that 

we've 'opened the. door for solic~tation by lobbyists, 

solicitation by state contractors and for a short 

period of time. 

We've said it is okay until January 1, 2011, then 

after that, we're not going to allow you to do it 

anymore. If it is illegal or if it is wrong or the 

perception is bad or it hurts by allowing those 

solicitations for. clean elections, if it is true on 

January 1, 2011, then it is true today in 2010. And 

that is the biggest problem that I have with this 

bill. We have opened the Pandora's box that we sought 

to close, and we're leaving it open for three months 

going into one of the biggest elections this state has 
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ever seen in its history, and we've taken all of the 

restrictions that we put on to make it clean, and 

we've gone back in time. And I just cannot for the 

life of me put that in order in my mind. 

It is bad, but we're going to take a time-out and 

allow· it to.happen in this election. It causes undue 

influence, but we're going to take a time-out and 

allow it to happen in this election. It is wrong for 

the State of Connecticut, but we're going to take a 

time-out and allow it to happen in this election. 

That just seems illogical. For that reason, I hope 

that this Circle sustains the Governor's veto. Thank 

you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank.you, sir. 

Will you remark? 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes, thank you, Mr. President. 

Speaking in support of the override and repassage 

of the bill. Mr. President, I think that the key 

issue here is to recognize that this bill frames a 

response to the decision of the Second Circuit in the 

most careful way possible to recognize those 
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unconstitutional 

same time, 

we think come within 

in an attempt to go no 

further than that. I think that that is the reason 

why some of the provisions become effective January 

1st. 

We know that the -- the whole matter will soon be 

once again in the possession of the federal district 

·court on remand from the Second Circuit, and being 

cognizant. of that, we want to make sure that we don't 

invite any -- any new or additional litigation by 

creating any issues beyond those which have already 

been addr~ssed in the appeals that have been -- that 

have been pending and then finally recently decided. 

For that reason, Mr. President, we have -- have looked 

at the ban on lobbyist contributions that was struck 

down by the Second Circuit and have -- have 

replaced that with a -- with a cap -- with a ban on 

lobbyist contributions. 

Now, we're proposing that they b~ capped at the 

same level that Dther contributions ~an be made for a 

maximum of a hundred dollars. We've replaced the 

absolute ban with a bundling -- with a ban on bundling 

' 
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so we have done as much as we possibly can given the 

the equation of political contributions with 

speech, which wa·s the basis of the Second Circuit's 

decision. We have done as much as we can to preserve 

the tenor and intent of our system given the 

parameters laid out in the decision on -- on appeal. 

In addition, we have been trying to keep in -- in 

concert with the original purpose of the bill, which 

did factor in the possibility of an enhanced grant in 

the event of a· candidate facing a wealthy self-funded 

opponent. Now, the -- the Court struck down the 

specific the trigger-- so-called "trigger mechanism," 

and instead we have replaced that with an increased 

base grant independent of what levels of spending are 

undertaken by other·candidates, and we believe that 

that is a responsible way to maintain the spirit of 

the original bill, which did contemplate an adjustment 

for factors such as a great deal of spending by a 

self-funded candidate. 

We did not adjust for the possibility of 

additional grants for independent expenditures. So 

within the -- within the parameters of what the Second 

Circuit directed and indicated as being points of 

constitutional violation where we could not incur any 
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further, this is a reasonable, prudent bill that stays 

within the guidelines and implications of what has 

been stated as permissible and impermissible by the 

Second Circuit. 

And for that reason, Mr. President, I urge that 

we readopt this bill because the idea of public 

financing in Connecticut is one of the things·! think 

that we are all deservedly proud, the Governor in 

supporting and proposing the initial bill five years 

ago, the General Assembly in adopting it. Having gone 

through one complete election cycle in 2008 with large 

numbers of candidates for the General Assembly 

participating, I think, by and large, ~hat system 

worked quite well. This year now being the first 

cycle with a provision for public funding for the 

statewide offices, as well, we have, I think, still 

model legislation here in Connecticut adjusted by the 

guidance of the court. And once again, Mr. President, 

I would urge that we continue to move forward by 

overriding the veto and repassing this bill. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir . 

Senator McKinney. 
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I rise in opposition to readopting the bill 

before us and overriding Governor Rell's veto. I will 

keep my remarks very brief, but we were told on 

original passage and told again today that this is 

about addressing what the Court found unconstitutional 

or it's about addressing what we thought the original 

intent of the bill was. The Court's decision has 

nothing to do with whether or not we should increase 

the grant amounts by $3 million for each candidate for 

a total of $6 million. The Court didn't say anything 

about what our gr.ant amount should be. 

Participating candidates for governor in a 

primary and general election will receive $5.5 

million. That's a lot of .money. It's money that 

belongs to taxpayers, and it's enough money to spend 

on a good gubernatorial campaign. Four years ago, 

Governor 'Rell ran and won spending $4 million. John 

DeStefano ran and lost spending $5.5 million. We a~e 

asking the taxpayers to foot another $6 million. This 

is money that belongs to the taxpayers of the state of 

Connecticut. 

In the face of a nearly $4 billion budget 

\. 
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deficit, that $6 million should be spent to offset 

that deficit. The fact that this money may be set 

aside means that we have to spend it speaks to exactly 

what is wrong with our government here in Connecticut. 

Just because the money is set aside doesn't mean you 

have to spend it. It's not our money. It belongs to 

the people of the state'of Connecticut. Let me remind 

you that even without this extra $6 million, this 

gubernatorial election in ·2010 will be the most 

expensive el~ction in the history of the state of 

Connecticut. It is no coincidence that in the first 

year we have public-financed campaigns, we have 

self-funded candidates of both parties using large, 

enormous wealth to gain name recognition when the 

system that people participate in caps how much you 

spend. It's.not how much is in the system. It's the 

system that hasn't worked. 

Allowing lobbyist contributions is also another 

failure of this bill. I went over why the Court did 

not strike down our prohibition on contributions from 

lobbyists being qualifying contributions. It was not 

tested, that law, 9-704 is still good law in the state 

of Connecticut until you decided to strike it down· and 

allow lobbyists back in the game.· And as Governor 
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Rell. said herself in the veto message, allowing 

lobbyist contributions to be qualifying contributions 

undermines the very integrity of the CEP. 0ur clean 

elections -- because of that, our clean elections are 

no longer clean. 

I stood in opposition to this bill when it was 

first before us years ago because I did not believe 

that we should spend taxpayer dollars on our bumper . 
stickers and our lawn signs and our billboards, our TV 

ads and our radio ads. Those who disagreed with me 

said, I ·think, we don't like spending taxpayer dollars 

either, but we have to to get clean elections and we 

have to t~ get fair elections. Clean elections meant 

no contractors, no lobbyists. You've let lobbyists 

back· in the game. That is no longer clean. Fairness 

is also not achieved under this bill. 

Lastly -- and I think Senator Fasano remarked on 

this whe~-~e originally passed this -- the majority 

has told us that a ban on lobbyists soliciting their 

clients is critical to preserving the integrity·of our 

clean election system, and it's so critical to the 

integrity of our clean elections that we're going to 

implement that ban on January 1, 2011, after people 

have run for governor, lieutenant governor, 
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comptroller, secretary of state, at.torney general, 

state Senate and Stdte House. One hundred 

eighty-seven legislative seats, all our constitutional 

officers, can now raise money from lobbyists. Those 

lobbyists can solicit their clients, but don't worry, 

in· January,. they won't be allowed to. 

It is outrageous to claim that it is legal to ban 

lobbyists from solicitation of their clients and it is 

critical to the integrity of our system and yet we're 

not going to do it now. You would be better off to 

have said that we can't do it constitutionally, just 

let them solicit . 

Lastly, let me point out, because there has been 

some indication from some -- and it's in press 

reports -- that timing is critical. That the very 

publically-financed system, our campaign finance 

reform, the entire law is in jeopardy· with the 

decision of the circuit court and the court of appeals 

and we must act and must act now because we face a 

primary days away. Let me first say tha.t in Dec.ember, 

in December, Governor Rell called for a· special 

, session to clean up and fix our campaign finance laws, 

and January, February, March, April, May, June, July 

go by without any action of the majority. So if you 
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believe that this is critical to do because of the 

timing, you have no one to blame but yourself. 

There's another issue with timing here where I 

will commend the majorit'y in the Senate, just so I can 

act like I'm trying to be fair. I commend the 

majority for calling us in for an override prior to 

the primary. r·think the very fact that the House has 

now scheduled a vote after the primary raises the very 

appearance· that the decision made by the House could 

be determined based on the outcome of Tuesday's 

primary and that would be nothing short of wrong. So 

I commend you for doing it today although I disagree 

with the actions yoti will take. Thank you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Williams . 

SENATOR WILLIAMS: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

I rise to support today's override of Governor 

Rell's veto. You know -- and this was mentioned 

during our previous debate when we passed this the 

first time but -- we hav~ the best clean elections 

system in the United States right here in Connecticut, 

and it was the best before the Second Circuit's 

ruling, and it will continue to be the best clean 
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elections system in the country when we override this 

today and, ideally, the House overrides it sometime 

next week. 

There have been a number ·of things that were said 

briefly here today, and I want to touch on those. 

Clean elections, yes, it does mean controlling 

lobbyists, controlling state contractors, and we 

continue to do ~hat within the confines of the court 

decision. We continue to put more restrictions on 

lobbyists and how they can bundle contributions to 

reduce "their influence and the influence of special 

interests in p~li~ics. We want clean elections in 

this state. We don't want to go back to the 

corruption that we saw just a few years ago. 

But clean elections also means more than simply 

controlling the influence of lobbyists and 

contractors. It also means public financing. Public 

financing was a key component of the clean elections 

bill, and offering that as an optio~ for candi9ates is 

very important. We are not adding dollars to the 

cle'an elections public financing· system. We are 

capping the dollars. Right now, a gubernatorial 

candidate could receive as much as $9 million for the 

general election. We are capping that at $6 million, 
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and we have not had a candidate for governor spend $3 

million or thereabouts in the general election, which 

is what we would be talking about if we didn't take 

' action here today, who has won in the last three 

cycles. The average has been more like $7 million, 

and we are, again, capping the, expenditure in the 

general election at $6 million. 

Some might suggest that public financing has 

somehow encouraged self-funded candidates to get into 

the race. I find·that interesting because actually, 

at the beginning of this campaign cycle, we had three 

self-funded candidates in the U.S. Sen~te race, where 

no public financing is available, only one candidate 

self-funded in the gubernatorial race. N~w, over on 

the Republican side they -- they talked one of those 

U.S. Senate candidates into switching and running for 

governor because there were just-too many self-funded 

candidates running for U.S. Senate. So I would say 

public financing had absolutely nothing to do with 

self-funded candidates who came forward, three 

quarters of whom were running for U.S. Senate where 

there was no public financing at all. 

In terms of the timing and why we are here today 

as opposed to taking action in June or May or April or 
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even, as Governor Rell suggested, last January or 

December of last year, there is, of course, a very 

simple reason: The Second Circ.ui t did not rule on 

this case until July, and in our wisdom, we. decided 

you know what, don't fix it until you know what's 

broken. And indeed, if we had acted prior to the 

Court's decision, as some people asked us to do, we 

would have fixed some things that were not broken and 

not addressed, other things that the Second Circuit 

·struck down. So, yes, we would be here anyway. So 

· the timing is right. We have to respond to the Second 

Circuit opinion . 

The people of Connecticut want us to keep the 

clean elections system in the state of Connecticut. 

They want us to fight the special interests, and they 

want us to keep the promise of the best system to get 

rid of the influence of special inter'ests in the 

country. For those reasons, Mr. President, I will 

vote to override the Governor's veto, and after 

today's vote today, urge my colleagues in the House to 

do the same. Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir . 

Will you remark further on the repass of Senate 
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If not, Mr. Clerk, please call for a roll call 

vote. The machine will be open. 

THE CLERK: 

Immediate roll call has been in ordered in the 

Senate. Will ~11 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? 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 to repass Emergency Certified Bill 551. 

Total Number voting 34 

Those voting Yea 24 

Those voting Nay 10 

Those absent and not voting 2 

THE CHAIR: 

_...·The bill passes . 

Senator'Looney. 

004449 



•• 

• 

• 

rgd/mb/md/gbr 
SENATE 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

29 
August ·s, 2010 

Mr. President, just to inquire, we -- now having 

repa~sed the bill, would move for immediate 

transmittal to the House for them to schedule their 

action. · 

THE CHAIR: 

Without objection, sir. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, that -- that concludes our 

business. I'm very pleased ihat we did it with 

dispatch today. I wanted to thank all of the members 

of the -- of the Chamber of both parties for that. 

And Mr. President,. I would just pause, at this point, 

before calling for adjournment to leave room for 

members who may have any additional personal privilege 

or announcements. 

THE CHAIR: 

Are there any other points of personal privilege 

or announcements at this time? . 
Senator Roraback. 

SENATOR RORABACK: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
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For purposes of a journal notation. 

THE CHAIR: 

Please proceed, sir. 

SENATOR RORABACK: 

Thank you, Mr. President.· 

Will the journal ~lease reflect that Senator 

Kissel was absent from today's vote due a family 

commitment, and Senator Witkos was absent on account 

of legislative business. 

THE CHAIR: 

It will be noted. 

SENATOR RO~BACK: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Boucher. 

Ma'am, are you good there or -- Senator Boucher. 

SENATOR. BOUCHER: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

I rise for a point of personal privilege. 

THE CHAIR: 

Please proceed, ma'am. 

SENATOR BOUCHER: 

Mr. President, today has been a time of great 

reflection. Many have pointed out that life can be 
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very unpredictable. Life can be short. I just wanted 

to let everyone in the Chamber know that this has been 

my first two-year session here in the Senate, and it 

has been a personal privilege and a pleasure to work 

with each and every one· 0f you. And I know some are 

retiring, some are going on to future political 

opportunities. I wish each and every one of you great 
} 

success, good health and great happiness in everything 

and anything that you do. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, ma'am. 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

I rise for the purposes of an announcement. 

THE CHAIR: 

Please proceed, ma'am. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

We have a commission meeting, a Commission on 

Enhancing Agency Outcomes -- no faces, Senator 

LeBeau -- Wednesday, August 11, 10 a.m. All are 

welcome even if you're not~on the commission. We're 
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still working hard. So I look forward to seeing all 

of you or any of you on the 11th at 10 a.m. Thank 

yo.u. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, ma'am. 

~ny othe~ announcements or points of personal 

privilege? 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr .. President. 

Mr. President, having completed our business for 

today. I know ~hat members are busy with many 
•. 

activities, some involving leading up to next Tuesday 

and others other purposes, and, Mr. President, I would 

move that the Senate stand adjourned subject to the 

call of the Chair. 

THE CHAIR: 

Without objection, the Senate will stand 

adjourned subject to the call of the Chair. 

On motion of Senatoi Looney of the 11th, the 

Senate at 3:31p.m., adjourned subject to the call of 

the Chair . 
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THE CONNECTICUT GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

SENATE 

Tuesday, December 7 ,· 2010 

The Senate was called to order in the June 

Special Session at 4:50p.m., Senator Harris of the 

5th in the Chair. 

THE :cHAIR: 

Senate will please come to order and give your 

attention to the Acting Chaplain, Frank A. Forzano of 

South Windsor~ Connecticut, who will lead us in 

pra~er. 

ACTING CHAPLAIN FRANK A. FORZANO: 

Almighty God, in these difficult times may we 

turn to Your for guidance. Give us the wisdom to do 

what is best for the people we serve. Amen. 

On motion of Senator Looney of the 11th, the 

Senate at 4:52p.m., adjourned sine die . 
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THE CONNECTICUT GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

SENATE 

December 7, 2010 

The Senate was called to order in the July 

Special Session at 4:54p.m., Senator Harris of the 

5th in the Chair. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senate will please come to order and give your 

attention to the Acting Chaplain, Courtney Cullinan, 

of Cheshire, Connecticut, who will lead us in prayer. 

ACTING CHAPLAIN COURTNEY CULLINAN: 

Almighty God, look down upon Xour people he~e 

gathered, bless their work and allow them to see the 

fruit of their labor. Amen. 

On the motion of Senator Looney of the 11th, the 

Senate, at 4:56p.m., adjourned sine die . 
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