


sp/vs/mi 1 

Senate June 8, 2021 

CONNECTICUT GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

SENATE 

Tuesday, June 8, 2021 

The Senate was called to order at 3:00 p.m., the 

President in the Chair. 

THE CHAIR: 

All right, will the Senate please come to order.  

Members and guests would you please rise and direct 

your attention to our Guest and favorite Chaplain 

Kathy Zabel of Burlington. 

GUEST CHAPLAIN KATHY ZABEL: 

This is the beginning of a new day.  We have been 

given this day to use as we will.  When tomorrow 

comes, this day will be gone forever; in its place 

is something that we have left behind.  Let it be 

something good. 

THE CHAIR:  

Amen, thank you so much.  Senator Maroney would you 

please lead us in the Pledge. 

SENATOR MARONEY (14TH):  

I pledge Allegiance to the flag of the United States 

of America and to the Republic for which is stands, 

one Nation, under God with liberty and justice of 

all. 

THE CHAIR:  

Thank you, sir.  And good afternoon, Senator Duff.  

Here we are again. 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH):  
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Good afternoon, Madam President seems like we never 

left.  

THE CHAIR:  

Indeed.  

SENATOR DUFF (25TH):  

Madam President, I have markings for our “Go” List. 

THE CHAIR:  

Please proceed. 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH):  

Thank you.  Madam President, on Calendar Page 39, 

Calendar 485, House Favorable Reports 211. 

THE CHAIR: 

So ordered.  We are marking that go.  

SENATOR DUFF (25TH):  

On Calendar Page 19, Calendar 445, House Bill 6594, 

I’d like to mark that item, go.  

THE CHAIR:  

So ordered.  

SENATOR DUFF (25TH):  

Calendar Page 18, Calendar 433, House Bill 6657, 

like to mark that item go.  

THE CHAIR:  

So ordered.  

SENATOR DUFF (25TH):  
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On Calendar Page 13, Calendar 369, House Bill 5638 

would like to mark that item, go. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered.   

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH):   

 

Calendar Page 19, Calendar 444, House Bill 5648, 

like to mark that item, go.   

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered.   

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH):   

 

On Calendar Page 29, Calendar 553, House Bill 6667, 

like to mark that item, go. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH):   

 

On Calendar Page 28, Calendar 544, House Bill 5027, 

like to mark that item, go. 

 

THE CHAIR:   

 

So ordered.   

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH):   

 

Calendar Page 28, Calendar 545, House Bill 6372, 

like to mark that item, go.   

 

THE CHAIR:   

 

So ordered.   
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SENATOR DUFF (25TH):   

 

On Calendar Page 26, Calendar 531, House Bill 6470, 

like to mark that item, go. 

 

THE CHAIR:   

 

So ordered.   

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH):   

 

Calendar Page 19, Calendar 439, House Bill 6106, 

like to mark that item, go. 

 

THE CHAIR:   

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH):   

 

On Calendar Page 33, Calendar 574, House Bill 6484, 

I would like that item, go.   

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered.   

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH):   

 

Thank you, Madam President and we can run through.  

This will be our first list of the day. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Mr. Clerk, it is up to you, sir. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH):   

 

Madam President, before the Clerk calls the first 

Bill, I would like to yield to Senator Maroney for a 

Point of Personal Privilege.   
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THE CHAIR:   

 

Do you accept the yield, sir.   

 

SENATOR MARONEY (14TH):   

 

Yes, Madam President.  I rise for a Point of 

Personal Privilege., 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Please proceed.   

 

SENATOR MARONEY (14TH):   

 

Thank you, Madam President.  Today I would like to 

congratulate all of the graduates of Amity Regional 

High School.  I’d like to congratulate my Intern 

Natalie Huber and thank her for her service.  

Unfortunately because of Covid, she never actually 

got to come up to the Capital so I hope all my 

interns will get the chance to come up here at some 

point.   

 

I also want to take this opportunity to use my Point 

of Personal Privilege for one of the best 

privileges, embarrassing my niece, and to 

congratulate my niece Sarah Maroney on her 

graduation from Amity High School.   

 

Almost 18 years ago on June 28th, we first met and 

it was love at first sight.  I was on the way to see 

Aunt Jen whose grandmother just died and I stopped 

by Yale New Haven Hospital and saw Sarah and I am 

very proud of the young woman she has become, and I 

am proud of the woman that I know she will be.  

Right now I am wearing my grandfather’s tie and my 

grandfather’s cufflinks and I can’t help think how 

proud he would be of all of his great-grandchildren.  

This prayer, the prayer that opened today, said that 

this is the beginning of a new day and my Uncle 

Bobby used to start everyday with saying “It’s a new 

day” which become a bit of a family mantra, so Sarah 
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it’s a new day and to all of the graduates I want 

you to make the most of all of your new days and go 

out and do great things in the world.  Thank you, 

Madam President.   

 

THE CHAIR:   

 

That’s awesome and Senator Maroney you neglected to 

tell us where she is going off to in the Fall. 

 

SENATOR MARONEY (14TH): 

 

She will be going to the University of Vermont which 

is perfect because her father, my brother, and I, 

it’s within driving distance and we can go visit her 

and some of the numerous establishments in the area 

near the University of Vermont.   

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And all for legislative research of course, 

excellent.  All right, Mr. Clerk, back to business.   

 

CLERK:   

 

Page 39, Calendar 485, Substitute for House Joint 

Resolution No. 211, RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE 

CLAIMANT, THE ESTATE OF KARON NEELEY TO SUE THE 

STATE (As Amended by House Amendment schedule A LCO 

9108.) 

 

THE CHAIR:   

 

And are we getting that up on the board so we can 

see that, Mr. Clerk?  All right and good afternoon, 

Senator Winfield.   

 

SENATOR WINFIELD (10TH):   

 

Yes, good afternoon, Madam President.  Madam 

President, I move Acceptance of House Joint 

Resolution 211 and adoption.   
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THE CHAIR:   

 

Thank you and you move adoption of this Joint 

Resolution.  Will you remark on that Resolution, 

sir? 

 

SENATOR WINFIELD (10TH):   

 

Yes, Thank you, Madam President.  This Resolution as 

Amended by the House will actually allow for the 

claimant which in this case since the Amendment has 

been brought to the state to recover damages as 

compensation for personal injury and I urge 

adoption. 

 

THE CHAIR:   

 

Thank you, sir.  Will you remark further on the 

Resolution before the Chamber?  Good afternoon, 

Senator Kissel. 

 

SENATOR KISSEL (7TH):   

 

Good afternoon, Madam President.  It seems like we 

were just here earlier today.  I stand in strong 

support of the Resolution.  Happy to join my friend 

and colleague the good Chairman of the Judiciary 

Committee and would urge my colleagues to support 

the Resolution as well.  Thank you very much, Madam 

President. 

 

THE CHAIR:   

 

Thank you, sir.  Will you remark further on the 

Resolution before the Chamber?  Will you remark 

further?  Senator Winfield.   

 

SENATOR WINFIELD (10TH):   

 

Madam President, if there is not objection, I ask 

this be place on Consent.   

 

THE CHAIR: 
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And I am scanning the Chamber and seeing no 

objections, we will put that item on the Consent 

Calendar.  Mr. Clerk. 

 

CLERK:   

 

Page 19, Calendar No. 445, Substitute for House Bill 

6594, AN ACT CONCERNING THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESS 

(As Amended by House Amendment Schedule “A”) LCO No. 

8789. 

 

THE CHAIR:   

 

Senator Winfield.   

 

SENATOR WINFIELD (10TH):   

 

Yes, thank you, Madam President.  I move Acceptance 

of the Joint Committee's Favorable Report and 

Passage of the Bill in concurrence with the House.   

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And the question is on passage.  Will you remark?   

 

SENATOR WINFIELD (10TH):   

 

Yes, thank you, Madam President.  This is a Bill 

that as you know were in a year after experiencing 

what we experienced last year with Covid, we 

requested that the state prosecutors and the public 

defenders come together and not provide us with 

multiple proposals and this Bill is a result of 

that.  So I’ll just run through some of the things 

that the Bill deals with.   

 

It deals with allowing the state to depose and 

individual whose infirmed and age 75 or older.  It 

deals with pension revocation notices.  It deals 

with voter fraud, vendor fraud, I don’t want to get 

into other people’s Committees, vendor fraud.  It 

expands the definition of vendor fraud.  It deals 
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with electronic stalking.  It increase the penalty 

for electronic stalking.  It deals with persistent 

offenders, limits the lookback period.  It deals 

with fee waivers for diversionary programs.  It also 

deals with expanding the eligibility for sentence 

modification.   

 

This is Bill that was worked out between the two 

sides and the Judiciary Committee was very thankful 

that they were able to do that and I would urge 

passage. 

 

THE CHAIR:   

 

Thank you.  Will you remark further?  Senator 

Kissel. 

 

SENATOR KISSEL (7TH):   

 

Thank you very much, Madam President.  I also stand 

in strong support of this Bill and its passage.  

Happy to be associated with the remarks of Senator 

Winfield.  And I do know that the Division of 

Criminal Justice is very keen about having this 

matter move along in the process and happy to see 

that we are addressing it here this Tuesday 

afternoon.  I would urge my colleagues to support 

the Bill as well.  Thank you very much. 

 

THE CHAIR:   

 

Thank you.  Will you remark further?  Will you 

remark further?.  If not, I will open the votes and 

Mr. Clerk, if you would kindly call the roll.   

 

CLERK: 

 

An immediate roll call has been ordered in the 

Senate, this is House Bill 6594.  Immediate roll 

call has been ordered in the Senate on House Bill 

6594.  An immediate roll call has been ordered in 

the Senate House Bill 6594.  An immediate roll call 

has been ordered in the Senate  
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Immediate roll call has been ordered in the Senate 

on House Bill 6594.  Immediate roll call vote in the 

Senate, House Bill 6594.  Immediate roll call vote 

in the Senate. 

 

THE CHAIR:   

 

Have all the Senators voted?  Have all the Senators 

voted?  If all the Senators voted, the machine will 

be locked.  Mr. Clerk, please announce the tally.   

 

CLERK: 

 

House Bill 6594: 

 

Total number voting 35 

 Total voting Yea 32 

 Total voting Nay 3 

 Absent not voting 1 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

(Gavel) And the Bill passes.  Mr. Clerk. 

 

CLERK:   

 

Page 18, Calendar No. 433, House Bill No. 6657, AN 

ACT CONCERNING HUMAN TRAFFICKING." (As Amended by 

House Amendment Schedules "A" LCO No. 8465 and House 

Amendment Schedule "B" LCO No. 8397). 

 

THE CHAIR:   

 

Senator Winfield.   

 

SENATOR WINFIELD (10TH):   

 

Yes, Madam President.  I move Acceptance of the.  I 

just went blank, I’m sorry.   

 

THE CHAIR: 
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The Joint Committee’s. 

 

SENATOR WINFIELD (10TH):   

 

It happens, Madam President.  I move Acceptance of 

the Joint Committee's Favorable Report and Passage 

of the Bill in concurrence with the House.   

 

THE CHAIR:   

 

And the question is on Passage.  Will you remark?. 

 

SENATOR WINFIELD (10TH):   

 

Yes, thank you, Madam President.  This is a Bill 

that comes through us through Judiciary Committee 

and it came out of the House unanimous.  It is a 

Bill that deals with the issue of human trafficking.  

I will talk about some of the things the Bill does.   

 

It extends the vacatur relief.  It allows 

individuals who have committed certain crimes to if 

they were human trafficked to seek relief.  It 

establishes an affirmative defense for the 

trafficking of the victim.  It narrows the elements 

of trafficking and places crime by including only 

the actions the person commits knowingly.  It 

reduces annually to every three years of required 

frequency of DCF training, refreshing training in 

human trafficking awareness.  It allow the court to 

compel certain witnesses to testify, to produce 

evidence in a delinquency procedure.   

 

There were Amendments in the House.  The Amendments 

added the Trafficking Persons Council to reporting 

requirements and also allowed for certain defendants 

who are convicted of misdemeanor offenses, Class C, 

D or E felonies to apply for vacatur relief.  It is, 

the Amendments were worked about between both sides 

of the aisle if you will.  It was a good Bill and is 

a good Bill and I urge passage. 

 

THE CHAIR:   
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Thank you, Senator.  Will you remark further on the 

Bill before us?  Senator Kissel. 

 

SENATOR KISSEL (7TH):   

 

Thank you very much, Madam President.  I also stand 

in support of the Bill that is before us.  It is not 

always proof positive but it is always a good 

indication in my book when a Bill is voted on 

unanimously by our colleagues in the House on both 

sides of the aisle and then gets sent up to us.  We 

have had various permutations of human trafficking 

Bills before the Judiciary Committee in years past.   

 

We continue to chip away at this really heinous 

crime where, in particular young people get drawn 

into lives of crime against their will, sometimes 

unwittingly by people that don’t have their best 

interests in mind and they are really seeking the 

almighty dollar unfortunately.  And this causes 

great harm to these victims of this crime for many, 

many years both psychologically, emotionally, and 

financially.  And so anything that we can do to make 

the world safer for individuals and to thwart the 

crime of human trafficking is a good thing and I 

would urge my colleagues to support the Bill.  Thank 

you very much, Madam President.   

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator.  Will you remark further on the 

Bill?  Good afternoon, Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH):   

 

Thank you, Madam President.  I have questions for 

the proponent of the Bill. 

 

THE CHAIR:   

 

Please proceed, sir and Senator Winfield prepare 

yourself.   
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SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH):   

 

Thank you. 

 

And through you. 

 

I’m talking about Section 7 and it is Line 170, it 

says, “After the court enters a judgement of 

conviction for any misdemeanor offense or Class C, D 

or E felony or any unclassified felony offense 

carrying a term of imprisonment of not more than 10 

years, the defendant can apply to the Superior Court 

to vacate such judgement of conviction on the basis 

that his or her participation in the offense was a 

result of having been a victim of conduct of another 

person” and so on.  My question is can this person 

the day of the conviction immediately apply for, to 

vacate this conviction?   

 

Through you, Madam President.   

 

THE CHAIR:   

 

Senator Winfield.   

 

SENATOR WINFIELD (10TH):   

 

Thank you, Madam President.  I was just orienting 

myself in the Bill.  What line says at 170 where my 

attention was directed is at any time after a court 

enters a judgement of conviction.  So that, I almost 

explain it with the words that are there.  “At any 

time” after that judgement is entered. 

 

Through you, Madam President.   

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator.  Will you remark further?  Go 

ahead, Senator Champagne, sorry. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH):   
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Thank you again, Madam President.   

 

Don’t you think it would be relevant if we could do 

this before the conviction and save the state and 

the Criminal Justice System money if they are true 

victim shouldn’t we approve this ahead of time and 

just save the taxpayer money? 

 

Through you, Madam President.   

 

THE CHAIR:   

 

Senator Winfield.   

 

SENATOR WINFIELD (10TH):   

 

Madam President, that is an idea but I believe that 

this is language worked out by our colleagues on 

both sides down in the House and it is what is 

before us.  It’s a concept I think we could 

potentially explore in the future but I don’t know 

how relevant my opinion is to what is right before 

us.   

 

Through you, Madam President.   

 

THE CHAIR:   

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH):   

 

Thank you, Madam President.  I have no further 

questions.  I have a problem with this part of the 

Bill.  I mean this is like a roll of the dice.  I 

try to beat this offense in court, if I don’t beat 

the offense, then I’m going to try another form of 

defense.  It doesn’t hurt, why not.  I’ve already 

been convicted, let’s move on and see what I can do 

with this.  You know, for somebody who is truly a 

victim of human trafficking, you know, I understand 

this, but this is just another defense to throw on 
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to try and vacate a conviction and this should have 

been brought out long before the trial that their a 

victim, take it to the court and ask for leniency 

there instead of putting, you know, spending all the 

money, resources to basically then put in for this.  

If it is a true human trafficking case then, you 

know, let’s stop it before it goes to trial, let’s 

stop putting the courts through this.  I find this 

Section really difficult.  I said this when this was 

going through Judicial and I’ll say it again.   

 

Thank you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR:   

 

Thank you, Senator.  Will you remark further on the 

Bill?  Will you remark further on the Bill?  If not, 

I will open the votes and Mr. Clerk, please call the 

roll.   

 

CLERK: 

 

An immediate roll call has been ordered in the 

Senate.  Immediate roll call vote has been ordered 

in the Senate, this is Senate Bill, House Bill 6657, 

as Amended by House Schedule “A” and “B”.  An 

immediate roll call in the Senate on House Bill 6657 

as Amended by House Schedules “A” and “B”.  An 

immediate roll call in the Senate on House Bill 6657 

as Amended.  Immediate roll call vote in the Senate.   

 

Immediate roll call has been ordered in the Senate, 

this is House Bill 6657 as Amended by House 

Schedules “A” and “B”.  Immediate roll call vote in 

the Senate.  This is House Bill 6657 as Amended by 

House Schedules “A” and “B”.  Immediate roll call 

vote in the Senate.   

 

THE CHAIR:   

 

Okay, Mr. Clerk is getting testy.   

 

CLERK:   
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Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate, House Bill 6657.  Immediate roll call vote 

in the Senate on House Bill 6657 as Amended by House 

Amendment Schedules “A” and “B”.  An immediate roll 

call has been ordered in the Senate. 

 

THE CHAIR:   

 

Have all the Senators voted?  Have all the Senators 

voted?  The machine will be locked.  Mr. Clerk, 

please announce the tally.   

 

CLERK: 

 

This is House Bill 6657 as Amended by House 

Schedules “A” and “B”:   

 

Total number voting 35 

 Total voting Yea 34 

 Total voting Nay 1 

 Absent not voting 1 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

(Gavel) Legislation passes.  Senator Winfield, 

you’re on a roll.   

 

CLERK:   

 

Page 13, Calendar Number 369, House Bill No. 6538, 

AN ACT MAKING REVISIONS TO THE COMMON INTEREST 

OWNERSHIP ACT. 

 

THE CHAIR:   

 

Senator Winfield.   

 

SENATOR WINFIELD (10TH):   

 

Thank you, Madam President.  I move Acceptance of 

the Joint Committee's Favorable Report and Passage 

of the Bill.   
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THE CHAIR:   

 

And the question is on passage.  Will you remark?   

 

SENATOR WINFIELD (10TH):   

 

Yes, Thank you, Madam President.  This is another 

Bill that comes to us through the Judiciary 

Committee.  It allows the meetings of the owners and 

their votes at the meeting to be held by telephone, 

video, or other conferencing method.  It also gives 

associations more time to produce records for 

maximum, for copying by unit owners or their agents, 

it allows the records to be presented 

electronically.  It eliminates the requirement for 

the associations to send Hearing and Decision 

Notices by Certified Mail.  And other than that, it 

does actually technical and conforming changes.  I 

urge passage.   

 

THE CHAIR:   

 

Thank you, Senator.  Will you remark further?  

Senator Kissel. 

 

SENATOR KISSEL (7TH):   

 

Thank you very much, Madam President.  I stand in 

support of the Bill but I do have a couple of quick 

questions for the proponent.   

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Please proceed, sir.   

 

SENATOR KISSEL (7TH):   

 

Thank you very much, Madam President.   

 

Through you, Madam President.   
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I guess just overarchingly I am concerned with 

adequate notice to the residents of the common 

interest ownership property, whether they’re owner 

occupied or rented, but typically in so many areas 

of our government, and also in the private sector we 

are moving from paper notification being notified by 

notices in newspapers, and the like, to electronic 

notification and while there is financial benefits 

to that, there also maybe some shortcomings when it 

comes to providing adequate notice regarding 

important mattes either a meeting, or change of 

policy or adopting something where a new fee would 

be added to replace I don’t know, washers and dryers 

or something like that, roofs, typically at a 

certain point in time and so were there 

representatives or input from individuals 

representing folks that would be affected by these 

changes such that they felt comfortable that there 

still would be appropriate and adequate notice of 

these proceedings.   

 

Through you, Madam President.   

 

THE CHAIR:   

 

Senator Winfield.   

 

SENATOR WINFIELD (10TH):   

 

Thank you, Madam President.  I will never be able to 

tell you whether people are comfortable with the 

Bill.  I know that there were, to my memory and I am 

going off my memory, there was suggestion that 

included the concerns of Senator Kissel, this is a 

Bill that while I’m the Chair, it wasn’t my direct 

work product to get us to this moment, so I can’t 

tell you exactly how the conversations actually took 

place but I know that those interests were expressed 

during the work of the Bill.   

 

Through you, Madam President.   

 

THE CHAIR:   
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Senator Kissel.   

 

SENATOR KISSEL (7TH):   

 

Thank you and there may be others in this Circle 

that have far more expertise and knowledge regarding 

common interest ownership properties, condominium 

properties and the like but that general answer 

swages some of my concerns and I feel that if there 

were any other issues that we need to be mindful of 

this afternoon, they would have been brought to my 

attention but thus far, the folks that have 

communicated to my office have been advocates in 

favor of the Bill as well as others and so that 

being the case, I feel comfortable enough to stand 

here in support of this Legislation.  Would like to 

hear if anybody else has any other questions or 

concerns, but it is my intention to be supportive of 

the Bill and would urge my colleagues to support it 

as well.   

 

Thank you very much, Madam President.   

 

THE CHAIR:   

 

Thank you, Senator.  Will you remark further?  Good 

afternoon, Senator Sampson.   

 

SENATOR SAMPSON (16TH):   

 

Good afternoon, Madam President.  Just taking a look 

at this Bill, it’s the first time I’ve seen it since 

we covered it in the Judiciary Committee and I’m 

just getting refamiliarized.  I just want to 

confirm. 

 

Through you, Madam President.   

 

That the first two Sections which speak to the 

concept of electronic meetings, which are so common 

obviously in the era of Covid, are not replacing 

necessarily the public meetings.  We are giving the 
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association the opportunity to make their own 

determination whether to meet in person or 

electronically.  I just want to make sure that is 

correct. 

 

Through you, Madam President.   

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Winfield. 

 

SENATOR WINFIELD (10TH):   

 

Through you, Madam President.   

 

The association could still have its by-laws suggest 

that the meetings would be in person if they decided 

to do that, that is still a possibility under the 

Bill. 

 

Through you, Madam President.   

 

THE CHAIR:   

 

Senator Sampson. 

 

SENATOR SAMPSON (16TH):   

 

Thank you, Madam President.  And I appreciate that 

answer.  The larger concern I had was just looking 

through the rest of the Sections of the Bill, 

Sections 3, 4 and 5, I believe all have to do with 

replacing the requirement that currently exists that 

many notices are sent to unit owners by certified 

mail, return receipt requested and now under this 

language, if we change this, the new law will become 

that these notices can simply be sent by regular 

mail and in fact I don’t know if there is something 

in here about sending them electronically also as 

was just mentioned.   

 

I’ll just state for the record my concern and I will 

give the Chairman the opportunity if he has a 
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comment regarding my concern that might change my 

mind.   

 

But the big issue for me is many of these things are 

probably not a big deal, you could allow for 

receiving notices about various goings on as far as 

the unit owners association to come by regular mail 

or an electronic notification very simply, but I 

notice in Lines 108-117 it even applies to a 

situation where the association will be taking legal 

action against that unit owner.  It just seems to be 

in a case like that, that you would want to have a 

paper trail that is significant enough to document 

that proper notice was given.   

 

You know, everyone when they are looking at this 

type of Legislation I think the immediate reaction 

is that you are talking about a unit owner who 

happens to be an owner/occupant and, you know, 

therefor, you know, somebody that is in direct 

contact with what is going on for that condominium 

complex but there are a lot of investors who also 

may own, you know, multiple units and maybe hundreds 

of units in multiple states and it might be very 

easy for something to slip through the cracks in a 

situation like that and I just don’t think it is 

appropriate to do away with a requirement that, 

certified mail with return receipt for something as 

important as legal action should be done away with.   

 

So that is my concern.  If I am misplacing my, you 

know, what I’m reding here or if I am 

misunderstanding this, the Chairman is welcome to 

certainly comment.  Otherwise I am going to vote no 

on the Bill just to mark it that way because I see 

that as a problem going forward.  Thank you, Madam 

President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator.  Senator Winfield.   

 

SENATOR WINFIELD (10TH):   
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Thank you, Madam President.  I’m not rising to 

disagree with Senator Sampson.  I’m just rising, I 

thought it would be a little awkward if I sat down 

and to say that when I oriented myself in Lines 108-

117 the conversation was specifically being held 

just now that it is accurate to say that the 

certified version of mail has been taken out of this 

statute and that it is only by regular mail that 

that process would happen. 

 

Through you, Madam President.   

 

THE CHAIR:   

 

Thank you, Senator.  Will you remark further?  Will 

you remark further?  If not, I will open the voting 

machine.  Mr. Clerk please call the vote.   

 

CLERK: 

 

House Bill 6538, immediate roll call has been 

ordered in the Senate on House Bill 6538.  Immediate 

roll call has been ordered in the Senate on House 

Bill 5638.  Immediate roll call has been ordered in 

the Senate on House Bill 6538.  Immediate roll call 

has been ordered in the Senate. 

 

Immediate roll call has been ordered in the Senate, 

this is House Bill 6538.  Immediate roll call vote 

in the Senate on House Bill 6538.  Immediate roll 

call vote in the Senate House Bill 6538, immediate 

roll call vote in the Senate.   

 

THE CHAIR:   

 

Have all the Senators voted?  Have all the Senators 

voted?  The machine is locked.  Please announce the 

tally, Mr. Clerk.   

 

CLERK: 

 

House Bill 6538: 
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Total number voting 35 

 Total voting Yea 32 

 Total voting Nay 3 

 Absent not voting 1 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

(Gavel) The Legislation passes.  Mr. Clerk. 

 

CLERK:   

 

Page 19, Calendar Number 444, Substitute for House 

Bill No. 6548, AN ACT CONCERNING THE RECOMMENDATIONS 

OF THE JURY SELECTION TASK FORCE.  (As Amended by 

House Amendment Schedule "A" LCO No. 8781). 

 

THE CHAIR:   

 

Senator Winfield.   

 

SENATOR WINFIELD (10TH):   

 

Yes, Thank you, Madam President.  I move Acceptance 

of the Joint Committee's Favorable Report and 

Passage of the Bill.   

 

THE CHAIR:   

 

And the question is on passage.  Will you remark?   

 

SENATOR WINFIELD (10TH):   

 

Yes, thank you, Madam President.  This Bill does a 

number of things.  It beginning October 1, 2022, 

there is a requirement that the Jury Administrator 

compiled a number of jurors who are summoned from 

each town and who complied with the summons 

beginning July of the next year which is 2023.  The 

number or jurors who are chosen from each town have 

to reflect a proportional representation of the 

population of the town.   
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The Bill also expands eligibility for jury service 

and requires additional questions on the juror 

questionnaire and the branch would be complying 

demographic information.  There was an Amendment, a 

joint Amendment added in the House which shortened 

the timeframe from barring someone with a felony 

conviction from jury service, eliminated the 

provision within the Bill that, excuse me, that 

allowed felony defendants and certain individuals 

convicted to serve on a jury, dealt with 

compensating and reimbursing jurors and change the 

period of a year that we know in the calendar year 

through reflective of a court year.  I urge passage. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, I’d hand you a tissue if I could.  Will 

you remark further?  Senator Kissel. 

 

SENATOR KISSEL (7TH):   

 

Thank you very much, Madam President.  I do hope 

that my friend and colleague and Co-Chair of the 

Judiciary Committee is okay.  Sounds like allergy 

kind of stuff and the crazy hours in this Chamber as 

well.  Get that fan down that hopefully will cool us 

off.  Circulation of air is probably kicking up some 

dust to a little bit or something, I don’t know.   

 

I can’t say that I’m completely enamored with every 

single provision of this Bill.  But I’m comfortable 

enough to see where it goes.  Clearly we’ve, over 

the years, on the Judiciary Committee had concerns 

regarding jury duty, composition of juries, 

depending on the type of action whether it is a 

civil action or criminal action, we had different 

processes for weeding out jurors that may not be 

completely unbiased.  We have voir dire, which is 

somewhat unusual to the State of Connecticut, I 

don’t believe it is followed in a majority of our 

sister states but I’d have to Google that or Am Jur 

that to try to get to the bottom of that, but.  

Typically we have what many have considered to be a 
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very good system, in particular the only complaint 

over the years that I had heard was when someone was 

called in for jury duty and they were missing a 

day’s worth of work and they felt like it was for 

naught but then the judicial branch incorporated the 

when you get that notification it is one day, and if 

you are not selected to serve on a jury then that 

fulfills your obligation and most folks feel that 

that is fair.   

 

I myself over the years even while as Ranking 

Senator on the Judiciary Committee have been called 

in for jury duty, saw the video, I think it was done 

by, boy, it’s years ago, I think it was Judge Blue 

was in this video that they presented to us, my 

recollection is Judge Blue also is famous for poetry 

that we weaves in and out of some of his written 

decisions.  I think he just came up in the last few 

years for renomination, Senior Status, or something 

like that, but he is still out there, serving the 

good people of the State of Connecticut to the best 

of my knowledge.   

 

So I think that we can do well by moving forward 

with this.  It is my understanding that the Chief 

Justice has a particular interest in moving forward 

with a lot of these initiatives as well.  So I don’t 

think that as a general rule of thumb, it ever hurts 

to revisit program systems that you have in place 

and as I had indicated regarding another Bill, you 

know, the two great pillars that hold up our 

wonderful Democratic Republic here in Connecticut, 

the Constitution State, one of which is the jury 

trial and utilizing juries and we should never take 

that for granted because that is something so 

important in trying as best as mortals can with our 

failings to try to attend, to attain the ends of 

justice for those who are finding themselves 

confronted with a civil matter or potential loss of 

their freedom in a criminal matter.   
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And for that reason, Madam President with those 

caveats I will be supporting the Bill at this time.  

Thank you very much  

 

THE CHAIR:   

 

Thank you, Senator Kissel.  Will you remark further?  

Good afternoon, Senator Looney.   

 

SENATOR LOONEY (11TH): 

 

Yes, good afternoon, Madam President.  I rise in 

support of this Bill also which I understand to be 

high priority of the Judicial Department and of 

Chief Justice Robinson.  Personally one of the key 

elements of it will be to try to make sure that the 

jury pools are more representative of all of the 

residents of a judicial district.   

 

Right now statistics have shown that there tends to 

be more people in the pool who are residents of 

suburban town regions rather than the central city 

in that region.  This is an effort to try and get at 

that disparity.  As Senator Kissel said, over the 

years we have made significant changes going to the 

one-day, one-trial system as opposed to having 

people be committed to an entire month of jury 

service when called.  In addition, Madam President 

we did away with the practice that used to exist 

years ago where people could volunteer to be on call 

for jury service and that lead in many cases to many 

elderly people almost as a hobby, to make themselves 

available for jury duty but it also let to sometimes 

some unrepresented juries where all the jurors would 

be quite elderly and the defendant might be quite 

young, so it raised some issues about the jury of 

one’s peers.   

 

But I commend the Department for its work in this 

study and just as Chief Justice Robinson is 

certainly committed to an improved process to try to 

make sure that the jury pools are actually more 
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representative the broader area of the entire 

judicial district.  Thank you, Madam President.   

 

THE CHAIR:   

 

Thank you, Senator Looney.  Will you remark further 

on the Legislation?  Will you remark further?  If 

not, I will open the votes and Mr. Clerk would you 

please call the roll call. 

 

CLERK: 

 

House Bill 6548, as Amended by House Schedule “A”, 

immediate roll call has been ordered in the Senate.  

Immediate roll call in the Senate on House Bill 6548 

as Amended by House Schedule “A”.  Immediate roll in 

the Senate on House Bill 6548 as Amended by House 

Schedule “A”.  Immediate roll call in the Senate, 

House Bill 6548 as Amended by House Schedule “A”.  

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate. 

 

Immediate roll call has been ordered in the Senate.  

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate, House Bill 

6548 as Amended.  Immediate roll call vote in the 

Senate on House Bill 6548.  Immediate roll call vote 

in the Senate.   

 

THE CHAIR:   

 

Have all the Senators voted?  Have all the Senators 

voted?  If all the Senators voted, the machine will 

be locked.  Mr. Clerk, please announce the tally.   

 

CLERK: 

 

House Bill 6548 as Amended by House Schedule “A”: 

 

Total number voting 35 

 Total voting Yea 26 

 Total voting Nay 9 

 Absent not voting 1 

 

THE CHAIR: 
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(Gavel) Legislation passes.  Mr. Clerk.   

 

CLERK:   

 

Page 29, Calendar 553, Substitute for House Bill No. 

6667 AN ACT CONCERNING THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE 

JUVENILE JUSTICE POLICY AND OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE.  

(As Amended by House Schedule "A" LCO No. 9988).   

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Winfield and we do need the, we just need a 

moment to get the Legislation.  There you go, 

Senator Winfield.   

 

SENATOR WINFIELD (10TH): 

 

Yes, Thank you, Madam President.  I move Acceptance 

of the Joint Committee's Favorable Report and 

Passage of the Bill in concurrence with the House.   

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

The question is on passage.  Will you remark?   

 

SENATOR WINFIELD (10TH):   

 

Yes, thank you, Madam President.  This is the I 

guess at this point, annual JJPOC Bill that came to 

the Judiciary Committee, it came there was a 

passage, a lot of stuff in this Bill and then there 

was conversation in the Committee about the Bill.  

The Bill was worked on with myself and the Ranking 

Member in the House to try and figure out where the 

Judiciary Committee could actually do as much as 

possible of the work in the package that was 

presented by the JJPOC.   

 

What that meant was the we had a Bill that dealt 

with the education of the children who are in our 

system and I will tell you that there were a lot of 

reports that came under the Bill, the Department of 
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Children and Families was to create and implement a 

plan for an educational unit to improve educational 

out comes for the children who are incarcerated or 

in a juvenile facility.  The State Department of 

Education by August of this year is to assemble a 

list of people who may serve a reentry coordinators 

to help children obtain their records, local or 

regional boards of education are to award diplomas 

to student educated at the Department of Children 

and Family Education Unit who meet the requirements.  

There is also a way that if you are not associated 

with one of those boards, the Department itself 

would handle all that.  The transfer of education 

records has to occur within five days after 

receiving notice of the transfer of a child.   

 

And there is the Section that deals with the 

treatment of the children and so that raises the age 

of that a young person can be subject to the 

juvenile court delinquency jurisdiction from the age 

of seven which is where we are in Connecticut now to 

the age of ten and that was a part, one of the 

things that was part of the agreement.  The attempt 

was actually to go to 12.  It requires that CSSD 

Court Support Services provide written notice to a 

child upon discharge of the child’s parent or 

guardians on erasure of the child’s police and court 

records, requires the Department of Corrections, DOC 

Commissioner to review the Department’s use of 

chemical agents and it required the Judicial Branch 

to develop and implementation plan to securely house 

anyone under the age of 18 who is arrested or 

detained.   

 

The Amendment that was in the House took out part of 

the Bill that dealt with the issue of the chemical 

agent.  It also dealt with part of the Bill dealt 

with the automatic erasure of records, that came out 

of the Bill and it delayed the effective date of the 

implementation plans that I spoke of.  Madam 

President again this is the Annual JJPOC Bill, it is 

a good Bill and I urge passage.   
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THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Winfield.  Will you remark 

further?  Senator Kissel.   

 

SENATOR KISSEL (7TH):   

 

Thank you very much, Madam President.  I also stand 

in strong support of the Juvenile Justice Policy and 

Oversight Committee Bill and it is, has become an 

annual event.  Although I missed the typical visit 

that I would get from Representative Toni Walker, 

someone over here saying where is that Bill, but she 

does mightily hard on the JJPOC as well as so many 

others and also the Secretary of the Office of 

Policy and Management.  Prior to Covid I try to 

attend as many meetings as I could, that sort of put 

a wrench in the works for me juggling a lot of other 

things at the same time as well.  But as life 

hopefully gets to a little bit more normalcy I look 

forward to participating more often at those 

meetings.   

 

I have often believed very strongly that to the 

extent we can take a young people, a young person 

who was bumped up against the criminal justice 

system and helped turn his or her life around, that 

we avoid lots and lots of potential victimization if 

that young man or young woman ended up pursuing a 

life of crime.  We hopefully give that individual 

the ability to make good life choices going forward, 

life’s challenges and dreams don’t get handed to one 

on a silver platter but to have the tools in one’s 

toolbelt or toolkit however you want to carry your 

tools, so that you can make good life decisions and 

feel good about yourself as you go forward.  That’s 

good for all of us.  That allows for individuals to 

be the best person they can be on this planet, 

attain for themselves things that make them feel 

that they are productive and fulfilled.   

 

Life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness being a 

foundation of this nation.  Hopefully if it’s in 
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God’s plan or the cards or just as fate would have 

it, perhaps the individual forms of family or not, 

it’s just however life unfolds but that pursuing a 

life of crime does not become a predestined option 

for that young man or young woman.  And of course, 

rather than paying for incarceration down the road 

it would be much better to have people out there 

earning and being able to purchase things and, yeah 

the state does attain sales tax and income taxes and 

other revenues to help attain other goals that we 

move forward and regarding our society be they 

individualized programs or just health, safety of 

our citizenry.  All of these things require some 

kind of revenue to some degree.   

 

So the Juvenile Justice Policy and Oversight 

Committee works year in and year out, looking at 

other states, utilizing the talent and brilliance of 

individuals from, I believe, the University of New 

Haven, and we try to learn from Best Practices here 

in the State of Connecticut and we’ve done well.  

You know, I’ve seen it from it’s very early stages 

with a former colleague of ours then Senator Tony 

Hart also former Mayor of this City of New Haven but 

also Toni Walker and, you know, with formative 

initiatives such as raise the age, and changes to 

our laws such that are Statures reflect those 

changes, we’ve made great progress in a relatively 

modest amount of time.  And while not recently, I 

had the great good fortune to be able to go to 

National Conferences on behalf of the Legislature in 

the State of Connecticut in Washington, D.C.  and 

Denver, Colorado and we have everything to be proud 

of when it comes to how we are addressing these 

issues. 

 

And when it comes to our young people more often 

than not, it is bipartisan or nonpartisan.  We all 

want what’s best for the generations coming behind 

up.  And we all know that while sometimes just 

individuals make terrible decisions and they have 

this moral turpitude and this for whatever reason, 

predisposition to do harm and ill to others, their 
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personal safety, their health, their lives and 

property, I do believe the great majority of 

individuals can be redeemed if they have made 

mistakes that have put them nose-to-nose with the 

criminal justice system and being sensitive to those 

changes and the changes that life has brought us 

technologically and in so many other ways if we can 

leverage some of all that knowledge that we have, 

every life that we save is, has wonderful ripple 

effect throughout the years and throughout our 

society.   

 

So, I see nothing but good potential in the 

initiatives and they are rather modest this year 

compared to past years but still heartfelt, well 

thought out initiatives.  One thing that actually 

makes me feel very good and then I’ll wrap it up, a 

lot of times we’ve had some friction when it comes 

to a lot of these initiatives.  Life always hasn’t 

gone on swimmingly regarding Juvenile Justice 

Initiatives especially with the Department of 

Children and Families.  I’ve often heard from the 

Judicial Branch that sometimes they’re, because 

they’re so good at doing a new task that they are 

constantly being asked to do more and more often 

times with less and less but they don’t do it 

complainingly and when the legislature sees fit to 

give them more responsibility they are very earnest 

about getting their arms around it and building 

consensus and trying to do the very best they can to 

achieve those goals that we chart out for them so 

that our young people can actually succeed in an 

ever changing and a very demanding society. 

 

So I, I believe that this simple Bill that we have 

before us this afternoon should pass and eventually 

be signed into law is the planting of some seeds, 

very appropriate for this time of the year.  And we 

don’t know what the blossoms are going to be down 

the road but I certainly do believe that there will 

be and we’ll look back and we will be very pleased 

with the strides that we are making forward here, 

the beginning of summer in the year 2021 and for 

4315



sp/vs/mi 33 

Senate June 8, 2021 

 

 

that reason, Madam President I urge my colleagues to 

support this Bill as well.  Thank you.   

 

THE CHAIR:   

 

Thank you, Senator.  Will you remark further?  Will 

you remark further?  If not, I will open the voting 

machine and Mr. Clerk will you please announce the 

roll call vote.   

 

CLERK: 

 

An immediate roll call has been ordered in the 

Senate.  Immediate roll call has been ordered in the 

Senate House Bill 6667.  Immediate roll call vote in 

the Senate as Amended by House Schedule “A”.  

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate, House Bill 6667 as Amended by House Schedule 

“A”.  An immediate roll call has been ordered in the 

Senate  

 

Immediate roll call, in the Senate on House Bill 

6667 as Amended.   

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate, House Bill 6667 as Amended by House Schedule 

“A”.  Immediate roll call vote in the Senate on 

House Bill 6667 as Amended by House Schedule “A”.  

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate. 

 

THE CHAIR:   

 

Have all the Senators voted?  Have all the Senators 

voted?  Senator Flexor.   

 

Have all the Senators voted.  Have all the Senators 

voted.  The machine is locked.  Mr. Clerk, would you 

please announce the tally.   

 

CLERK: 

 

House Bill 6667 as Amended by House Schedule “A”: 
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Total number voting 35 

 Total voting Yea 27 

 Total voting Nay 8 

 Absent not voting 1 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

(Gavel) Legislation is passed and Mr. Clerk. 

 

CLERK:   

 

Page 28, Calendar Number 544, Substitute for House 

Bill No. 5027 AN ACT ESTABLISHING A FIRST-TIME 

HOMEBUYER SAVINGS ACCOUNT, ESTABLISHING TAX 

DEDUCTIONS FOR CONTRIBUTIONS TO FIRST-TIME HOMEBUYER 

SAVINGS ACCOUNTS AND THE WITHDRAWAL OF CERTAIN 

ELIGIBLE COSTS, DIRECTING THE TREASURER TO MAKE 

RECOMMENDATIONS CONCERNING MARKETABLE SECURITIES AND 

ESTABLISHING A FINANCIAL LITERACY TRUST FUND." (As 

Amended by House Amendment Schedule "A" LCO No. 

9745). 

 

THE CHAIR:   

 

And good afternoon, Senator Kasser.   

 

SENATOR KASSER (36TH):   

 

Good afternoon, Madam President.  I move Acceptance 

of the Joint Committee's Favorable Report and 

Passage of the Bill.   

 

THE CHAIR:   

 

And the question is on passage.  Will you remark? 

 

SENATOR KASSER (36TH):   

 

Madam President, this Bill established a first time 

homebuyer’s savings account with is a state income 

tax deduction for people who save money to purchase 

their first home in Connecticut.  This Bill 

encourages two very important steps in building 
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economic security and equity.  The first is saving 

and the second is homeownership.   

 

This Bill give a leg-up to hardworking people who 

are striving for the American Dream which is to own 

their own home.  Since the recession of 2009, first 

time homebuyers have decreased significantly as a 

percentage of the overall market from 47 percent to 

33 percent.  This Bill allows individuals and 

couples a deduction from their state income tax, 

$2,500 dollars for individuals, $5,000 for couples, 

for a couple with a ten year max.  And this is 

solely for the purpose of purchasing their first 

home in Connecticut.  And that home can be a condo, 

a coop, a mobile home, or a single family.   

 

This Bill also, importantly authorizes the treasurer 

to establish a Financial Literacy Trust Fund to 

promote financial literacy in Connecticut residence 

which is an essential skill.  Overall this Bill 

encourages and awards people to so what is in their 

best interest which is to save and invest and also 

within the best interest of our state as this Bill 

will increase once this program is established and 

underway, estimates show that it will increase 

transactions by as much as 6,100 sales per year in 

Connecticut.  That is good for sellers and buyers 

and property values.  So I encourage my colleagues 

to join me and support this Bill.  This creates 

opportunity and equity and puts people on a path to 

financial growth.  Thank you, Madam President.   

 

THE CHAIR:   

 

Thank you, Senator Kasser.  Will you remark further?  

Good afternoon, Senator Berthel.   

 

SENATOR BERTHEL (32ND):   

 

Good afternoon, Madam President, good to see you 

today.  Madam President I rise in support of the 

Legislation.  I thank the good Chair for her summary 

of what the Bill does.  This Bill did come out of 
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the Banks Committee with an 18 to zero approval and 

I think it makes good sense for our economy in terms 

of what we know has been at least prior to Covid. 

 

We've actually seen a, a very peculiar uptick in 

housing sales in Connecticut, I think primarily for 

people coming from other states to try to come to 

perhaps more stable ground, if you will, but this 

will go a long way in terms of helping those first 

time, first time homebuyers. 

 

I do have just a couple of questions for 

clarification that I think would be good for 

everyone to understand Madam President, through you 

to my colleague and the good Chair on the Bank's 

Committee. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Please proceed sir, and Senator Kasser, prepare 

yourself. 

 

SENATOR BERTHEL (32ND): 

 

Thank you Madam President.  Through you to the 

Chair, the, the tax deduction that will come from, 

from these accounts.  Is this something that will be 

administered through DRS or is this something that 

someone will take as a deduction on their tax 

return?  In other words, where did, how do they 

claim the, the deduction; how are they going to be 

eligible for that?  Through you Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Kasser. 

 

SENATOR KASSER (36TH): 

 

Through you Madam President, this program is 

administered by the Department of Revenue services. 

 

SENATOR BERTHEL (32ND): 
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Thank you and I think that's an important. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Berthel. 

 

SENATOR BERTHEL (32ND) 

 

My apologies, Madam President.  It's the rain, we're 

all hearing thunder and lightning and losing our way 

a little bit here as we get to the end of this, this 

long session.  Thank you to the good Chair for the 

answer.  And I think that's an important distinction 

that we're not just relying upon someone looking to 

take a deduction because they think they can.  This 

is a properly administered program that comes 

through the agency that is responsible for offering 

those types of tax deductions. 

 

And Madam President, through you to the, to the good 

Chair, can the, these accounts, do they have to be 

established with a particular bank or are the 

accounts available through any bank or credit union 

in Connecticut?  Through you Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Kasser. 

 

SENATOR KASSER (36TH): 

 

Through you Madam President, these savings accounts 

are available at a multitude of financial 

institutions, banks, out of state banks, credit 

unions or their affiliates or third party providers. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Berthel. 

 

SENATOR BERTHEL (32ND) 
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Thank you.  Again, I thank the Chair for the 

answers.  I think that's important as well, that we 

are not going to, by virtue of this program, someone 

who is looking to participate and take advantage of 

this, that we are not requiring them to do, to do 

financial transactions and, and establishing a very 

important account, if you will, with a bank that 

they may not be familiar with or perhaps someone 

that they are in a financial institution that they 

may have had a bad experience with.  So I think the 

freedom of choice there is going to help in terms of 

promoting this program as well. 

 

And then, the answer may seem obvious.  Through you 

Madam President, to the Chair, we say its first time 

buyers only.  So if, if you have two people who are 

in a civil union, a marriage of some sort, if one 

person is on the mortgage and the other person 

isn't, but perhaps they both end up on the deed for 

the property.  Is there any kind of restriction?  

How, I guess how will we, Madam President, how will 

we ensure that its truly a first time buyer that is, 

is taking advantage of this?  How, what, what will 

be the checks and balances to make sure that that I 

don't represent myself, let's say as an example, as 

a first time buyer, multiple times or in a civil 

union marriage, one spouse goes and the other one 

doesn't?  Through you Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Kasser. 

 

SENATOR KASSER (36TH): 

 

Through you Madam President, the Bill does outline 

that this is for qualified beneficiaries for first 

time homebuyers only who have not previously owned 

or purchased either individually or with someone 

else's single family residents.  Through you Madam 

President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 
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Senator Berthel. 

 

SENATOR BERTHEL (32ND) 

 

Okay, thank you for, thank you to the Senator for 

the answer.  So I guess the other piece that, that 

maybe we don't know the answer to and this will be, 

perhaps this will require the Department of Revenue 

Service to be providing some insight.  But how will 

a finance, if I go to a financial institution and I 

represent myself as a first time buyer.  How will 

that financial institution know that I am truly a 

first time buyer and haven't taken advantage of this 

program before?  Through you Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Kasser. 

 

SENATOR KASSER (36TH): 

 

Through you Madam President, the homebuyer must 

represent themselves as such, and I believe there, 

could I pause for a minute? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Certainly, we'll stand at ease for a moment.  

Senator Kasser.  Senator Kasser? 

 

SENATOR KASSER (36TH): 

 

Through you Madam President, the Department of 

Revenue Services is going to establish this program.  

So they are going to create the forms which aren't 

yet created, and those forms presumably will require 

someone to not only to state that they are first 

time homebuyers or they haven't previously purchased 

or owned a home, but to state so under penalty of 

oath, I would imagine, a penalty of false statement. 

 

THE CHAIR: 
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Thank you Senator Kasser.  Senator Berthel. 

 

SENATOR BERTHEL (32ND) 

 

Great, thank you.  And I, and I appreciate the fact 

that some of the details may not have been 

completely ironed out on that.  You know, there is 

a, there is, there is some thinking at least for me 

with this that while we're establishing this program 

for first time buyers, that there may be some merit 

going forward to allowing someone who might be 

looking at additional home purchases for personal 

use, whatever that may be, to establish savings 

accounts for, for home buying regardless if this is 

the first time or not, because this is a great 

opportunity to actually save and, you know, and 

prepare for, for purchase of a home, whether it's a 

first time or, or a second time.  But I thank the 

Chair for the answers again, Madam President.  I 

support the Legislation as it is before us, and I 

urge my colleagues to support the Legislation as 

well.  Thank you. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you Senator Berthel.  Will you remark further 

on the Bill before the Chamber?  Will you remark 

further on the Bill before the Chamber?  Senator 

Flexer. 

 

SENATOR FLEXER (29TH): 

 

Thank you Madam President.  Madam President, I rise 

with some. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Duff. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 
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Thank you Madam President.  Could you repeat this 

item please? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And we will do that, Mr. Clerk? 

 

CLERK: 

 

Page 28, Substitute for House Bill No. 6372, AN ACT 

EXEMPTING FROM EXECUTION CERTAIN FUNDS IN A JUDGMENT 

DEBTOR'S ACCOUNT as Amended by House Amendment 

Schedule "A" LCO No. 9541. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Kasser. 

 

SENATOR KASSER (36TH): 

 

Thank you Madam President.  I move acceptance of the 

Joint Committee's Favorable Report and passage of 

this Bill. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And the question is on passage.  Will you remark? 

 

SENATOR KASSER (36TH): 

 

Madam President, this is a Bill that clarifies and 

secures a right that already exists.  There is 

already in Connecticut statute, protection for the 

last $1,000 in every person's bank account.  

Unfortunately, that protection currently under 

current law requires people to jump through hoops, 

and by doing so, they often lose the protection in 

the process.  So this Bill amends existing statute, 

it does not create a new exemption, it just amends 

existing statute to protect, automatically protect 

the last $1,000 in a person's bank account. 
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Now this protection is required because without it, 

without automatic protection, when that last $1,000 

gets frozen, the person cannot access their own 

funds, they can't take out money to buy food, they 

can't take out money to buy their medication and 

they are literally frozen and unable to survive.  So 

this, and this is, this happens in situations often 

with elderly people, people who are living hand to 

mouth, you know, security, Social Security cheque, 

Social Security cheque.  This is not in any way 

somebody who is spending frivolously or, or acting 

you know, irresponsibly.  This is a protection, a 

protection for somebody who is in a desperate 

financial situation. 

 

This Bill also removes a $1,000 cap on the exemption 

for unemployment insurance, unemployment benefits, 

and child support benefits which are already exempt, 

but they are not automatically protected yet and it 

clarifies that there is no longer $1,000 cap on 

protection of federal benefits.  Now, this was 

already preempted by federal law, but our state 

statute conflicted with federal law.  So this 

clarifies it.  Again, this does not create any new 

exemptions and it does not remove the $1,000 cap on 

directly deposited wages.  I urge passage of the 

Bill. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you.  And the question is on passage.  Will 

you remark?  Senator Berthel. 

 

SENATOR BERTHEL (32ND): 

 

Thank you Madam President.  Madam President, I just 

like to make a few comments about the Bill.  So 

this, this Legislation comes back to us, and I made 

the joke earlier, it's kind of like a dandy lion, it 

comes back every year.  And the, the trouble that I 

have with this Bill is that we are, while I 

understand that there, the existing laws are in 

place that are protecting a consumer.  What we, what 
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we do have here and what we saw exacerbated 

particularly through COVID is we have small 

businesses that end up in a situation where they are 

unable to ultimately to collect for services that 

they've rendered, and those small businesses are not 

necessarily, you know, people think of maybe 

something like a landscape or a painter; but we're 

also talking about situations where medical 

practitioners, a dentist might have, have offered a 

service and, and has not been paid for the co-pay 

for part of their, their treatment.   

 

So, I think that, you know, I think this, the law, 

as it existed prior to the introduction of this 

change was something that we were living with.  It 

is something we had addressed, I believe in 2019, 

and possibly the year before that.  We've gone 

through, through changes to this, this statute, so I 

don't, I do not believe that these changes are 

necessary as they're proposed in, in the Bill and I 

cannot support it as it, as it stands today.  Thank 

you Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you Senator Berthel.  Will you remark further 

on the Bill before the Chamber?  And good afternoon, 

Senator Looney. 

 

SENATOR LOONEY (11TH): 

 

Thank you Madam President.  Speaking in support of 

the Bill, I wanted to commend Senator Kasser in the, 

the Banks Committee for bringing forward this 

important piece of consumer, banking consumer 

protection.  As Senator Kasser said, there already 

is a $1,000 exemption.  But the problem is, in order 

to take, take advantage of that exemption, the 

account holder has to be quite sophisticated to 

understand that, that he or she needs to go to court 

to claim that exemption.  That really is a pitfall, 

which means in many cases the statutory exemption is 

not really accessible.  People may not even know 
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that, that it's something that you have to take 

action in a court proceeding in order to secure.  

This will just make the exemption what it is 

supposed to be, a $1,000 exemption without probably, 

who knows how many potential holders of that 

exemption never be able to actualize it and having 

the, the last penny in their bank account to seized 

and leaving them destitute, perhaps bouncing cheques 

and lots of other problems that they may be having. 

 

So all it does is say that we're not requiring you 

to be quite so sophisticated, a customer and quite 

so familiar with banking laws and court procedures 

to actually let you take advantage of the exemption 

we claim we're already giving you.  And that's what 

it is.  Thank you Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you Senator Looney.  Will you remark further 

on the Legislation before the Chamber?  Will you 

remark further?  If not, I will open the voting 

machine.  And Mr. Clerk, if you would please 

announce the roll call? 

 

CLERK: 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate.  This is House Bill 6372 as Amended by House 

Schedule "A".  Immediate roll call vote has been 

ordered in the Senate on House Bill 6372 as Amended 

by House Schedule "A".  Immediate roll call vote in 

the Senate on House Bill 6372 as Amended by House 

Schedule "A".  Immediate roll call vote in the 

Senate on House Bill 6372 as Amended by House 

Schedule "A".  Immediate roll call vote in the 

Senate. 

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate on House Bill 

6372 as Amended by House Schedule "A".  Immediate 

roll call vote in the Senate on House Bill 6372 as 

Amended by House Schedule "A".  Immediate roll call 

vote in the Senate. 
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THE CHAIR: 

 

Have all the Senators voted?  Have all the Senators 

voted?  The machine is locked.  Mr. Clerk, announce 

the tally please. 

 

CLERK: 

 

House Bill 6372 as Amended: 

 

Total number of voting 35 

 Total number of voting Yea 30 

 Total voting Nay 5 

 Absent and not voting 1 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

(Gavel) the, the Legislation is adopted.  Mr. Clerk? 

 

CLERK: 

 

Page 26, Calendar 531, Substitute for House Bill No. 

6470, AN ACT CONCERNING HOME HEALTH, TELEHEALTH AND 

UTILIZATION REVIEW as Amended by House Amendment 

Schedule "A" LCO No. 9535. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Good afternoon Senator Moore. 

 

SENATOR MOORE (22ND): 

 

Good afternoon Madam President.  We're coming to a 

close end here.  I move acceptance of the Joint 

Committee's Favorable Report and passage of the 

Bill. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And the question is, sorry, please finish your 

sentence. 
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SENATOR MOORE (22ND): 

 

In concurrence with the House of Representatives. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, and the question is on passage.  Will you 

remark? 

 

SENATOR MOORE (22ND): 

 

Yes, I will.  Thank you Madam President.  This Bill 

enables DSS to continue certain Medicaid and 

Children's Health Insurance Program known as CHIP, 

Home Health and Telehealth policy changes that were 

temporarily implemented as part of the agency's 

COVID-19 response pursuant to the Governor's public 

health emergency authority.  Thank you, Madam 

President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you.  Will you remark further on the 

Legislation?  Will you remark further?  Senator 

Moore. 

 

SENATOR MOORE (22ND): 

 

Thank you.  Thank you for that support also sir.  

Specifically, specifically Section 1 and 2 allow 

nurse practitioners and physician assistants to 

issue orders for individuals to receive Home Health 

Services.  Currently, only physicians may do so.  

Section 3 amend Subsection J of Public Act 21-9, 

which allows a telehealth provider to provide 

services from any location.   

 

Section 3 as a clause that providing telehealth from 

any location will be subject to compliance with 

federal requirements and state licensing standards.  

Section 4 amends Section 6 of Public Act 21-19, 

which allows for audio only health telehealth and 

Section 4 clarifies the audio only telehealth shall 
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be provided.  Section 5 authorizes the Department to 

relax specific utilization review criteria and 

procedures set forth in regulations.  And this Bill 

has no fiscal impact and was voted unanimously out 

of the House of Representatives and Human Services.  

Thank you Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you Senator Moore.  Will you remark further?  

Senator Berthel. 

 

SENATOR BERTHEL (32ND): 

 

Thank you Madam President.  I rise in support of the 

Legislation before us.  You know, as the good Chair 

noted, we, we did have emergency orders that were 

put in place to allow telehealth to be used during 

COVID, which, I know we've discussed in this Chamber 

prior to today that this allowed for our medical 

professionals to interact with, safely interact 

with, with certain patients without having to risk 

the patient having an exposure or the medical 

professional having an exposure in the office.  And 

you know, and that was important as we dealt with 

some of the, some of the more difficult days of the 

last 16 months. 

 

So I think that this is good Legislation, 

essentially allowing telehealth to continue in the 

manner that we, for better or worse, we proved out 

that this works and, and it's a good way to 

administer medicine.  Madam President, I do have 

just a couple of clarifying questions, if I may, 

through you to the good Chair. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Please proceed sir. 

 

SENATOR BERTHEL (32ND): 
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Thank you Madam President, through you to the Chair 

of Human Services, the telehealth rates, are those 

the same as the rate that a health care provider 

would provide in their office?  Through you Madam 

President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Moore. 

 

SENATOR MOORE (22ND): 

 

Thank you.  Through you, I'm, I don't know the 

answer to that.  I know that Medicaid pays the same 

rates as, as for all Medicaid patients, and 

insurance companies have their own rate, but I don't 

know what the rate is. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Berthel. 

 

SENATOR BERTHEL (32ND): 

 

Okay, thank you.  And I was, I was actually a little 

confused about it myself, and that's why I thought I 

would ask.  I did see that, that Medicaid does pay 

the same rates, and I guess it, it kind of leads to 

the, the second question.  And again, I don't know 

if the answer is in the Legislation or if it's 

something that will need to check with, with DSS on 

or maybe Public Health.   

 

But Madam President, through you, who decides, when 

a patient decides to interact with their medical 

professional, you know, if you go to a doctor's 

office now, you may be seen only by the RN who is in 

the office based on what you have called to be seen 

about, or you might see the physician's assistant in 

the office or you might see the, the doctor or any 

combination of those medical professionals in any 

given doctor's office in any type of, of practice.  

So I guess I'm a little concerned, but I'm more 
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curious as to trying to figure out if we know who 

decides what level of care is given when someone 

makes that telehealth call to their doctor's office?  

Through you Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you.  Senator Moore. 

 

SENATOR MOORE (22ND): 

 

Thank you Madam President.  In Section, Section 1C, 

it talks about the home health care services that 

can be received and the fee schedule, to answer your 

first question. 

 

SENATOR BERTHEL (32ND): 

 

Okay. 

 

SENATOR MOORE (22ND): 

 

And the second question, I believe is answered in 

Section 8 where it says Department of Social Service 

policy or procedure that applies to physician orders 

such home health care services included related 

provisions such as review and approval of care plans 

for home health care age shall apply to any licensed 

practitioner. 

 

And when I go further in Section B, through you 

Madam President, it also applies to a physician or 

who orders home health care services including 

related provisions such as review and approval of 

care plans for home health care services such as 

applied to an advanced practiced, registered nurse 

or physician assistant, who orders home health 

services.  Madam President, through the COVID-19, 

we've found this to be very helpful to people who 

couldn't get to a doctor and it was extended to many 

more people as a way to addressing health.  Thank 

you. 
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THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you Senator.  Senator Berthel. 

 

SENATOR BERTHEL (32ND): 

 

Thank you Madam President, Again speaking in support 

of the Legislation, I think it's important and I, 

and I appreciate the, I appreciate the Senator for 

providing the clarification.  It's important for us 

to understand that the, the same type of decision is 

being made via a telehealth service as it is when 

you go to your doctor's office, because if I go to a 

doctor's office, they probably made a determination 

prior to my arrival, physically appearing in that 

office as to who is going to interact with me first, 

that person will make an assessment based on my 

complaint, my, my injury, my illness, and, and then 

maybe I get escalated up, up ultimately to the 

doctor from the APRN or the RN in that office.  And 

I, I just think it's important to, to recognize that 

we are providing the same level of, of triage, if 

you will, for a patient who might come to a, a 

medical practice via telehealth. 

 

And then, Madam President through you, the last 

question that I have and again in support of the 

Legislation, who makes the decision as to whether or 

not it's a telehealth visit or an in-person visit?  

Through you Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Moore. 

 

SENATOR MOORE (22ND): 

 

Through you Madam President, according to my notes 

in the Bill, prior authorization and utilization 

review come from the DSS Commissioner, she has the 

right to waive or suspend in part any prior 

authorization, because these are Medicaid and CHIP 
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patients, they're not private.  Through you Madam 

President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you Senator.  Senator Berthel. 

 

SENATOR BERTHEL (32ND): 

 

Thank you Madam President, again, I thank the Chair 

for the clarification.  You know, we were, we heard 

some very good testimony in Committee on this Bill 

and how it, it absolutely continued to provide 

access to individuals who were either already ill 

with COVID or who were just like many of us in this 

room, probably all of us, at some point were, were 

truly terrified to have to go out and possibly be 

exposed, especially if we had to go to a medical 

office where despite their, their, the best efforts 

of, of cleaning and, and protecting people, you, you 

could possibly have an exposure incident. 

 

So I think this is good Legislation that we are 

bringing forward today.  Again, it came out of as 

the good Chair noted, it came out of the Human 

Services Committee unopposed and I believe it came 

up from the House of Representatives with a 

unanimous vote as well.  So Madam President, I urge, 

I urge adoption and passage of the Bill.  Thank you. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you Senator Berthel.  Will you remark further?  

Will you remark further?  Senator Moore. 

 

SENATOR MOORE (22ND): 

 

If there are no objections, Consent Calendar? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Berthel. 
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SENATOR BERTHEL (32ND): 

 

Madam President, could, if we could have a roll call 

please?  Thank you. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And we will open the roll call vote.  Mr. Clerk, 

please announce that? 

 

CLERK: 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate.  This is House Bill 6470 as Amended.  

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate, House Bill 6470 as Amended.  Immediate roll 

call vote in the Senate on House Bill 6470 as 

Amended.  Immediate roll call vote in the Senate. 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate.  Immediate roll call vote in the Senate, 

this is House Bill 6470 as Amended.  Immediate roll 

call vote in the Senate on House Bill 6470 as 

Amended.  Immediate roll call vote in the Senate. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Have all the Senators voted?  The machine is locked.  

Mr. Clerk, announce the tally please. 

 

CLERK: 

 

House Bill 6470 as Amended by House Schedule "A": 

 

Total number of voting 35 

 Total number of voting Yea 35 

 Total voting Nay 0 

 Absent and not voting 1 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And the Legislation is passed (gavel).  Mr. Clerk? 
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CLERK: 

 

Page 19, Calendar 439, Substitute for House Bill No. 

6106, AN ACT CONCERNING THE PROPERTY TAX EXEMPTION 

FOR CERTAIN RENEWABLE ENERGY SOURCES AND 

NONRESIDENTIAL HYDROPOWER FACILITIES.  There is an 

Amendment. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Good afternoon, Senator Cassano. 

 

SENATOR CASSANO (4TH): 

 

Good afternoon Madam President.  I move acceptance 

of the Joint Committee's Favorable Report and 

passage of the Bill. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And the question is on passage.  Will you remark 

sir? 

 

SENATOR CASSANO (4TH): 

 

Yes Madam President.  This Amendment is a strike all 

Amendment.  It deletes the underlying Bill and its 

associated fiscal impact.  What the Amendment really 

does is it clarifies that certain Class I renewable 

energy sources that participate in net metering, 

metering are exempt from the property tax.  I need 

to call the Amendment, I'm sorry, I believe the 

Clerk has LCO 9885, excuse me. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And Mr. Clerk, would you please call LCO 9885, 

please? 

 

CLERK: 

 

LCO No. 9885, Senate Schedule "A". 
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THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Cassano. 

 

SENATOR CASSANO (4TH): 

 

Thank you Madam President.  Again, this is a strike 

all Amendment.  This Bill one prior past or past in 

the past, there was a question as to whether the 

Bill meets its original intention.  That intention 

was to exempt solar systems from property taxes even 

if they've fed electricity back to the provider.  

However, many municipalities have tax residential 

solar systems.  So this Bill aims to clarify that 

situation so that it is clearly defined that it is 

to be a tax exemption.  This is an issue that the 

Energy Commission, Committee, has also been 

discussing, and so I would like to yield to our Vice 

Chair from our Committee to the Chair of the Energy 

Commission Committee, Senator Needleman for further 

comment. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And before we ask the Senator if he will accept the 

yield, I'd like to clarify, do you move adoption of 

the Amendment? 

 

SENATOR CASSANO (4TH): 

 

I move adoption. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Very good.  So the question is on adoption of the 

Amendment.  Do you accept the yield Senator 

Needleman? 

 

SENATOR NEEDLEMAN (33RD): 

 

Thank you Madam President and thank you Senator 

Cassano.  This Bill does clarify an earlier version.  

It is a strike all Amendment.  It actually narrows 
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it to apply to just residential solar.  There has 

been although it doesn't seem as though there 

shouldn't be ambiguity in the original Bill, there 

has been some interpretive ambiguity by the part of 

different assessors throughout the state. 

 

The intent originally was that solar, that is on 

rooftops for residential use, that is primarily 

used, roughly equal to the amount of energy consumed 

on the property itself should be tax exempt.  It 

does not matter if it's a third party power purchase 

agreement or a lease agreement.  This Bill attempts 

to clarify that, again for residential use, and it 

should clarify going forward any of the issues that 

the assessors might have an interpretation of the 

underlying statute.  Thank you Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you Senator Needleman.  Will you remark 

further on the Amendment?  Senator Hwang. 

 

SENATOR HWANG (28TH): 

 

Thank you Madam President and good evening.  I want 

to acknowledge and thank the good Chair of the 

Planning and Development Committee for taking up 

this Bill in recognition that there were consumer 

concerns in regards to efforts of community and 

individuals that want to support renewable energy, 

in this case, solar. 

 

And the strike all Amendment that Senator Needleman 

has the Vice Chair articulated, through you, just a 

couple of questions to the, the Vice Chair, if it is 

okay with the Chair of the Committee. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And please proceed. 

 

SENATOR HWANG (28TH): 
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Thank you very much.  Now, what's unusual about this 

is the fact that this being a House Bill, through 

you Madam President, upon our Amendment, it would 

need to be transmitted down to the House for revoke.  

Would that be correct?  Through you Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Needleman. 

 

SENATOR NEEDLEMAN (33RD): 

 

Thank you Madam President, and through you, yes. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Hwang. 

 

SENATOR HWANG (28TH): 

 

I like those one word answers, they're clear and 

tight.  That being said, this being a strike all 

Amendment, obviously, the, the proponent articulated 

the fact that the strike all focused on a consumer 

residential tax assessment basis.  And I thought he 

articulated it very effectively that it is a 

legislative intent to, to remind the assessors that 

these kind of solar projects on a residential basis 

are intended to be tax exempt.  Could I ask through 

you Madam President, to clarify that legislative 

intent for other assessors that may be looking at 

this differently?  Through you Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Needleman. 

 

SENATOR NEEDLEMAN (33RD): 

 

Through you Madam President, that is correct. 

 

THE CHAIR: 
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Senator Hwang. 

 

SENATOR HWANG (28TH): 

 

Thank you, and I appreciate that legislative intent.  

And I think this will impact and positively impact 

many of the consumers that have looked to adopt 

renewable energy in this case solar.  Just for 

legislative intent again, Madam President, the 

strike all Amendment removed the non-residential 

component that was deemed to be not relevant.  Could 

the, could the proponent and the Vice Chair of the 

Planning and Development and the Chair of the Energy 

and Technology Committee articulate why that section 

was removed for legislative intent?  Through you 

Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Needleman. 

 

SENATOR NEEDLEMAN (33RD): 

 

Through you Madam President, I'm not sure why it was 

removed, and I'm not sure that that's relevant in 

this moment.  But this is specifically addressing 

residential. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Hwang. 

 

SENATOR HWANG (28TH): 

 

Thank you.  And I appreciate the, the honesty in 

which the opponent articulated that.  That being 

said, you're right, it has no relevance in this Bill 

right now.  But that being said, I also want to 

acknowledge all the advocates that have offered 

insight and, and support in moving this process 

along and fixing some of the technical questions 

that resulted in this strike all.  So I, I want to 

thank both proponents for their actions.  Again I, 
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as I repeat many times about our Planning and 

Development Committee, the great work that the Chair 

and Ranking Member does in the House.  So I urge 

support of this Bill, and I want to thank the 

proponent for answering the questions. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you.  Senator Needleman. 

 

SENATOR NEEDLEMAN (33RD): 

 

Through you Madam President, I'd like to thank 

Senator Hwang also for his work on this and his 

support of this Bill.  And I'd also like to thank 

Senator Cassano for, for his work on this Bill as 

well as the Members in the House who worked on this 

to get this done.  This has been a source of ongoing 

problems.  And as we all know, we do want to 

incentivize renewable energy.  This makes it a 

little bit easier and a little bit clearer.  So 

thank you Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you Senator.  Will you remark further?  

Senator Formica. 

 

SENATOR FORMICA (20TH): 

 

Good afternoon Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Good afternoon. 

 

SENATOR FORMICA (20TH): 

 

I rise in support of this Legislation and one 

clarifying question to either of the proponents of 

the Bill, Senator Needleman I think. 

 

THE CHAIR: 
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Please proceed. 

 

SENATOR FORMICA (20TH): 

 

Thank you Madam President.  Thank you, good 

afternoon Senator Needleman.  I just have one 

question:  I'm in full support of this Bill.  There 

was one clause that said that the user of, of the 

system cannot generate more electricity than they 

need to offset.  Am I correct on that?  Through you 

Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Needleman. 

 

SENATOR NEEDLEMAN (33RD): 

 

Through you Madam President, thank you Senator 

Formica, great Ranking Member on the Energy 

Committee.  That is generally the case, it's got to 

be roughly compatible with the amount of energy that 

they use.  For example, one would not want to have a 

500 square foot barn with a two-acre solar array and 

try to get a tax exemption.  This is a rough 

equivalence between what you generate and what you 

use. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Formica. 

 

SENATOR FORMICA (20TH): 

 

Thank you very much Madam President, and thank you 

sir, for the response.  I just wanted to make sure 

that as these things are fluid a little bit, there 

is no way to really generate the exact total of 

power that you're going to use if you go over a 

little bit.  I want to make sure that that didn't 

disqualify anybody.  But my understanding with the 

solar arrays now that they're being sized 20% less 
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pretty much than the last year's electric bills 

output.  So this solves a good problem.  And I 

believe this is the, the residential owner is still 

protected to have their tax exemption.  Through you 

Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you Senator.  Senator Needleman. 

 

SENATOR NEEDLEMAN (33RD): 

 

Through you Madam President, I hope so also that is 

the intent here to clarify that and to protect the 

residential solar customers.  And I, I just hope for 

legislative intent that assessors understand what 

our legislative intent here is and to not try to 

figure out ways to tax people that we don't intend 

to have taxed. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you.  Senator Formica. 

 

SENATOR FORMICA (20TH): 

 

Thank you Madam President, thank you Senator.  That 

really was it.  I wanted to make sure that 

legislative intent was out on the floor just in the 

off shoot that something happened somewhere along 

the line, people can look at those.  This as a good 

Bill, and I urge my colleagues to support and thank 

everybody for their work on this. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you Senator.  Senator Cassano. 

 

SENATOR CASSANO (4TH): 

 

Yes.  Madam President, if there is no objection, I'd 

ask that this be voted on. 
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THE CHAIR: 

 

And I do see an objection.  So I, I see you are 

requesting a roll call vote sir.  Yes.  Very good.  

We will have a roll call vote.  I will open the 

voting machine.  Mr. Clerk, please call the roll? 

 

CLERK: 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate.  This is House Bill 6106 on the Amendment, 

Senate Amendment "A" LCO 9885.  Immediate roll call 

vote in the Senate on Senate Amendment "A" of House 

Bill 6106.  There is an immediate roll call vote in 

the Senate on Senate Amendment "A" of House Bill 

6106.  Immediate roll call vote in the Senate on 

Senate Amendment "A" of House Bill 6106.  Immediate 

roll call vote in the Senate. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Have all the Senators voted?  Have all the Senators 

voted?  The machine is locked.  Mr. Clerk, would you 

please announce the tally? 

 

CLERK: 

 

Yes Madam President.  House Bill 6106 as Amended by 

Senate Amendment "A": 

 

Total number of voting 35 

 Total number of Yea 35 

 Total voting Nay 0 

 Absent and not voting 1 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

(Gavel) and this is on adoption of the Amendment.  

So now, ladies and gentlemen of the Senate, we are 

on the Bill.  So will you remark further on the Bill 

as Amended?  Senator Cassano. 

 

SENATOR CASSANO (4TH): 
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Yes, Madam President.  I would move that we vote for 

adoption of the Bill as Amended. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Okay.  And we are now on passage of the Bill as 

Amended.  Will you remark further on the Bill as 

Amended?  Will you remark further on the Bill as 

Amended?  If not, I will open the voting machine.  

Mr. Clerk, please call the roll call vote. 

 

CLERK: 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate.  Immediate roll call vote has been ordered 

in the Senate.  This is House Bill 6106 just 

Amended.  House Bill 6106 as Amended by Senate 

Schedule "A".  Immediate roll call vote in the 

Senate, we're voting on the Bill as Amended.  

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate on House Bill 

6106 as Amended.  This is the vote on the Bill as 

Amended.  Immediate roll call vote in the Senate. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Have all the Senators voted?  The machine will be 

locked.  Mr. Clerk, please announce the tally on the 

Bill as Amended. 

 

CLERK: 

 

House Bill 6106 as Amended: 

 

Total number of voting 35 

 Total voting Yea 35 

 Total voting Nay 0 

 Absent and not voting 1 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

(Gavel) Legislation passes.  Senator Duff. 
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SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Thank you Madam President.  Madam President, I move 

for immediate transmittal to the House please on 

this previous Bill. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

And could the Senate stand at ease please? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

The Senate will stand at ease.  Senator Duff. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Thank you Madam President.  Would the Clerk please 

call Calendar Page 38?  I'm sorry, let me mark it go 

first.  Calendar Page 38, Calendar 389, Senate Bill 

241; like to mark that item go in our next item 

please. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered.  It's marked go, and Mr. Clerk? 

 

CLERK: 

 

Page 38, Calendar No. 389, Substitute for Senate 

Bill No. 241, AN ACT CONCERNING OVERSIGHT AND 

TRANSPARENCY AT THE CONNECTICUT PORT AUTHORITY, as 

Amended by Senate Amendment Schedule "A" LCO No. 

9467 and House Amendment Schedule "A" LCO No. 9982. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And Senator Haskell, we will go to you, but we would 

like to get that Legislation up on the board.  And 

good evening, Senator Haskell. 
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SENATOR HASKELL (26TH): 

 

Good evening Madam President, it's good to see you.  

We are nearing the end of the legislative session 

and we have debated this Bill once before us.  So 

let me say Madam President that I move acceptance of 

the Joint Committee's Favorable Report and passage 

of the Bill in concurrence with the House. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Sorry, and the question is on passage, didn't mean 

to interrupt. 

 

SENATOR HASKELL (26TH): 

 

No, no problem at all.  Thank you Madam President.  

Let me just say very briefly that the House Amended 

this Bill slightly to require the DAS Commissioner 

and OPM Secretary to jointly review and comment on 

certain Connecticut Port Authority reports rather 

than verify them as was the language previously 

passed through this Chamber.  Any other changes made 

to the language in the House were purely technical 

in nature.  I've already thanked many folks who have 

worked on this Bill including the good Ranking 

Member, Senator Formica, Senator Needleman, and 

Senator Osten, and basically the entire Eastern 

Connecticut Delegation.  So I'll spare the Chamber 

from doing that again.  I urge my colleagues to 

support this bipartisan Bill.  Thank you. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And thank you very much.  Will you remark further on 

the Legislation before the Chamber?  Senator Somers, 

good evening. 

 

SENATOR SOMERS (18TH): 

 

Yes.  Good evening Madam President.  I rise in 

support of this very, very simple Amendment.  We're 
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literally changing two words, one from comment, 

verify to comment, and I hope that the Chamber will 

support this Amendment.  It's very important that we 

get this Port Authority Bill out of the House after 

all of the issues that we have seen.  This will 

bring some validity and some ease of mind to many 

who are watching the Port Authority.  Thank you very 

much Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you Senator Somers.  Will you remark further?  

Senator Formica. 

 

SENATOR FORMICA (20TH): 

 

Thank you Madam President.  I rise also in support.  

I was thinking that the good Chair of the Energy 

Committee might get up and beat me to the punch on 

that, that's what I was talking about.  But I do 

rise in support.  We did support this Legislation 

coming out and the Amendment of the House forced it 

to come back here with a small technical change.  I 

appreciate the good Chair, bringing us back so 

quickly, and I urge my colleagues to adopt this 

Legislation.  Thank you. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you.  Will you remark further?  Will you 

remark further?  If not, I will.  Senator Haskell? 

 

SENATOR HASKELL (26TH): 

 

Madam President, if there is no objection, I would 

ask that this item be considered.  No problem at all 

Madam President, a roll call vote would be just 

fine. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

A roll call vote now has been requested, so I will 

open the vote.  Mr. Clerk, please call the vote. 
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CLERK: 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate.  Immediate roll call vote has been ordered 

in the Senate.  This is Senate Bill 241 as Amended 

by Senate "A" and House "A".  Immediate roll call 

vote has been ordered in the Senate on Senate Bill 

241 as Amended by Senate "A" and House "A".  

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate, this is 

Senate Bill 241 as Amended by Senate "A" and House 

"A".  Immediate roll call vote in the Senate. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

The machine will be locked.  Mr. Clerk, please 

announce the tally. 

 

CLERK: 

 

Senate Bill 241 as Amended by Senate "A" and House 

"A": 

 

Total number of voting 35 

 Total voting Yea 35 

 Total voting Nay 0 

 Absent and not voting 1 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

(Gavel) the Legislation is passed.  Senator Duff. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Thank you Madam President.  Two more items for our 

goal list please. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Please proceed. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 
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First will be Calendar Page 25, Calendar 518, House 

Bill 5088; like to mark that item go. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Followed by Calendar Page 17, Calendar 425, House 

Bill 6665.  Thank you Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered.  Senator Osten.  Good evening.  Whoop, 

we got to get it through Mr. Clerk, I do apologize. 

 

CLERK: 

 

Page 25, Calendar No. 518, House Bill No. 5088, AN 

ACT REQUIRING THE PAYMENT OF A REWARD TO PATRICIA 

"PIDGIE" D'ALLESSIO. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And good evening Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Good evening Madam President.  It's a pleasure to 

see you today.  Madam President, I move acceptance 

of the Joint Committee's Favorable Report and 

passage of the Bill in concurrence with the House of 

Representatives. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And the question is on passage.  Will you remark? 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Madam President, this is one of the most egregious 

things that I've ever seen passed through the 
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General Assembly.  Patricia "Pidgie" D'Allessio has 

been denied payment for coming forward on a crime 

that had been committed where she was raped and a 

friend of hers was raped and murdered when she was a 

child.   

 

This has been 70 years in the making and Ms. 

D'Allessio was promised a, a payment for coming 

forward on a crime that had been committed.  The 

reward claimed by Ms. D'Allessio gave information 

that would lead to the apprehension of the killer.  

And the fact that 70 years later, we are still 

debating this issue is just beyond my understanding, 

the fact that this woman still wakes up every day 

and has not been able to forget what happened to her 

and her friend.   

 

I just find it just disgusting, that it has taken 

the State of Connecticut 70 years to part with the 

great amount of $3,000 and to put that into respect, 

the fact is, is that we have a more than $40 billion 

budget that spans two years.  And we have discussed 

this issue year after year after year after year, 

keeping this woman waiting for payment of $3,000.  

If I had my way and if I could figure it out 

legally, I would make sure that she received 

interest on this reward that is not within the 

ability of the General Assembly. 

 

So today, I stand here and I extend my apologies to 

Ms. D'Allessio for what she has had to put up with.  

I find it to not, to be reprehensible that we have 

not passed this and I am accepting of the fact that 

we can't provide the interest that this woman 

deserves, and I'm accepting of the fact that she had 

the bravery to stand forward and provide information 

that ultimately led to the arrest and conviction of 

someone who had raped and murdered her friend and 

raped her.  So I just, I cannot say how I feel about 

this.  I find this to be just painful beyond words, 

I feel for the woman, and I'd like to see this 

circle stand up and make sure that we provide the 
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amount of $3,000 that we have been debating for 

years. 

 

I just cannot tell you how I feel about this, Madam 

President, and I stand ready to accept questions on 

this issue.  But I hope that everybody stands up and 

apologizes in the name of the State of Connecticut 

to Ms. D'Allessio.  Through you Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you Senator Osten.  Will you remark further on 

the Legislation?  Senator Kissel. 

 

SENATOR KISSEL (7TH): 

 

Hi, thank you very much Madam President.  I like to 

be associated with the remarks of Senator Osten.  I 

do find this extraordinarily offensive that so many 

decades have lapsed and we're honoring our 

commitment to this woman, Ms. D'Allessio, known as 

Pidgie, not only if there was a way, I would have 

joined up with your Senator, try to figure out how 

to get this woman interest.  But another way to look 

at this is what was the present value of this amount 

of money back in early 1950's.  I bet you if we 

looked at the state budget at that time and compare 

to the state budget right now or not an exact apples 

to apples comparison, we can get an idea of what the 

fair, what the present value of that amount of money 

could have purchased for her back in the day. 

 

My recollection is back in those days, that's almost 

like half the price of a house or maybe more than 

that.  So we really dropped the ball.  We had just 

the other evening these claims, hundreds of claims 

that are building up and God forbid decades start 

going by and, and we fall behind with those folks as 

well.  But this is a true case of injustice.  And we 

can't make this, this woman whole, certainly not for 

the commitment that we made and certainly not for 

the underlying crimes that took place to her friend 

and to herself.  But there is one small thing that 
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we can do, as Senator Osten said, we all stand up 

and we honor this commitment, and at least we can do 

that now and there is some small element of justice 

in saying we messed up really bad as a State of 

Connecticut, we're taking ownership of that and we 

finally want to resolve this to the extent the law 

allows us. 

 

And so I am happy to acknowledge, unfortunately the 

great failure of the State of Connecticut in this 

matter, and some small way that we can try to at 

least honor that commitment here in 2021, 74 years 

since all this took place.  So thank you, Senator 

Osten for bringing this forward.  And thank you 

Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you Senator Kissel.  Will you remark further?  

Good evening, Senator Fonfara. 

 

SENATOR FONFARA (1ST): 

 

Good evening Madam President.  Madam President, I 

rise in support of the Bill before us.  Madam 

President, this is a story of two tragedies in a 

neighborhood that I grew up and in my brothers and 

sister grew up in, in the southwest end of Hartford 

streets that I played on, streets that I delivered 

the Hartford Courant and Hartford Times on, streets 

that I've now represented for 35 years in this 

legislature. 

 

In December of 1953, the tragedies began, began with 

Irene Fiederowicz, 11 years old, who was playing at 

Mary Hooker School in the southwest, and she was 

stalked, grabbed, dragged through backyards, 

sexually assaulted, and murdered.  Two weeks prior 

to that, Pidgie D'Allessio, 17 years old, who grew 

up in the southwest end of Hartford, was grabbed, 

dragged through backyards, sexually assaulted, but 

she lived.  She lived to tell her parents and the 

police.  But through the questioning, the police 
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determined that the marks on her neck were love 

marks and they did not believe her.  And back then, 

the definition of rape was such that she had to be 

penetrated.  She told the police that she had not 

been, and therefore she was not raped in her eyes in 

the eyes of the law.  When the police discovered 

Irene's body, they then connected the story that 

Pidgie had told, but they did not believe, and were 

able to trace it back and bring to justice, the man 

who killed Irene Fiederowicz, and raped and nearly 

killed Irene. 

 

This is story of attitudes and beliefs, not too long 

ago in our lifetime for many of us; attitudes about 

women, attitudes about young girls and what was and 

hopefully is behind us today. 

 

But the second tragedy was with respect to when 

Governor John Davis Lodge had offered a reward of 

$3,000 for the arrest and conviction of Irene's 

murderer.  However, Governor Raymond Baldwin, former 

Governor Raymond Baldwin, former US Senator Raymond 

Baldwin, now Supreme Court Justice Raymond Baldwin, 

felt that because Pidgie's information came two days 

prior to the reward being offered, that Pidgie was 

not entitled to the reward.  And he went on from 

there to say that Pidgie was unappreciative of the 

fact that it was her duty, her duty, her common duty 

to her fellow man to come forward not for the sake 

of a financial reward, but for the sake of mankind 

for the people in our community.  That's the second 

injustice, Madam President, on top of an injustice. 

 

Madam President, we will never know today and this 

world will never know what Irene Fiederowicz might 

have brought to this world.  But because of the fact 

that the police chose not to believe Pidgie.  They 

did eventually because they linked the commonality 

of the evidence between the two crimes.  But if they 

had believed, if they had accepted hopefully as we 

do today, when claims of this nature and evidence is 

such that points to a crime, it may have led to 

finding this assailant and preventing the death of 

4354



sp/vs/mi 72 

Senate June 8, 2021 

 

 

an 11-year-old girl who never had a chance to be who 

she might have been.  Her family never getting to 

see her grow up to be a young woman, and have a 

family of her own.  In the neighborhood of where I 

grew up, someone I might have known.  She is a 

little bit older, but someone that I might have 

known.  I think about that, Madam President.  And 

while the reward may be minor in terms of monetary 

value today, by the way Pidgie still lives, she is 

85 years old, living in West Hartford.  And her 

family, Pidgie may not be at this point able to 

appreciate what is being done here today, certainly 

her family I hope will and certainly the 

neighborhood and those who have fought to bring 

recognition and justice, and by the way with, with, 

with the reward comes an apology from the State of 

Connecticut, on the behalf of the State of 

Connecticut by now Governor Ned Lamont, which I 

think is just a small thing that we can do. 

 

But I think what's most important is that in the 

record today and those here in this Chamber and 

those listening today, hear the names of Irene 

Fiederowicz and Patricia Pidgie D'Allessio.  In some 

ways, they represent many more women than this, 

those two, who may have experienced similar things 

in life, similar tragedies.  And let's hope and pray 

that going forward those injustices will not be 

repeated.  Thank you Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you Senator Fonfara.  Will you remark further?  

Senator Miner. 

 

SENATOR MINER (30TH): 

 

Thank you Madam President.  Madam President, as a 

Ranking Member of the Appropriations Committee, I 

also rise in support of this Legislation.  I can't 

remember what day it was, but I know we had a great 

conversation about our obligation as late as it was 

to try and make this happen this year.  I did check 
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to what was my understanding, still my understanding 

that it was a unanimous vote in the Appropriations 

Committee.  I think everyone was moved by the story. 

 

Also as a matter of record, the vote in the House is 

144 to nothing.  So I don't think there is any 

debate about the unity of the legislature on this 

issue.  I think we should move along today with this 

decision.  Let's cast aside any question that there 

might be about whether we believe she's entitled, 

and I would urge support.  Thank you. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you Senator Miner.  Will you remark further?  

Will you remark further?  If not, I will open the 

voting machine.  Please, Mr. Clerk, announce the 

vote. 

 

CLERK: 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate.  Immediate roll call vote has been ordered 

in the Senate on House Bill 5088.  Immediate roll 

call vote has been ordered in the Senate on House 

Bill 5088.  Immediate roll call vote in the Senate 

on House Bill 5088.  Immediate roll call vote in the 

Senate. 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate.  This is House Bill 5088, House Bill 5088.  

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate on House Bill 

5088.  Immediate roll call vote in the Senate. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Have all the Senators voted?  Have all the Senators 

voted?  The machine is locked.  Mr. Clerk, would you 

kindly announce the tally? 

 

CLERK: 

 

House Bill 5088: 
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 Total voting Yea 33 

 Total voting Nay 3 

 Absent and not voting 0 

THE CHAIR: 

(Gavel) the Legislation is passed.  Mr. Clerk? 

CLERK: 

Page 17, Calendar No. 425, Substitute for Senate 

Bill No. 6665, AN ACT CONCERNING THE REMOVAL OF 

RESTRICTIONS ON OWNERSHIP OR OCCUPANCY OF REAL 

PROPERTY BASED ON RACE AND ELIMINATION OF THE RACE 

DESIGNATION ON MARRIAGE LICENSES as Amended by House 

Amendment Schedule "A" LCO No. 7946. 

THE CHAIR: 

And good evening Senator Winfield. 

SENATOR WINFIELD (10TH): 

Good evening Madam President.  Madam President, I 

move acceptance of the Joint Committee's Favorable 

Report and passage of the Bill in concurrence with 

the House. 

THE CHAIR: 

And the question is on passage.  Will you remark? 

SENATOR WINFIELD (10TH): 

Yes, thank you Madam President.  This is another 

Bill that comes to us through the Judiciary 

Committee, another one of those strange occurrences 

where the House Ranking Member and myself found out 

as I was working on similar issues and came together 

in a form of this Bill.  Madam President, what this 

Bill does is it takes the unlawful restrictive 
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covenants that we've discussed in different ways 

over a number of years and people have seen stories 

written about on television that don't allow for 

people of certain demographics to live and certain 

communities.  Specifically here, we're talking about 

race.  And it makes those void. 

 

It also allows for people who find information about 

the property that they actually own to sign an 

affidavit, give it to the town clerk and for a note 

to be put into the land records.  The Bill was 

Amended so that the condominiums and common interest 

communities where these types of things happen and 

apply, similar provisions could be made. 

 

Finally, the Bill deals with the issue of race as a 

demographic piece of information on marriage license 

and removes race from the list of demographic 

information.  Madam President, it's a really good 

Bill and I urge passage. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you Senator Winfield.  Will you remark 

further?  Will you remark further?  Will you remark 

further?  If not, I will open the vote.  Mr. Clerk, 

Please announce the vote. 

 

CLERK: 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate.  This is House Bill 6665 as Amended by House 

Schedule "A".  Immediate roll call vote has been 

ordered in the Senate, this is House Bill 6665 as 

Amended by House Schedule "A".  Immediate roll call 

vote in the Senate on House Bill 6665 as Amended by 

House Schedule "A".  Immediate roll call vote in the 

Senate. 

 

THE CHAIR: 
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Have all Senators voted?  If all Senators voted, the 

machine will be locked.  Mr. Clerk, when you're 

ready, please announce the tally. 

 

CLERK: 

 

House Bill 6665: 

 

Total number of voting 36 

 Total voting Yea 36 

 Total voting Nay 0 

 Absent and not voting 0 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Mr. Clerk.  The Bill passes (Gavel).  Mr. 

Clerk, would you announce the next item?  Mr. 

Majority Leader, Duff. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Thank you Mr. President.  Nice to see you this 

afternoon. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Nice to see you as well. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Thank you.  Mr. President, if we can mark two more, 

three more items for our goal list, please. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Certainly. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Thank you Mr. President.  On Calendar Page 29, 

Calendar 551, House Bill 6517; like to mark that, 

yeah, like to mark that item go.  Followed by 

Calendar Page 28, Calendar 546, House Bill 6559; 
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like to mark that item go.  Followed by Calendar 

Page 26, Calendar 527, House Bill 6558; like to mark 

that item go. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you Mr. Majority Leader.  These shall so be 

marked.  Mr. Clerk, would you announce the next 

item? 

 

CLERK: 

 

Page 29, Calendar No. 551, Substitute for House Bill 

No. 6517, AN ACT IMPLEMENTING THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF 

THE TASK FORCE TO ANALYZE THE IMPLEMENTATION OF LAWS 

GOVERNING DYSLEXIA INSTRUCTION AND TRAINING, as 

Amended by House Amendment Schedule "A" LCO No. 

9914. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you Mr. Clerk.  Would you care to remark?  

Senator Slap. 

 

SENATOR SLAP (5TH): 

 

Thank you Mr. President.  I move adoption of the 

Joint Committee's Favorable Report, passage of the 

Bill in concurrence with the House. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you Senator Slap.  Would you care to remark 

further? 

 

SENATOR SLAP (5TH): 

 

Yes, thank you.  This Bill comes to us unanimously 

from the House and implements the recommendations of 

the Task Force to look at how we can better serve 

our students in the State of Connecticut, who have 

dyslexia or some form of dyslexia.  And I should say 

that that by some estimates is nearly 20% of 
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students in Connecticut.  And I do want to thank our 

Majority Leader, Senator Duff for his leadership on 

this initiative and Senator Osten as well.  I 

anticipate that, that both of them may want to add 

to the discussion about this very important Bill. 

 

It does a number of things, it helps to identify 

screen, train, and offer support for not only 

children and students who are experiencing dyslexia, 

but as well teachers and parents.  And for those who 

heard the public testimony in the Higher Education 

Committee, much of it was heartbreaking.  And that's 

actually how some of the parents described their 

experience when they met with their teachers of 

their, of their children and learned that their 

children were suffering from dyslexia, were having a 

very difficult time reading, and oftentimes, it was 

years later than it needed to be.  And we know that 

every year is precious in the development of a child 

and their education and their ability to read. 

 

So this is going to make a fundamental difference in 

helping to identify problems earlier, and helping to 

give support to educators.  And so, and one of the 

things I want to highlight before I turn over to my 

colleagues, and I think this is so significant, is 

its renaming the Office of Training Compliance, it's 

renaming at this Office of Dyslexia and Reading 

Disabilities.  And you know, by identifying and 

really highlighting the dyslexia and, and it lifts 

it up as an issue that, that deserves our attention 

and support for all of the children across 

Connecticut.  This is a Bill that we need to pass 

this evening.  So I do urge my colleagues to join me 

in voting favorably for it.  Thank you Mr. 

President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you Senator Slap.  Would you care to remark?  

Senator Witkos. 

 

SENATOR WITKOS (8TH): 
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Thank you Mr. President, and I'll be very, very 

quick.  You know, reading is, is the birth of 

knowledge and it's where the basis where it all 

begins.  And as the good Senator had just mentioned, 

the Public Hearing testimony was very, very moving 

from parents that had to go years in helping trying 

to identify the issue and the problem in, in seeking 

assistance with their children that had difficulty 

reading and being diagnosed with dyslexia and making 

sure they had the, the right staff to, to do that.   

 

And I know we've been working on this topic for a 

number of years here in the General Assembly.  And 

this Bill just moves it as that much further down 

the road, and I stand with Senator Slap and Members 

of the Higher Education and all those in the circle 

who have been stalwarts and advocates for the 

dyslexia community, and urge strong support.  Thank 

you Mr. President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you Senator Witkos.  Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much Mr. President, it's a pleasure 

to see you there tonight.  I stand in strong support 

of this piece of Legislation, which is a combination 

of some six or seven years of work to bring it to 

this level.  We have changed the IEP forum to 

recognize dyslexia.  We have worked on evidence 

based instruction on dyslexia.  And now we are 

finally coming to the point where we are holding the 

regulators to account on making sure that the work 

that we're doing on dyslexia is not only helping the 

children who have dyslexia are out, but we are also 

helping teachers to make sure that they can identify 

dyslexia and identify other reading issues.   

 

Without that basic foundation, it not only impacts 

the ability to read, it also impacts the ability to 
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participate in math and science.  And of course, how 

does one learn about the history of one's people if 

they can't read? 

 

Many people know that I worked in the Department of 

Corrections for 21 years.  And thus, two of the 

single most issues that young men and women came in 

that had not been previously diagnosed with problems 

were dyslexia and autism.  It leads to such a great 

amount of angst for the young people who suffer from 

these conditions if their help is not given to them 

when they need it.  And that's really, it's, it's a 

tragedy to see young people not get the help that 

they need. 

 

This first came to my attention a, a number of years 

ago and I met a constituent up in Heber in 

Connecticut.  And she and her, she said that you 

know, my oldest son went to schools in Hebron and 

everything was great.  Now my youngest son is going 

and he is still 2, 3, 4 years behind in his 

education and no one is seeming to recognize what 

his problems are, and I can't get anybody to listen 

to me and I can't get any help.  And she developed 

into the most wonderful advocate that I've ever met 

in my life working on issues.  She developed a 

system across the state that brought parents 

together and said that whose children all had 

dyslexia that were not receiving the proper care in 

the educational system that we have. 

 

That is someone that you know is really working for 

children broadly.  She pulled, ultimately pulled her 

son out of school in Connecticut and went to a 

private school where she had the wherewithal to do 

that.  But she has never gave up on making sure that 

Connecticut addressed this issues revolving around 

dyslexia.  She could have easily walked away, but 

she did not walk away.  She said, "I'm going to see 

this through so that other children will not suffer 

like my son did." Well most recently, she sent a 

picture of her son graduating from high school and 

on his way to college.  That's a wonderful thing to 
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see.  And I can't thank Allison Querion enough for 

her advocacy in this issue. 

 

It is not often that you see somebody who sees 

injustice that will stand up, work through it, face 

the problem straight on, come up with a resolution 

to the problem and then fight for the resolution for 

every single person who suffers from dyslexia.  And 

I think that it's about time we give her a lot of 

credit for sticking to it, because right now she is 

not even a resident of Connecticut and could have 

walked away, but she did not.  I, I think that 

that's the kind of person I keep encouraging her, no 

matter where you live, please run for office, 

because you are somebody who knows what it's all 

about, you understand the systems, and it's 

perfectly correct for you to take credit for what 

you have done for children with dyslexia so that 

those families who do not have the ability that she 

did, to gather the data, look and find evidence 

based programming, fight for it over and over and 

over. 

 

This is what I believe that final piece, that final 

piece this, this office, which will hold schools 

accountable to make sure teachers are trained 

correctly, provide them with the resources that they 

need, make sure the parents understand what's going 

on with their children.  And most importantly, 

absolutely most importantly, make sure that every 

child is given an opportunity to be successful.  And 

the way they're successful is to get a good 

education that will show them the ability that they 

have, and most children can fly to the skies if we 

teach them correctly.  And this is one moment where 

you can fly to the sky.  And I want to thank Allison 

Querion for making sure we didn't let this go.  

Thank you very much Mr. President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you Senator Osten.  Would you care to remark?  

Which you care to remark?  If not, the vote will be. 
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SENATOR CASSANO (4TH): 

 

Mr. President? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Sorry, Senator Cassano. 

 

SENATOR CASSANO (4TH): 

 

Yes, I just like to make a couple of comments.  

First of all, I want to thank Senator for bringing 

this Bill out.  This isn't something that you have 

and that goes away.  Dyslexia is a, a lifelong 

issue.  I know that because I'm one of those that's 

dealt with it since I was four or five years old.  

My 3s look like Es, my Es look like 3s.  If I'm 

tired, I still do that today.  You see things 

differently, you write things differently, and it's 

not, it's just something in the back of your mind 

that drives. 

 

But as a young kid growing up with it, I pity any 

child that has to go through this, because there is 

nothing worse that kids making funnier when you're 

young kids and when you see them.  When you look at 

a sentence and you look what you wrote, you can't 

figure out why am I doing this?  I know how to spell 

the word, but it's writing it. 

 

We have known dyslexia for decades and have done 

nothing about it.  Thousands of people probably have 

been victims of this.  I hope to goodness that we 

find a way to deal with this because it is tough for 

a child and it's tough when you get older, when 

you're still doing those same things, there is just 

no magic lantern that makes it go away.  This is a 

problem and I'm glad we're addressing it.  Thank 

you. 

 

THE CHAIR: 
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Thank you Senator Cassano.  Senator Formica. 

 

SENATOR FORMICA (20TH): 

 

Thank you Mr. President.  I rise also in strong 

support of, of this Bill.  This has been, as Senator 

Osten said a long time coming and I'd like to really 

compliment good Senator Osten for her diligence and 

hard work and effort in this behalf as well as the 

leadership of the Higher Education Committee.  And I 

just really think that this is one of those great 

Bills that kind of goes unnoticed, but it is going 

to have a huge effect on a lot of people.  And I 

thank everybody for putting this forward, and I 

certainly urge strong support.  Thank you Mr. 

President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you Senator Formica.  Would you care to 

remark?  Would you care to remark?  If not, the 

machine will reopen.  Mr. Clerk, would you announce 

dependency of a roll call vote? 

 

CLERK: 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate.  Immediate roll call vote has been ordered 

in the Senate.  This is House Bill 6517 as Amended 

by House Schedule "A".  Immediate roll call vote in 

the Senate on House Schedule "A" of House Bill 6517.  

This House Bill 6517 as Amended.  Immediate roll 

call vote in the Senate on House Bill 6517 as 

Amended.  Immediate roll call vote in the Senate. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Have all Members voted?  Have all Members voted?  If 

all Members have voted, the machine will be locked 

and Mr. Clerk, when you're ready, please announce 

the tally. 

 

CLERK: 
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House Bill 6517: 

 

Total number of voting 36 

 Total voting Yea 36 

 Total voting Nay 0 

 Absent and not voting 0 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you Mr. Clerk, the item passes (Gavel).  Mr. 

Clerk, if you call the next item? 

 

CLERK: 

 

Page 28, Calendar No. 546, Substitute for House Bill 

No. 6559, AN ACT IMPLEMENTING THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF 

THE OFFICE OF EARLY CHILDHOOD as Amended by House 

Amendment Schedule "A" LCO No. 8543. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you Mr. Clerk.  Senator McCrory. 

 

SENATOR MCCRORY (2ND): 

 

Good evening Mr. President.  How're you doing this 

evening? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

I am well. 

 

SENATOR MCCRORY (2ND): 

 

And I'm usually not saying Mr. Dean went up there, 

but it's good to see you up there today young man.  

Mr. President, I move acceptance of the Joint 

Committee's Favorite Report and passage of the Bill. 

 

THE CHAIR: 
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Thank you Senator McCrory.  The question is on 

acceptance and passage.  Would you care to remark? 

 

SENATOR MCCRORY (2ND): 

 

Absolutely.  Mr. President, this is one that we 

always sees aircraft carrier bills is such a big 

aircraft here we probably we have to move, we 

probably going to do them back to back.  6559 has a 

number of sections, I'll briefly go through them.  

You know, this is all we see, so you know, everyone 

loves the kids, so we got to make sure we take care 

of them. 

 

Section 1 talks about goals for school readiness 

programs, expands the list of goals with network of 

schools, readiness programs to include ethnic and 

social equity diversity of children, families, and 

staff.   

 

Section 2 entails eligibility for school readiness, 

financial assistance and change in assistance 

program.  Section 3 speaks to local school readiness 

council members.  It requires that parents and 

guardians of program, eligible children comprise at 

least 25% of the local school ratings council.  It 

also allows local councils to compensate parents and 

guardians with available appropriations to attend 

these meetings.  It also requires that council be 

expanded to include representation from state 

finance, childcare providers, or workforce job 

training, community organization and or a local 

business.   

 

Section 4 speaks to change the name of the 

[inaudible] family network to the Connecticut home 

visiting systems and modifying the program scope.  

Section 5 speaks to childcare facility development, 

expands eligibility for state contracts for grants 

and aid to development and childcare facilities.  

Section 6 speaks to childcare service monitors.  

Section 7a speaks to an employee's background 

checks, it expands the types of employees who may 
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undergo pre-employment comprehensive background 

checks to include positions involving unsupervised 

children.   

 

Section 9, Section 9 is the Amendment and I'll get 

to that in a second, is strike Section 9 and placed 

it with the State, the State National Sex Offender 

database.  Section 10 speaks to finger print waivers 

for background checks.  It authorize to OEC to grant 

a waiver for the requirement, that the requirement 

to submit fingerprints as part of a childcare 

employment background check for those who cannot 

satisfy the requirement due to medical conditions.  

Section 11 broadens the scope of home visiting 

systems.   

 

Sections 15 talks about our birth to three program 

and teaching permits.  And section 16, the final 

section, it speaks to the youth camp operating 

without license.  It creates hearing process for 

youth camps, the OECs operating without a license.  

It permits the OEC Commission to send a notice 

detailing that alleged violations by certified mail 

or by personal carrier. 

 

Mr. President, the, the Clerk.  I'm sorry.  The 

Clerk is in the possession on Amendment LCO, give me 

a second, 8543 and I will ask the Clerk to please 

call the Amendment. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Mr. Clerk, would you please call Amendment?  Senator 

McCrory? 

 

SENATOR MCCRORY (2ND): 

 

Yes, I'm sorry about that Mr. President.  Actually, 

this passed in the House and we do not have 

Amendment. 

 

THE CHAIR: 
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Senator McCrory, just, just to make sure that we do 

this correctly, could you restate your original call 

to pass in concurrence with the House? 

 

SENATOR MCCRORY (2ND): 

 

Okay.  I forgot, I'm sorry.  I move acceptance of 

the Joint Committee's Favorable Report and passage 

of the Bill in concurrence with the House. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you very much Senator McCrory.  Would you care 

to remark further? 

 

SENATOR MCCRORY (2ND): 

 

I move adoption. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you.  Would you care to remark further?  

Senator Berthel. 

 

SENATOR BERTHEL (32ND): 

 

Good evening Mr. President.  Good to see you up 

there tonight. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Good to see you as well. 

 

SENATOR BERTHEL (32ND): 

 

Thank you sir.  And I rise in support of the, the 

Bill before us tonight.  As my, my esteemed good 

Chair of the Education Committee went through, this 

is a pretty comprehensive Bill.  It makes some, some 

important changes to the operation of the Office of 

Early Childhood, allowing us to provide some 

clarification to the services and expansion of 

services that the OEC provides to children across 
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the Bill.  Thank you Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you Senator Berthel.  Would you care to 

remark?  Senator Champagne. 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

Thank you Mr. President.  I, I have some questions 

for the proponent of the Bill, if I could? 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McCrory, prepare yourself.  Senator Berthel, 

I'm sorry, Senator Champagne, proceed. 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

Thank you and through you Mr. President, I have a 

question on line 510.  I'll give you a second.  

Thank you Mr. President, again through you, so, the, 

on 510, it removes the Chief Elected Official as 

the, to designate the Chairperson of the School 

Readiness Council.  And I'm just trying to figure 

out why that change was made, were there some sort 

of problems or something? 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McCrory. 

SENATOR MCCRORY (2ND): 

Through you Mr. President, I believe that the change 

was made because they want us to want to have more, 

everyday direct contact with the early childhood 

programs.  Through you Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you Senator McCrory.  Senator Champagne. 
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SENATOR SLAP: 

-- that is going on in college campuses all across 

this country, of course, but also here in 

Connecticut.  And that is one key part of this Bill, 

and it is addressing campus mental health by 

creating coalitions.  There's evaluation of the 

effectiveness of higher education, institution 

mental health services and programs.  There's going 

to be a grant writer for mental health funding with 

the Board of Regents.  

That's another very positive things in the Bill as 

well.  There's going to be a study about a part-time 

-- for part-time Connecticut state system of higher 

education employees and retirees about benefits.  So 

that's going to come back to us in the Higher 

Education Committee.  We'll be able to do our due 

diligence on that piece.  

There's also looking at a college credit for 

military training and prison education program 

office task force.  So those are some of the things 

the Bill does.  Also, a prohibition on the charge in 

graduation fees of public higher education 

institutions that primarily impacts just Charter Oak 

State College. 

And then the last thing, as the Open Educational 

Resource Council reporting it adjust the deadline on 

that.  But as I mentioned, the one thing that I want 

to delve into here a little bit more is an issue of 

fairness here on our college campuses for our 

student athletes.  And this is -- you hear the 

acronym, and a lot of times I think people aren't 

really sure exactly always what that means.  It's 

NIL, and its name, image, and likeness.  And 

essentially it will allow our student athletes to 

enjoy the benefits of their name, image, and 

likeness. 
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And this was an issue that was originally kind of 

brought to the forefront decades ago by a UCLA 

basketball player who thought it was entirely unfair 

that the NCAA will be the only one to be able to 

benefit from his name, image, and likeness. 

  

And the rules on college campuses, I'm not sure if 

everybody kind of understands how restrictive they 

are right now.  So you can have a student athlete 

and, you know, a lot of -- oftentimes people will 

think of, well, you have the star of the basketball 

team or the quarterback of the football team, and 

they're missing out on being able to endorse a 

product, let's say.  And right now they're not 

allowed to do that.  They would lose their 

scholarship if they do that.   

 

But not only can they not do that.  Let's say the 

star point guard on the basketball team also happens 

to be a great guitar player, and that person wants 

to let's say put on a concert, make some money, 

right, in the off-season.  Can't do that, would also 

lose their scholarship.  They are treated, the 

student athlete, different than any other student on 

campus.   

 

I have a daughter who's a pretty darn good cellist, 

and who knows, she may go to UConn and be a cellist 

and be in their Symphony.  And if that's the case, 

she would be able to produce a record and be able to 

make money on that, right.  Which would make sense.  

We think that people are entitled to benefit from 

their skills and from their name, image, and 

likeness.  But our student athletes cannot do that.   

 

Sometimes people kind of retort and say well, but 

they're on scholarship.  The reality though, and 

actually UConn does a lot better than the national 

average, but many student athletes in other parts of 

the country do not finish, do not get their degrees, 

in part because of the strain that's put on them.   
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In addition, very, very few go on to play 

professionally.  So this is really an issue of 

fairness and allowing them to benefit again from 

their name, image, and likeness.  And it should be 

said -- I just want to touch on the equity issue 

here for a moment as well.  Predominantly student 

athletes, especially in some of the big sports, are 

blind to minority populations, so they are of color 

and they are making oftentimes an incredible amount 

of money for the NCAA, billions of dollars, and they 

are really not able to enjoy the benefits as they 

should, I would argue.   

 

And it's not just me arguing this, it happens to be 

UConn, and I congratulate them by the way for -- and 

really am so pleased that they began the 

conversation with some of us in the Legislature a 

couple years ago, and we had a Bill that did get a 

public hearing last year about this very issue.  And 

I really commend them for coming to the table and 

being creative and trying to think about how we 

could tackle this.   

 

At the same time, as I said, it's not just me, it's 

not just UConn, it's not just us here in 

Connecticut.  There are 40 states across the country 

that are looking at this issue right now, 16 of 

which have already passed laws, and that brings me 

to a critical part of the argument that some might 

be asking, why now?  They say, well, this kind of 

came out of nowhere.  So why now?  Well, here is the 

why now.  In two weeks the NCAA is poised to meet 

and have their annual conference.  And we been 

waiting, the whole country actually has been waiting 

for the NCAA to take action on name, image, and 

likeness.  And they have punted, pun intended.  Not 

only have they done that but Congress is also not 

taking action.  We know that our good Senator Murphy 

has been a champion at the national level on this 

issue, but again, we're waiting for the NCAA, we're 

waiting for Congress.  We have no idea if they're 

going to act, but we do know again, that the NCAA is 

meeting in just a couple weeks.   
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And one really possibly -- one real possibility is 

that the NCAA is going to say, "You know what?  To 

the states that have already enacted laws," again 

16, with dozens more poised to go into place here, 

"we will defer to you.  If you have a law on the 

books, then go for it.  You have name, image, and 

likeness."  

 

So here's the problem if they do that in two weeks.  

What happens tomorrow at midnight?  The Connecticut 

General Assembly goes Sine Die and we close up shop.  

At least I hope so.  So it's possible if we don't 

pass this, that the NCAA takes action in two weeks 

and we are left with nothing for our student 

athletes.  That would not be fair to our student 

athletes, that would also not be very good for our 

competitive balance.   

 

We already have seen that there are schools in the 

Big East where UConn, and this is not just about 

UConn but where UConn participates that already 

passed name, image, and likeness Bill.  So you can 

imagine the challenge that in this case UConn would 

have recruiting, or not only recruiting but even 

retaining their current student athletes.   

 

So that's one scenario that the NCAA may take action 

and defer to existing state laws.  So that's one 

reason we need to act.  It's also possible then that 

the NCAA could adopt its own name, image, and 

likeness policy.  And this language gives our 

schools the flexibility to then align their policies 

with the NCAA because if you look at it, they have 

until September of this year, so they'll wait, see 

what the NCAA does and then align their policies 

with the NCAA.  If in fact they take action.   

 

The third option, and I just want to put all the 

cards on the table here.  The third option is that 

the NCAA does nothing on this issue.  So what 

happens then?  Then we are still part of a growing 

coalition of states that have put a stake in the 
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ground for our student athletes, and for fairness 

and for equity and we are saying we're going to be 

pushing the NCAA and say we're taking a stand and we 

believe that your policies need to change.   

 

And I'll be very frank.  The NCAA would -- if they 

do nothing, they're an untenable position, but if -- 

for those people who are concerned about that.  I 

want to allay some of those fears because we would 

be aligned with the Crimson Tide of Alabama, 

Florida, Georgia, Mississippi.  These are states 

that take their sports pretty darn seriously, so I 

think we're in pretty good company.  And I am so 

pleased that we're going to be able to do this and 

create a fairer and more balanced playing field for 

our student athletes.   

 

And the last thing I want to add about this is that 

I'm so grateful that I live in a state where our 

women athletes, our female student athletes also 

have a real shot at being able to benefit from their 

name, image, and likeness.  And I remember reading a 

quote from Geno Auriemma just recently, of course, 

our great legendary basketball coach at UConn.  I'm 

talking about what a unique state Connecticut is in 

that regard.  And unfortunately, women do not have 

in professional sports the earning power that men 

do.  Not always, but in many circumstances, but in 

Connecticut they really would have some great 

opportunities potentially to benefit from that.   

 

So when we think about fairness that's something 

that I don't think we can forget about.  That this 

is another way that we're going to really help our 

student athletes and in particular, our great 

females student athletes here in the State of 

Connecticut. 

 

Fort those reasons then, I'd urge my colleagues to 

join me and to support this very important Bill.  

Thank you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 
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Thank you, Senator Slap.  Will you remark further?  

Senator Witkos. 

 

SENATOR WITKOS (8TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  I also rise in support 

of the Bill before us.  And I want to commend the 

good work of our friends down on the House, 

Representative Elliott, and Representatives Hayes 

for sending the Bill up to us in such short order 

that -- and I say in such short order because it's a 

combination of several Bills that make this one nice 

fine product.   

 

And the product does a quite a few things that I 

think are very interesting and very supportive to 

our veterans.  You know, we often talk about 

workforce development and making sure that we have 

on the op -- I guess, in reverse order, that you 

have the skills and education to do the work but 

here we're saying you've had the skills and you've 

done the work, now let's see what fits in the 

education side of it.  And I think that's so 

important that our veterans that go through all of 

their military training, perform the jobs that they 

do, and then come back and they want to further 

their official education, that they're able to do 

that.  And our universities and our higher education 

institutions will look to see how that real work 

will fit into -- and give them credit for the work 

they've done. 

 

This Bill does a lot for our mental health awareness 

for our students.  And we -- that was a subject 

matter of a lot of Bills in the Higher Education 

Committee this particular year.  Unfortunately, 

because kids are dealing with a lot and, you know, 

in light of the pandemic and I guess isolation, 

social isolation, we make sure that the universities 

are prepared to deal with the plethora of items and 

issues that our kids are dealing with by setting up 

accounts and make sure that they're reevaluating the 
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services they provide, hiring a grant writer to 

apply for grants to make sure that training can be 

done to all the different councils in all the 

different universities.   

 

I know Senator Slap went over a lot of this but I 

just want to highlight a couple more things.  One of 

the reports that will be coming back to us, which I 

look forward to reading next January is a report 

that looks at offering benefits to part-time 

educators in our system.  I was really concerned.  I 

felt bad for what was termed to be highway 

professors this particular year in Higher Ed during 

the public hearings, where and they had to go work 

at multiple universities in order to gain the number 

of credits that they had because maybe they couldn't 

teach more than one class there so they would teach 

one class on a particular day or set of days in one 

university and drive halfway across the state to 

teach another class a similar topic.  So I'm looking 

forward to getting that information back, seeing if 

there's something that we can do over there.  I 

think that will provide us with the information that 

we need.   

 

And I'm not going to get into the NIL, which Senator 

Slap went over in depth, other than to say that, you 

know, I think with the passage of this Bill, it's 

signature by Governor Lamont, that I think we may 

actually retain our students a little bit longer in 

our universities that they -- with the ability to 

make some money because of the outstanding 

athleticism that they do and the work that they -- 

the GPA they must maintain to stay in their schools.  

Maybe the lure of making a few thousand dollars by 

going into a professional sports may be delayed in 

their mind because they can make it up most 

certainly doing the work they do currently at the 

school but being compensated for that.   

 

And with that, Madam President, I urge the Chamber's 

adoption of the Bill.  Thank you. 

 

4378



sp/vs/mi 96 

Senate June 8, 2021 

 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Witkos.  Will you remark further 

on the Legislation before the Chamber?  Will you 

remark further?  If not, I will -- Senator Slap. 

 

SENATOR SLAP (5TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  If there is no 

objection, I would recommend that we put this on the 

Consent Calendar.  Thank you. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

  

So I am witnessing an objection, yes? 

 

SENATOR FORMICA (20TH): 

 

An objection, yes.  Thank you.  I am just not sure 

that we can do that.  I can check if you can hold a 

minute but I -- you know, okay. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Okay, so we will open the vote.  Mr. Clerk, would 

you please call the roll call? 

 

CLERK:   

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate.  This is House Bill 6402 as Amended by House 

"A".  Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in 

the Senate on House Bill 6402 as Amended by House 

"A".  Immediate roll call vote in the Senate on 

House Bill 6402 as Amended by House "A".  Immediate 

roll call vote in the Senate.   

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Have all the Senators voted?  We will lock the 

machine.  Mr. Clerk, please announce the tally.   

 

CLERK:   
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House Bill 6402 as Amended by House "A":   

 

Total Number Voting 36 

 Those voting Yea 36 

 Those voting Nay 0 

 Those absent and not voting 0 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And the Legislation is adopted -- is passed.   

 

Senator Duff.   

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  If we can go back to 

the previously marked item that was marked PT, 

Calendar page 26, Calendar 526, Senate Bill 1111. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Mr. Clerk.   

 

CLERK: 

  

Page 26, Calendar 526, substitute for Senate Bill 

No. 1111, AN ACT AMENDING A CONVEYANCE OF A PARCEL 

OF STATE LAND IN THE TOWN OF FAIRFIELD.   

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Flexer. 

 

SENATOR FLEXER (29TH): 

 

Good evening, Madam President.  Madam President, I 

move for acceptance of the Joint Committee's 

Favorable Report and passage of the Bill.   

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And the question is on passage.  Will you remark? 
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SENATOR FLEXER (29TH):   

 

Yes, thank you, Madam President.  Madam President, 

the Bill before us, like a few of the other Bills we 

debated this evening have to do with a parcel of 

state land in the town of Fairfield.  The 

Legislation before us represents the good work of 

the leaders of the town of Fairfield, the 

legislative delegation from Fairfield who I'm sure 

we'll hear from in a moment, and the department of 

transportation. 

 

Madam President, the Clerk is in possession of an 

Amendment.  LCO No. 10582.  I'd ask that the Clerk 

please call the Amendment and I be given leave of 

the Chamber to summarize. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Mr. Clerk, if you could please call LCO 10582. 

 

CLERK: 

 

LCO No. 10582 Senate Schedule "A". 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Flexer. 

 

SENATOR FLEXER (29TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  Madam President, I move 

adoption of the Amendment.   

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And the question is on adoption, will you remark?   

 

SENATOR FLEXER (29TH): 

 

Yes.  Thank you, Madam President.  Madam President, 

the Bill before us today as I -- or excuse me, the 
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Amendment before us is a change that's been worked 

out by all those who've been working on this 

Legislation, and it shrinks the parcel of state land 

that is going to be conveyed.  The original 

Legislation identified several parcels of state land 

and this Amendment makes it -- Just a moment. 

 

Madam President, I'd like to withdraw this 

Amendment, please. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And we will withdraw the Amendment.  Would you like 

to suggest a different LCO? 

 

SENATOR FLEXER (29TH): 

 

Yes, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Excellent.  What's the number? 

 

SENATOR FLEXER (29TH): 

 

Madam President, I would appreciate it very much if 

the Clerk would instead call LCO NO.  10645. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Mr. Clerk, if you could please call LCO 10645. 

 

CLERK: 

 

LCO No. 10645, Senate Schedule "B". 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Will you remark on LCO 10645? 

 

SENATOR FLEXER (29TH): 
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Yes, thank you, Madam President.  Madam President, 

the Amendment before us is identical to what I was 

just describing, Madam President.  Madam President, 

it does make a change in the size of the parcel 

that's being considered here, but it is the 

identical parcel that was considered originally in 

the Committee in our public hearing process.  It is 

a parcel that was considered by the Committee and 

given a joint Favorable Report from the Committee, 

and I'm hopeful that my colleagues will support this 

Amendment and the underlying Legislation.  I move 

adoption of the Amendment.  Thank you, Madam 

President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And the question is on adoption of the Amendment 

before the Chamber.  Will you remark?  Senator 

Hwang. 

 

SENATOR HWANG (28TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  I rise in support of 

this Amendment.  I want to thank the good Chairwoman 

of the GAE Committee as well as the Ranking Member 

and also the House Chair, as well as the House 

Ranking.   

 

This Bill did indeed have a public hearing, and 

through the good work of all the collaborators, 

Representative Devlin, Representative McCarthy Vahey 

and Representative Leeper, along with our staff 

attorneys we were able to facilitate and get the 

correct conveyance in this.  And I again want to 

thank the efforts of the Chair for her help through 

this whole process.  I urge support.  Thank you, 

Madam. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator.  Will you remark further on the 

Amendment before the Chamber?  Will you remark 

further on the Amendment?  If not, let me try your 
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minds.  All in favor of the Amendment, please 

signify by saying aye. 

 

(MEMBERS): 

 

Aye.   

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Opposed.  The ayes have it.  The Amendment is 

adopted.   

 

Will you remark further on the Bill as Amended?  

Senator Flexer.   

 

SENATOR FLEXER (29TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  Madam President, if 

there is no objection, I would move that we place 

this Bill on our Consent Calendar.   

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And seeing no objection.  We will move this item to 

the Consent Calendar.  Senator Duff. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  Will the Senate stand 

at ease for a moment, please? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senate will stand at ease.  Good evening, Senator 

Duff. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Good evening, Madam President.  Madam President, is 

there business on the Clerk's desk? 

 

THE CHAIR: 
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Mr. Clerk. 

 

CLERK: 

 

Good evening.  The Clerk is in possession of Senate 

Agenda item No. 1, dated Tuesday, June 8th, 2021. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Duff. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  Madam President, I move 

all items on -- all item on Senate Agenda No. 1, 

dated Tuesday, June 8th, 2021, to be act upon as 

indicating and that the agenda be incorporated by 

reference in the Senate Journal, Senate Transcript. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered.   

 

Senate Agenda 

No. 1 

REGULAR SESSION 

Tuesday, June 08, 2021 

 

BUSINESS FROM THE HOUSE: 

 

EMERGENCY CERTIFICATION -  

 

HB NO.  6687 AN ACT CONCERNING MEDICAL ASSISTANCE 

FOR CHILDREN AND ADULTS WITHOUT HEALTH CARE 

COVERAGE.   

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  I would ask is as -- to 

mark go.  And the next item of business, House Bill 

-- Emergency Certified House Bill 6687 from Agenda 

1.  Thank you. 
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THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered.  Mr. Clerk. 

 

CLERK: 

 

Senate Agenda No. 1, House Bill No. 6687, AN ACT 

CONCERNING MEDICAL ASSISTANCE FOR CHILDREN AND 

ADULTS WITHOUT HEALTH CARE COVERAGE.   

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Good evening, Senator Lesser. 

  

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Good evening, Madam President.  Madam President, 

it's good to see you and, Madam President, I move 

passage of the emergency certified Bill in 

concurrence with the House. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And the question is on passage.  Will you remark? 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

  

Yes, thank you, Madam President.  Madam President, 

as you know, we are in the midst of a global 

pandemic.  And in that healthcare crisis, we have a 

health coverage crisis.  At the beginning of this 

year and over last summer, we heard many Members of 

this Chamber declare that health equity would be our 

top priority.  In fact, just a few weeks ago we 

passed Legislation Senate Bill 1 that declared that 

racism is a public health crisis.  This Legislature 

has time and time again said that we will do 

something big this year on the issue of health 

equity.   

 

This Legislation, Madam President, will do that.  It 

will take a decided step to help close the coverage 

gap.  Now I want to be clear, this is not the only 
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thing we are doing right now to help people in 

Connecticut afford the cost of healthcare.  Earlier 

this spring President Biden signed into law the 

American Recovery Plan, which dramatically expands 

support for middle-class families and low-income 

families across the state.  Striking the 400% cliff 

in the Affordable Care Act, capping costs at eight-

and-a-half percent of income, providing real relief 

to families all across this state.  And this is not 

related to the Bill directly, but if you haven't 

gone and looked at the price of Access Health plans 

since May 1st, go take a look because the price has 

come down as real relief is going out to working-

class and middle-class families all across our 

state. 

 

Separately, a budget that we're going to be 

hopefully discussing later will take steps towards 

expanding access to HUSKY.  Making sure that low-

income residents of our state who are covered up, 

who could potentially be covered by HUSKY, have 

access to increased support.  We're raising the 

threshold, helping those too rich to qualify for 

Medicaid but too poor to afford a private health 

insurance plan the ability to get the coverage that 

they need.   

 

This Bill, however, Madam President, goes for a 

different population.  The folks who are really at 

the margins of our society.  We're talking about 

immigrant mothers, we're talking about newborn 

children, we're talking about people in the first 

year of postpartum, we're talking about young 

children through the age of eight.  Ensuring that 

every child in Connecticut, every child born in 

Connecticut has access to basic healthcare because 

we are the richest state and the richest country on 

earth, and that is the right and decent thing to do.  

And if there is one thing, Madam President, that we 

have learned during the pandemic is that the health 

care available to our neighbors affects the 

healthcare of our families because if they cannot go 
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to a doctor, Madam President, when they are sick 

that jeopardizes us all. 

 

So with that, Madam President, I want to speak 

through the Sections of this Bill.  This Bill does a 

few things.  First of all, it expands HUSKY 

eligibility.  So we are allowing children up to age 

-- through age eight to qualify for HUSKY on the 

same conditions as any other child regardless of how 

they got here, of what their circumstances are, of 

what their status is. 

 

Second we're going to say that we are no longer 

turning away federal funding by denying prenatal 

care to women in this state.  We will allow -- make 

sure that all women in this state have access to 

prenatal care.  Something that states very different 

from Connecticut, states like Louisiana and Arkansas 

and Texas and Oklahoma long ago decided to do.  We, 

Madam President, are catching up with them and 

saying that prenatal care is not just the right 

thing to do but is the fiscally responsible thing to 

do because we all pay if a child born in this state 

is denied access to prenatal care. 

 

Third we're building on a proposal on an element of 

the American Recovery Plan, which provides up to one 

year of postnatal care to children born in the state 

-- to mothers after giving birth.  And we are 

ensuring that that same prenatal care extends 

postnatal for one year because there's an enormous 

amount of evidence that says that that care is so 

critically important.  And then we're directing, 

Madam President, we're directing the office of 

Health Strategy to come up with a plan to make sure 

that we're not just leaving kids when they're eight 

but we're figuring out ways to expand coverage up to 

200% of poverty and that we're covering kids up to 

18. 

 

We are an anomaly right now in Connecticut.  

Surrounding us we have New York and Massachusetts, 

both of which already do this.  We have an 
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opportunity and an obligation to take care of those 

around us.  And I will say again, this is not the 

only thing we are doing this year on healthcare.  

This is one of a number of things but it is an 

important thing. 

 

I will say that this is important but I'm also 

cognizant of the fact that we're all State Senators.  

We're in a wood paneled Chamber, we are in the State 

Capitol, we are all beneficiaries of privilege.  And 

so understanding the difference that makes, the --

this Bill will make to families across the state may 

be difficult for us.  I don't know every story, none 

of us know every story, but I do know one story and 

that's my family story because, Madam President, a 

couple generations ago a young girl crossed the 

border illegally.  Her parents paid human 

traffickers to carry her across a border illegally.  

And that's my grandmother, my grandmother Sonia, who 

is still alive at the age of 91.   

 

Each story is different, each person is different, 

but I know this, that children, whatever you think 

about immigration policy or whatever you think about 

global events, children, Madam President, deserve 

access to healthcare.  This Bill doesn't do 

everything I would like.  This Bill is a starting 

point perhaps for a future discussion about what 

more we can do but, Madam President, this Bill will 

help people.  And this will -- Bill will help 

children and this Bill will help pregnant moms, and 

it's the right thing to do and it's the fiscally 

responsible thing to do and, Madam President, I urge 

passage. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Lesser.  Will you remark further?  

Senator Hwang. 

 

SENATOR HWANG (28TH): 
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Thank you, Madam President.  The -- it's still early 

isn't it? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

It's in the eyes of the beholder. 

 

SENATOR HWANG (28TH): 

 

Thank you.  Through you, and I greatly appreciate 

the Chair of Insurance introduction and his sharing 

of a very powerful and poignant story about his 

family, and God bless your grandmother for her 

courage and her aspiration to come to this country 

and pursue the American dream.  This is an important 

debate of consideration but also in regards to the 

role that we have in state government, the 

responsibilities that we have under the Constitution 

of this country and of this state that we as US 

citizens and Connecticut residents have the 

incredible honor and privilege and the 

responsibility set forth in being an American.   

 

And through you, this has been an emergency 

certification.  So through you, Madam President, if 

I could.  What was the rationale for such an 

emergency certification to override potentially 

hundreds of other important Bills that have gone 

through a public Committee process and deliverance 

and engagement from many shareholders?  What was the 

rationale and the justification for this Bill to now 

be emergency certified ahead of so many other Bills 

that we have deliberated through this legislative 

process?  Through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Yes, thank you, Madam President.  Madam President, I 

want to be very clear.  Every part of this Bill, 
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every substantive part of this Bill that I can see 

had a public hearing, was considered by the 

Committee.  It reflects the combination of Senate 

Bill 910, Senate Bill 911, and Senate Bill 956. 

 

Typically, at this time of the year, as part of the 

budget process, you do see emergency certification 

as we saw with the budget as a whole.  This is a 

budget Bill but because of the strong interest in 

this particular measure as a standalone item, it was 

emergency certified separate from the budget but I 

don't want anybody to get the impression, Madam 

President, that this did not go through the normal 

Committee process because it absolutely did. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Lesser.  Senator Hwang. 

 

SENATOR HWANG (28TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  And I appreciate that 

point of clarification and I did do my best to try 

to note the various Bills that the good Chair 

referenced but my question is, why the emergency 

certification?  Why did it merit - and it's an 

important debate - jumping ahead of so many other 

Bills that are sitting along the pipeline to give a 

precedence over?  Look, every single Bill we're 

deliberating and that are waiting to be called and 

raised in the general assembly in the closing hours 

literally as I would say, we are almost 27 hours 

away from Sine Die.  So why this Bill through 

emergency certification versus the countless others 

that we could deliberate and raise as an emergency 

certification if we're making these kind of 

decisions?  I just want to understand what the 

justification was for this Bill.  Through you, Madam 

President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 
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SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  And I think the idea 

that a child born in Connecticut need -- being 

denied health care is second -- let me rephrase 

that.  I cannot think of something more important 

than ensuring that newborn children have access to 

healthcare.  The idea -- Madam President, I have a 

four month old son, as you know.  The idea that 

there are four-month-old kids in Connecticut that 

don't have the ability to get medical care is an 

absurdity, and I think this Bill addresses both a -- 

as I mentioned, a fiscal and a moral problem, and I 

think that is important.  If the Ranking Member of 

the Insurance Committee is concerned about other 

Bills passing, and I of course, we want to move this 

along expeditiously.  I hope this is a brief debate 

and we can proceed to other important issues because 

this is certainly not the only thing before the 

Legislature but it is a very important thing. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Hwang. 

 

SENATOR HWANG (28TH): 

 

Well, I very much appreciate the good Chairs offer 

but again, this is quickly thrust upon us and I do 

have many questions.  First of which beginning with 

the fact from an insurance related basis, and I can 

only presume that is why the good Chair is raising 

this Bill.  It is applicable only to the HUSKY, 

would that be correct?  Not a fully insured program 

or self-insure program that may exist throughout the 

state?  Through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 
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Through you, Madam President, yes. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Hwang. 

 

SENATOR HWANG (28TH): 

 

Thank you, and are there parameters for these 

requirements under HUSKY that is different than any 

other individuals under the HUSKY program?  Could 

the very good Chair site an example for me instead 

of just a yes or no answer?  Through you, Madam 

President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser.   

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Through you, Madam President, to the best of my 

knowledge, the Bill attempts to replicate the HUSKY 

program and eligibility for folks covered by the 

various sections of the Bill. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Hwang. 

 

SENATOR HWANG (28TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  And I do want to follow 

up because he's absolutely right.  We would never 

want any child to be denied service.  So as the good 

Chair very powerfully said, and I agree, but has he 

known of any example of an undocumented four-year-

old that has been denied service, healthcare service 

in the State of Connecticut?  Because if he does, I 

think that would add a very powerful supplement to 

this discussion and the rationale why.   
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Through you, Madam President, if there are any 

examples what the good Chair just articulated and 

rightfully so, was there any child that he knows of, 

any incidents of an individual that have been denied 

care in the State of Connecticut?  Through you, 

Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Yes, Madam President, in fact there are and I would 

refer the Senator to the testimony received by the 

Human Services Committee on Senate Bill 956 this 

year.  I would also say that the Insurance Committee 

has held hearings in the past on proposals to allow 

undocumented individuals in the state to purchase 

health insurance, and we also heard a number of 

personal stories there.  And so their testimony 

speaks for itself, it wouldn't be appropriate for me 

to put my words in lieu of theirs but we heard many, 

many powerful stories.   

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Hwang. 

 

SENATOR HWANG (28TH):   

 

Through you, Madam President.  And I am appreciative 

of the examples at Chair, and indeed after this 

public hearing -- after our deliberations, I will go 

read those testimonies, but again, is the good Chair 

differentiating between acquisition of health 

insurance or receipt of care?  Through you, Madam 

President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 
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SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Madam President, I think those two things are hard 

to disentangle in a country where care is often 

dependent on one's ability to pay.  And certainly, 

access to specialists in particular is something 

that is only available in most cases if one has 

insurance, whether it's a private insurance or in 

this case Medicaid, or as we call it in Connecticut 

the HUSKY program. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Hwang. 

 

SENATOR HWANG (28TH): 

 

Through you, Madam President.  And I appreciate the 

example that was shared by the Chair and I would 

also offer examples that I have seen where hospitals 

and care facilities have indeed provided care as 

well for those without insurance, those that are 

undocumented.  So just as a good Chair cited the 

terrible, horrible stories, I can also share the 

fact that in the State of Connecticut our hospitals 

and our healthcare facilities have taken on patients 

that are undocumented, that do not have insurance.  

So I would want to make an acknowledgment of their 

tremendous and generous sacrifices to acknowledge 

people and not just simply single out the bad actors 

through this, but I will move on. 

 

So in this it talks about a fiscal and the Amendment 

that is being proffered and adopted in the House.  

Could the good Chair share and explain for 

legislative intent in this circle what the House 

Amendment "A" did in changing as a strike-all 

Amendment to the original Bill?  Through you, Madam 

President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 
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SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Yes.  Thank you, Madam President.  The strike-all 

Amendment does a couple of things.  It moves out the 

effective date of the provisions relating to care 

for undocumented children.  And that gets put out, 

and so as a result, leads to a savings in the state 

budget.  Separately, it allows for the state to 

apply for a 1332 waiver to use our current access 

healthcare infrastructure to facilitate intake, and 

allows for the state to contract with another state 

to do that if the 1332 does not work.  And also, re-

phrases the reporting requirements in Section 5.  

Through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Hwang. 

 

SENATOR HWANG (28TH): 

 

Thank you, and that was exactly the interest that I 

had as I read through quickly on such a short time 

span, it's really not the best way to govern but 

we'll make do with what we can having such a short 

time to read such an important Bill.  But the good 

Chair cites something that is quite interesting.  

The utilization of the 1332 exchange.  The ability 

to use the Medicaid funding that's allocated that 

we're using in this formula to be able to provide 

care, to be able to reduce and manage cost of 

healthcare insurance coverage and delivery.   

 

My goodness, I remember through our many debates 

that the Senate Republicans have pre-offered the 

idea of using 1332 exchanges and reinsurance 

proposals to be able to reduce costs and be able to 

provide accessible, affordable healthcare insurance 

cost to the general public.  So I really want to 

thank the good Chair for acknowledging the 

effectiveness of using 1332 exchanges under the 

Medicare allocation.   
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So I want to thank the good Chair for pointing that 

out in our deliberations but also from a fiscal 

note, through you, Madam President, I'm looking at 

Sections 1 and 3 in regards to the allocation.  I 

believe what I read in the statute is, "within 

available appropriations," but nevertheless from 

what my observations and listening into the House 

deliberations, that this has already been budgeted 

into our prorated budget proposal.  Would that, 

through you, Madam President, be correct? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Yes, Madam President.  It's my understanding that 

it's in the proposed budget that will be considered 

by this body.  Through you. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Hwang. 

 

SENATOR HWANG (28TH): 

 

Thank you, so it is not within appropriate --

Appropriations, it's already been appropriated.  So 

it is money that is allocated.  It is not just 

simply wishful thinking.   

 

For so many of our valuable nonprofits and entities 

that are waiting for money but haven't been 

allocated, but we indeed in a statement have said 

that we're going to commit money to this program.  

With that being said, could the good Chair explain 

to us what the progressive year of allocation is for 

these?  I'm looking at numbers such as 700,000 for 

fiscal year 23, and 4.1 million in fiscal year 24 to 

support the cost of this medical assistance program.  

Through you, Madam President, would that be correct?  
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Would that be the fiscal note of a proposal under 

emergency certification for undocumented children?  

Which are equally critical in all of our eyes.  So 

we've allocated the money already before this plan 

is even been approved.  Would that be correct?  

Through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser.   

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH):   

 

Yes, thank you, Madam President.  Actually, I would 

say that the money was approved for the Bill that 

before the House adopted the Amendment.  So there is 

actually more money available than we actually need 

that could free up funding that could be useful as 

we work to address issues as they come up, Madam 

President.   

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Hwang. 

 

SENATOR HWANG (28TH): 

 

Through you, Madam President, that's really 

heartwarming to hear that we have access money that 

we could use in our budget to be able to allocate 

and provide critical services.   

 

You know, I just listened to Representative Fiorello 

talk about the fact that in Danbury we have a 

charter school of American students, U.S.  citizens 

that are begging for a million dollars to be able to 

have an opportunity to get an education, but our 

access allocations didn't seem to fit to go to them 

but instead we've allocated again $700,000 dollars, 

and 4.1 million because we had excess funds.  Again, 

it's all about a perspective of priorities.   
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But that being said if I may, from a fiscal note we 

look to the continuation of this program.  I didn't 

really get a better understanding of what the 

continuation of the program, but through you, the 

proponent of this offer of the Bill is -- in this 

continuation, do you see a sunset to this or do you 

see this a continual obligation and policy moving 

forward beyond the fiscal year that's noted in the 

fiscal note?  Through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Through you, Madam President.  I guess a question to 

the questioning Senator if I may, are you asking 

about Sections 1 and 3, or about the whole Bill? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Hwang. 

 

SENATOR HWANG (28TH): 

 

That's a very good question to the question to the 

question.  Yes, I am asking the -- on the original 

allocation of the years set forth in this emergency 

certification.  Through you are there intent to 

establish this as a policy moving forward or is this 

a two-year sunset based upon the fiscal allocation 

that's been afforded?  Through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Yes, Madam President, thank you for that 

clarification to the good Senator.  No, the Bill is 

not -- does not contain a sunset provision.  As you 
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know, we are prohibited from binding future 

legislatures.  And so any budgetary matters are 

subject to annual appropriations but there is no 

specific sunset in here, other than those subject to 

any future budgets by the Appropriations Committee 

and the future Legislature. 

 

I will note that Section 5 in this Bill studies the 

expansion of this beyond eight-year-olds to cover 

all children, which is something that I personally 

hope we're able to do but I know that that subject 

as well to Appropriations and other questions as 

well. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Hwang. 

 

SENATOR HWANG (28TH): 

 

Thank you.  And I appreciate the vision that the 

good Chair articulated.  I'd be very curious to see 

the fiscal note on that as well.  But moving on 

beyond the children under the age of nine that is 

under Section 1 and 3.  There is a consideration in 

Section 2 related to postpartum care for women.  

Could the very good Chair explain what the purpose 

of that program, which I think is laudable, but also 

the parameter in which that program covers on 

postpartum care for women?  Through you, Madam 

President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser.   

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Yes, thank you, Madam President.  Madam President, 

that is intended to mirror a provision of the 

American Rescue Plan, which provides a one year 

postpartum coverage, along the terms of the existing 

CHIP program to women.  There are all sorts of 
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health benefits and reasons why that's the case.  

Under current law, a woman could lose eligibility 60 

days after the birth of a child, and there are some 

major policy problems that the Congress and the 

President saw with that.  And so that's why they 

included that within the America Rescue Plan. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Hwang. 

 

SENATOR HWANG (28TH): 

 

Through you, Madam President.  I actually have two 

questions on that follow-up.  One, it is 

appropriated under the ARPA fund.  The ARPA runs out 

in two years, through you, Madam President, are 

these funds that are within the budget specifically 

from the ARPA allocations within the budget, and is 

-- and how would you distinguish that?  Because as 

the good Chair just cited, that the postpartum care 

for women is a purpose of the American Rescue Plan.  

So is it documented and allocated specifically in 

the appropriated budget that we not yet seen.  And 

is there distinguishing, are we using of their money 

to fund this program when the good Chair articulated 

that this program's focus was using funds from ARPA?   

 

I just want a point of clarification that we're -- 

and I know it's difficult because we're talking 

about a budget we haven't seen.  But what the good 

Chair just cited is this program of postpartum care 

for women is derived from ARPA funding.  Will we see 

that specifically earmarked in our budget from the 

ARPA funds, and if not, how do we justify what was 

just mentioned by the Chair?  Through you, Madam 

President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 
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My understanding, Madam President, is that the 

funding for this Bill is contained in the budget of 

the State of Connecticut.  I will just clarify that 

although the funding for Connecticut may be for two 

years, there are various provisions of ARPA that 

have different time limits.  The postpartum care, I 

believe, is for five years, so that's the current 

sunset date on that provision of the federal funding 

there. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Hwang. 

 

SENATOR HWANG (28TH): 

 

Thank you, and I'm not sure that answered my 

question from a standpoint, are we using specific 

ARPA funds?  But maybe we don't know yet because the 

budget has not been allocated, but my hope is, has 

the good Chair cited that this program is intended 

in using ARPA fund, that I certainly will hope that 

when we see the budget allocation that it will be 

earmarked from that and that we are not pulling 

funds from other programs equally important and 

needed throughout our state. 

 

Another aspect of this Bill under Section 4 is for 

the unborn child option for prenatal care.  Again 

another critical and important part of quality, 

preventive, healthcare for unborn babies and their 

mothers.  Through you, Madam President, does this 

require allocation, and how is this program 

implemented?  And through the good Chair if he could 

explain that. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 
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Yes, thank you.  That is included under Section 4 of 

the Bill.  The Children's Health Insurance program 

contains a program to allow all women in the state, 

who are income eligible to qualify for a prenatal 

care.  Connecticut currently doesn't do that, and 

that means we are losing federal matching funds on 

the table.  We are following well behind states that 

have not typically been at the forefront of 

expanding coverage like the ones I mentioned before 

Louisiana, Arkansas, Oklahoma, and Texas.  As well 

as those other states that are more frequently seen 

as peers.   

 

Just ensuring that prenatal care is covered -- is 

available to all women is something that the federal 

government has for a long time seen as a commonsense 

policy, and it's appropriate for Connecticut to 

participate in that aspect of the CHIP program. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Hwang. 

 

SENATOR HWANG (28TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  And I'm just asking a 

question that just kind of popped into my mind as 

the good Chair is explaining.  We're talking about 

unborn child and prenatal care that's using this 

funding for undocumented individuals in our country 

but for the unborn baby that is born in the United 

States, that child is considered a U.S.  citizen.  

Are there parameters that would then now eliminate 

that child and put that child as a U.S.  citizen 

into a different pool of care and allocation?  

Because if this Bill through its specific intent was 

to provide health care to undocumented residents, 

what happens to a child that is cared under this 

program that was unborn but then born as a US 

citizen, would that child be kicked out of this 

program and put into an alternative US-based state-

funded program?   
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I'm just trying to figure it out because every child 

that has the great gift and opportunity to be born 

in this country is an American.  Are we looking at 

this program that's specific for one category, that 

seems everyone that is a proponent of this takes 

great pride in, what happens to that child that is 

born as an American citizen, would he or she qualify 

for the care that is so important and articulated in 

this Bill?   

 

I'm just wondering out loud, and I would welcome the 

good Chair's expertise and insight on my question.  

Through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Yes.  Thank you, Madam President.  The Senator is 

correct that all children born in Connecticut are 

citizens of the United States and State of 

Connecticut, and are therefore entitled to all of 

the privileges that are attached to that.  As it 

pertains to Medicaid, that means that once labor 

begins, we are on the hook.  We pay for -- if a 

family is income eligible we will pay for labor and 

delivery and then for care after that, but we will 

not pay currently for prenatal care. 

 

And that as a result, Madam President, we have a 

huge fiscal hit because a -- one of the dumbest 

decisions that we could possibly make is to deny 

pregnant women and kids prenatal care.  It is a 

fiscally wacky decision because one child born 

underweight could cost hundreds of thousands of 

dollars.  And the good Senator is correct, just 

because we deny kids and pregnant women health 

insurance does not mean we don't have to pay for the 

healthcare costs.  It just means that gets passed on 

to our local hospitals.   
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Are -- some of our hospitals, Madam President, are 

really struggling right now in the pandemic.  And 

those hospitals have to absorb the cost, they have 

to pass it on to all of us.  The cost is enormous of 

denying kids and pregnant women access to prenatal 

care. 

 

Madam President, this federal government is willing 

to pick up a giant chunk of the check -- tab, and 

that's why states across the country are doing this 

and that's why it is so hard to understand why 

Connecticut has not done that until tonight.  But we 

have a chance, Madam President, to fix that problem 

and ensure that U.S.  citizens born in Connecticut, 

who are American citizens who have the same rights 

as all of us, also have the prenatal care that they 

need for good and healthy outcomes.  It's morally 

good but it is also fiscally essential, and that's 

what this will do. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Hwang.   

 

SENATOR HWANG (28TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  And I would even go 

further, that is morally essential that any child 

should be able -- and any mother-to-be is afforded 

and provided the care.  And it's interesting, as I 

understand and as the good Chair kind of 

articulated, he did say that prenatal care is not 

guaranteed to mothers-to-be and child to be born in 

the United States as an American citizen.  I believe 

I heard that.  And I agree with him that that is 

absolutely unacceptable, but what I find interesting 

is that an undocumented, through this Bill, would 

have a greater privilege a greater opportunity of 

care that is not afforded to an American citizen, an 

American mother and American unborn child.   

 

That seems to be an unfair and unequal treatment.  

If -- I find it interesting.  We have found in this 
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Bill in the allocation of budgetary money that an 

undocumented mother-to-be will be afforded prenatal 

care that is not afforded, or what was cited by the 

Chair and I'm more than happy for him to correct, 

that there is ample and sufficient funding and 

coverage and care for every mother-to-be and every 

prenatal care of Americans afforded in our budgeting 

and in our prioritization, equal to what is 

articulated here.  Through you, Madam President, I'd 

be very eager to hear that. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Yes, no, I think the gentlemen, Madam President, 

through you, has misunderstood my comments.  There 

is no benefit in this Bill that is offered to any 

person that is not available to an American citizen.  

There is no extra benefit.  There is the same 

benefit.  We are not putting anybody on -- giving 

anybody some sort of special privilege.   

 

We are just saying that if prenatal care is 

available to American mothers for children born in 

Connecticut, we should not be discriminating.  We 

should not be asking a child-to-be, a fetus in this 

state to provide their papers when their mother 

needs to get prenatal care.  That is not good 

policy.  It is not fiscally responsible, and we are 

just simply providing one level playing field for 

everyone.  And it is just this small category of 

people; pregnant women, kids up until age eight, and 

then one year of postpartum care. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Hwang. 

 

SENATOR HWANG (28TH): 
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Thank you, and I appreciate the good Chair's 

clarification.  I just -- I just thought I heard him 

say that there are children that aren't afforded 

care and it was a tragic story.  And I agree, that 

should never be but maybe I misheard but it seemed 

to me that there are American mothers-to-be and 

American prenatal unborn children that are not 

affordable the coverage that we are now articulating 

here in this Bill. 

 

I hope I'm wrong but if I'm not, that would be a 

shame.  That would be a travesty because the -- 

beyond what was cited here is a level playing field 

for all parties, which is a noble thought, it would 

be a horrible concept that of American mothers and 

American children were not given the same support 

and financial resources and care versus someone that 

is undocumented, and is not afforded the privilege 

and the responsibilities of being American. 

  

I will be eager to hear other people's points of 

perspective.  I will simply offer this.  As a first 

generation immigrant, whose parents became 

naturalized citizens, who pursued the American 

dream, who did everything that was asked of them to 

become an American citizen, and taught me the 

important values liberties and ultimately the 

responsibility of citizenship.  They gave me a 

privilege to be a sitting State Senator in this very 

elite circle.  I do not take the privilege and the 

gift that I have in being an American citizen, as so 

many others.   

 

And it's important for us to remember as we 

celebrated and remembered and honored our men and 

women on Memorial Day, those men and women that made 

the ultimate sacrifice and the sacrifice and loss of 

their family members to protect Americans, to 

protect who we stand for as a country, to protect 

the values and the principles and the ideal of being 

an American.  That's what my parents did in making a 

sacrifice to be. 
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God bless all those individuals that have come to 

this country pursuing the American dream.  And God 

bless that they may be the current state of being 

undocumented, that we do everything we can to give 

them a hand up and empower them to also pursue the 

American dream.  But we don't give the same 

privilege to the English.  We don't give the same 

privilege to Germans because they're not US 

citizens.  We do not confer the right to vote to the 

English, to the Germans as much as we had shared 

similar values and culture and heritage.  You know 

why?  Because they are not U.S. American citizens.   

 

These are privileges and resources, and in a limited 

world, we have to make decisions.  And God bless if 

we were in such a world of largess in which we can 

provide the critical care that we're looking to 

provide every single child in this country, every 

single U.S. of A.  citizen.  Then I say absolutely, 

but in Connecticut alone we have failed them and we 

need to do better for them, but for us to now boldly 

say let's do it for others.  Noble, but it defeats 

the purpose of those men and women who gave their 

lives in Memorial Day to protect the values and the 

principles of being a U.S. citizen. 

 

These are great ideas, these are noble ideas, and 

I'm even glad that we've allocated money to take 

care of those important areas but my question to the 

proponents of this and people who have advocated for 

this, where is the money?  Where is the 

prioritization for so many other American children, 

American mothers-to-be?  If we can say with complete 

confidence that we have done everything we can for 

them, then God blessed, let's go forth with this.  

But we all know that there are people that fell 

through the cracks.   

 

We all know that we can do better.  But for us to do 

this when we've not taken care of those in need 

right now is putting the cart before the horse.  

It's doing a disservice, giving ourselves a pat in 

the back. 
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I'm eager to hear more about this but I got to tell 

you, I was always taught you're proud to be an 

American, you're proud to be a U.S. citizen and when 

you travel around the world, that United States 

passport means something.  But I certainly wouldn't 

expect individuals with a different passport coming 

in this country to be afforded the same rights and 

privileges as an American.   

 

So again, I'm eager to hear the rest of the debate, 

and I know there are proponents of this that pat 

themselves in the back and say this is an absolutely 

just and noble gesture.  I agree, but I also find it 

difficult to ask them what would you say to American 

mothers-to-be and American children that might've 

fallen through the cracks?  And if you solve that 

problem great but I don't think we have. 

 

So I'm eager to hear the rest of the Chamber and 

thoughts and stories but it really is one that I am 

profoundly struggling with, is these are important 

things to do but have we done everything we can for 

Americans?  For those friends and neighbors that 

have struggled, that can make use with $700,000 

dollars and $4.1 million dollars for the next couple 

of years to take care of their needs.  If we found 

that money for them, great but if we haven't, then 

perhaps we should reconsider.  Thank you, Madam 

President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Hwang.  Will you remark?  Senator 

Slap will be followed by Senator Somers  

 

SENATOR SLAP (5TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  Good evening to you.  I 

have a few questions that I'll get to in just a 

moment for the proponent of the Bill.  I am -- I 

have to say my jaw dropped at the suggestion that 

our veterans would somehow -- you know, that this 
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would be a disservice to them passing this Bill, and 

that it somehow, you know, violates the values that 

they fought for.  That could not be further from the 

truth. 

 

My grandfather helped to liberate Europe, and I 

could tell you if he was standing here right now, he 

would say that the values that this country are 

about is making sure that a baby has healthcare.  

That's what this country is about.  This country is 

about the Statue of Liberty.  This country is about 

empathy and sympathy and decency and mercy, and not 

flag-waving to separate between, you know, babies 

that are undocumented that don't have papers and 

babies that are American.  That is not what our 

veterans fought for, not at all.  Our veterans -- I 

know my grandfather and I know many, many veterans 

and say our country is about decency, and it's about 

taking care of babies regardless of their 

immigration status. 

 

My criticisms of this Bill is it takes too long to 

do the right thing.  And I know that politics is the 

art of the possible, and I give a lot of credit to 

Senator Lesser, to Senator -- to Representative 

Scanlon, to our Senate President and our Majority 

Leader for making this a priority and our Speaker of 

the House.  So I have absolutely, I want to be very 

clear, zero criticisms to Senator Lesser here.  I do 

want to ask the proponent through you, Madam 

President, a few questions but it was really, I 

think, just to highlight kind of some of the 

shortcomings of this Legislation.  Again, only 

because it takes too long to offer basic health and 

healing to our children. 

 

So through you, Madam President, to the proponent of 

the Bill.  If this Bill -- when this Bill takes 

effect, how would this affect or impact the 

healthcare that would be available to a seven-year-

old who would qualify for HUSKY?  Through you, Madam 

President. 
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THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Through you, Madam President.  First of all.  I want 

to thank the Senator for his remarks and for his 

strong advocacy.  I know the whole West Hartford 

delegation came out in support of a stronger version 

of this, and I want to thank them for their work in 

ensuring that this provision moved forward. 

 

You know, a seven-year-old who is currently on HUSKY 

would not be affected but a seven-year-old under 

this provision, who is not currently eligible for 

HUSKY, would be permitted to be enrolled starting in 

January 2023. 

 

SENATOR SLAP (5TH) 

 

And through you, Madam President, substantively what 

would that mean for the access to healthcare that 

that seven-year-old would have?  Through you, Madam 

President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Well, Madam President, as once receiving health 

insurance the child could go to a pediatrician, 

could get their vaccinations that are required to 

attend school.  We just passed a Bill, as you know, 

requiring that students attending school in 

Connecticut be vaccinated.  This will -- Bill would 

allow the child to go get that care.  If the child 

gets sick they could go to a hospital and the 

hospital would be compensated.  If they needed to 

see a specialist, there are certainly challenges 
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with a HUSKY program but they would be able to go 

see a specialist. 

 

For two years from the time the child turns seven 

until the time that child turns nine, that child, 

assuming they're income eligible, would be eligible 

for participation in the state's Medicaid program, 

Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Slap.   

 

SENATOR SLAP (5TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  And through you another 

question.  So similar if a child who was one day 

past their ninth birthday, so just turned nine-

years-old and this law had, you know, it becomes 

effective.  Could you also through you, Madam 

President, describe the access to health care that 

they would have? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Yes, Madam President, unfortunately, I can.  This 

Bill makes no provision for healthcare for a child 

in that circumstance.  That would require future 

Legislation by a future Legislature, and so that's -

- that is one of the shortcomings of this Bill. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Slap. 

 

SENATOR SLAP (5TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  Through you, I'm 

wondering if looking at the Legislation and the 
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different sections if the good Senator could 

identify where and what section it is we are -- it's 

a -- prohibits by state law nine year olds from 

getting sick? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Yes, Madam President.  Madam President, there is no 

provision of state law that prohibits a nine-year-

old from getting sick.  A nine year old can't get a 

job, they can't get employer-sponsored healthcare.  

A nine-year-old who gets sick would be at the mercy 

of whether or not their parents have the cash to 

afford treatment, if they have employer-sponsored 

health insurance.  If there is a federally qualified 

health center they may be able to get by coverage, 

they may get uncompensated care. 

 

There not any great options unfortunately, Madam 

President.  And there are real shortcomings on this 

proposal but I will say it's a start.  And a start 

is important and that's why I'm moving it forward 

today. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Slap. 

 

SENATOR SLAP (5TH): 

 

And through you, Madam President, is there anywhere, 

any section in the Bill that prohibits a 10-year-old 

from getting sick?  Through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 
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Through you, Madam President, no. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Slap.   

 

SENATOR SLAP (5TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  Is there any provision 

in this Bill that prevents taxpayers from paying 

part of the uncompensated care when a child who is 

undocumented and ineligible for the HUSKY program 

goes to the hospital?  As we know, as you so 

eloquently said, most often times do.  And I believe 

half of the cost is picked up by the federal 

government and the other is picked up by essentially 

-- eventually through Connecticut taxpayers.  Is 

there any part or any part of this Bill that 

prohibits that or explicitly says that Connecticut's 

taxpayers are not going to pay the cost of that, 

which I believe amounts to hundreds of millions of 

dollars each year?  Through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Through you, Madam President, no. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Slap.   

 

SENATOR SLAP (5TH): 

 

Thank you.  Thank you again Senator Lesser for 

answering my questions and for your leadership on 

this.  I just have a few more comments but no more 

questions.   
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We hear that cost is oftentimes used as a reason to 

oppose this Bill.  I think it's very well documented 

that we pay right now for the cost of uncompensated 

care, cost is not a good reason to oppose this.  It 

simply not.  We pay for it.  We pay for it in the 

short term in uncompensated care and we pay for it 

in the long term.  And the testimony in this Bill 

for folks to go back and read it, you can see that, 

you know, the numbers are there.   

 

It was suggested that hospitals are an adequate kind 

of fallback position.  It was the plan B.  The 

problem with that one is cost as we just identified 

but also if you are a parent and you think about 

what it takes before you finally bring your child to 

the emergency room, you know, and you're trying to 

decide am I going to spend all night there with my 

child and how long do I wait.  I mean, it's 

agonizing right.  To rely on hospital emergency room 

for basic healthcare seems to me to be a cruel 

policy, as well as financially unsound.   

 

And I guess the third argument that sometimes I hear 

is that well, you know what, we are a nation of laws 

and this -- you know, we are going to oppose because 

we have to kind of teach the parents a lesson, 

right, that they can't come here illegally.  But 

this Bill is not about the parents.  This Bill is 

about children.  This is about children who are 

sick.  And if you are a parent and you could think 

about what that's like when you see your child and 

they're helpless and they're shivering on a couch or 

in bed, and they're just so helpless, and that's 

what this Bill is about. 

  

I mean, there's sound financial reasons to be for it 

but on a basic humanitarian level, this is about 

helping sick babies.  That's what it's about.  So I 

wish it went faster.  I wish we did more right away 

because that's what I believe Connecticut's values 

are about, that's what our veterans fought for, and 

I cannot wait for the day that we get that Bill 

passed.   
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I commend Senator Lesser for his leadership on this.  

As I said at the beginning, I think it takes a 

tremendous amount of leadership to get this done and 

I look forward to continuing to support him in these 

efforts so we can make sure that no baby in this 

state goes without healthcare.  Thank you very much, 

Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Slap.  Senator Somers.  Good 

evening. 

 

SENATOR SOMERS (18TH):   

 

Good evening, Madam President.  I rise to ask the 

proponent of the Bill just a few questions this 

evening. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Please proceed. 

 

SENATOR SOMERS (18TH): 

 

Thank you.  And I want to make sure that I 

understand this Bill correctly.  We've heard some 

different comments made on the Bill.  So I just want 

to make sure that I'm fully aware and that people 

that are watching tonight are fully aware of 

actually what's in this Bill.  And when I read the 

Bill I see these words, "regardless of immigration 

status." 

 

So the first question that I wanted to ask the 

proponent of the Bill is with that language written 

in the Bill, is it fair to say that these programs 

of prenatal care, postpartum care, and covering 

children under the age of eight could also be 

extended to Connecticut residents that are U.S. 

citizens?  Through you, Madam President. 

 

4416



sp/vs/mi 134 

Senate June 8, 2021 

 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH) 

 

With the exception of postpartum care, all of those 

are currently in place for Connecticut residents for 

Connecticut citizens.  Those are all currently in 

place.  This would simply replicate the exact same 

programs that are currently in place for all 

residents of this state.  All people in the state. 

 

One additional note I will say that I made that 

exception for postpartum care, and the only reason I 

did that is because it's my understanding that the 

budget that we will be considering will extend 

postpartum care for U.S. citizen women in 

Connecticut as well, whenever that budget comes up 

for vote in this Chamber.  So there will be the same 

treatment, not a special treatment.  Through you. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Somers. 

 

SENATOR SOMERS (18TH):   

 

Yes, thank you.  And I apologize, it's a little hard 

to hear with the fan but I appreciate your answers.  

So what I heard you say, which is what I believe to 

be is true.  We currently have these programs, what 

we're doing in this Bill is saying that these 

programs are available regardless of your 

immigration status with the exception that we're 

going to be adding postpartum care for up to 12 

months because it's very important for women to have 

the care after they had a child and have to check up 

for their physical well-being, to make sure they're 

nursing correctly if they are, to make sure that 

their mental status is okay, they don't have 

postpartum depression.   
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So this is an existing program that we are simply 

changing the language so that regardless of your 

immigration status you will have access under 

certain financial conditions to be able to partake 

in this program with the addition of postpartum 

care, which I believe is very important.  Is that 

correct?  Through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Yes.  Thank you, Madam President.  The gentlelady's 

characterization is absolutely correct.   

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Somers. 

 

SENATOR SOMERS (18TH): 

 

Thank you for that.  So one of the things that I 

want to make sure that people that may be listening 

tonight realize and Senator Slap touched on it.  Is 

that currently, and I would love the proponent to be 

able to weigh in if I'm correct on this.  If I was 

someone who did not have healthcare insurance, 

regardless of my immigration status, and I had a 

sick child and I went to the ER, a hospital cannot 

turn me away and they will care for me and care for 

my child.  And the hospital cannot collect any 

financial money.  They can try to get me to pay but 

if I have no resources to be able to pay they absorb 

that as a lost to the hospital.  Is that correct?  

Through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

4418



sp/vs/mi 136 

Senate June 8, 2021 

 

 

 

Yes, Madam President, that is correct.   

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Somers.   

 

SENATOR SOMERS (18TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  And does the good 

Senator and the proponent of the Bill have any idea 

in the State of Connecticut when we tally up that 

number at the end of the year, what is the number 

that our hospitals have to absorb in the State of 

Connecticut for those who are not necessarily 

undocumented we heard tonight but they don't have 

healthcare insurance regardless of whether they are 

here legally or illegally, a hospital still must 

care for them?  Do we have that total number?  

Through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

I'm somewhat sheepishly going to admit, Madam 

President, that although we have that number, I 

don't have that number in front of me immediately 

but I understand it's in the many hundreds of 

millions of dollars.  It's a lot of money, Madam 

President.   

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Somers.   

 

SENATOR SOMERS (18TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  It's in the hundreds of 

millions of dollars.  Every year our hospitals must 

absorb that cost.  So what does a hospital do when 
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it has to absorb that cost.  Can it raise its rate?  

Through you, Madam President.  Does it cut services?  

Does it not have clinics available?  Does it get rid 

of specialty doctors that it may be able to have 

that can no longer afford?  How does the hospital 

make up that loss for those who have no insurance 

regardless of their immigration status?  Through 

you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser.   

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Yes, thank you, Madam President.  All of those 

things are presumably possible and certainly we all 

pay more because of uncompensated care.  Through 

you. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Somers. 

 

SENATOR SOMERS (18TH): 

 

So that is what I understand from someone who works 

in the hospitals.  That the hospital -- that magic 

number just doesn't go away.  Those costs are passed 

on in some way shape or form, usually, to the people 

that do have insurance or through cutting back, not 

offering services, et cetera.  The hospital cannot 

continue to accrue hundreds of millions of dollars 

of uncompensated visits, but yet they are required 

to provide care.  So that is something that I think 

is really important in this conversation because we 

are paying for these services now.  One way or the 

other, we are currently paying for them.   

 

And I want to make sure that I'm clear on this so I 

don't misspeak.  But if we pass this Bill, and we 

move forward with this program, through you, Madam 

President, is it true that, yes, we will be paying 
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using Medicaid dollars but we will also be able and 

eligible for a federal match on some of the -- on 

this program?  Through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Yes, so part of the Bill does have a federal match, 

and I would specifically highlight the prenatal 

care, the unborn child option through CHIP.  Through 

you. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Somers.   

 

SENATOR SOMERS (18TH): 

 

Yes.  Thank you, Madam President.  And as I heard 

previously, there are other states, you know, 

sometimes being New England tend to look down on 

some of our southern states as being a little bit 

behind the times or less progressive or less -- 

having less availability of quality healthcare but 

yet, Louisiana, Arkansas and other states have 

already taken advantage of this federal match.  

Meaning the taxpayers in the State of Connecticut 

that are already paying are now offset from the 

federal match that we're getting from the federal 

government.  Is that correct?  Through you, Madam 

President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser.   

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 
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Yes, Madam President.  A lot of states have done it, 

including all of the states that the good Senator 

mentioned. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Somers. 

 

SENATOR SOMERS (18TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  And the prenatal 

portion, which is the portion again open to anyone 

regardless of their immigration status is something 

that I think is very important for all of us to 

consider.   

 

So I'm probably the only one in the circle right now 

who actually has been pregnant and we go through -- 

oh, I'm sorry.  You're not actually in the circle, 

you are leading the circle.  I know we just have 

some new moms that there -- congratulations.  But 

you all know that it is visit after visit, it's how 

much do you weigh, which is always the dreaded 

getting on the scale but the prenatal vitamins, the 

ultrasound, the measuring your belly, all those 

things, and I'm going to share with you I just 

recently became a grandmother last year.  And my 

young, healthy daughter, who is 30, went through 

this process of becoming a first-time mom.  At the 

very end, the ultrasound picked up something unique, 

not positive, something worrisome, and it was a 

problem with the child's kidney.   

 

As soon as she was born that child was whisked off 

to a pediatric neurologist at Vanderbilt University.  

She's fine now by the way thanks to the wonderful 

30-year-old urologist at Vanderbilt University.  A 

woman who did actually a miracle but she would have 

never known that this child had a problem unless she 

had the accessibility to those tests. 

 

And if this child who's my granddaughter did not 

know she had this issues, nobody would've been 
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looking for it and it could be life-threatening.  So 

that's just one example and it if this was someone 

who didn't have insurance and this child was born 

with this life-threatening condition, and then had 

to have an operation and was in the hospital with 

the tests with the no insurance regardless of 

immigration status, here in the State of Connecticut 

that could have cost the taxpayers millions of 

dollars, one child.  But yet, if we take advantage 

of a program like this, if we decide to do that 

tonight and this child had coverage, yes, 

Connecticut would be paying through Medicaid dollars 

but there would be a federal match.  And at some 

point, you know, the hospital is getting 

compensated, not at the rate that they would like to 

but they are getting something.  That covers -- one 

child can be millions and millions of dollars if you 

think about it, and we are paying for that already. 

 

We also think about the health of that child that is 

now a U.S. citizen or was always a U.S. citizen once 

they're born.  I guess I didn't make sense.  

Regardless of the parents immigration status.  And 

having that care of the parent, of the mother during 

that time can change the outcome for that child and 

for the mother moving forward, which also can help 

us all save money as the mom may not have 

complications during delivery.  She may not have to 

have a cesarean section, which requires surgery and 

anesthesia and that long follow-up and possibly 

visiting nurses coming to the home. 

 

And then it's the same story for children that are 

eight under.  You know, I had a long exchange with 

Dr. Petit, and one of the things that we had talked 

about is that we're paying for this now and we're 

delivering really lousy and really expensive care 

because these folks are going to the ER when they 

have an ear infection.  They're going to the ER when 

they have a cold and the mom doesn't understand 

whether it's serious or, you know, it's pneumonia or 

it's just allergies or it's asthma.  And they're 

waiting in ERs.   
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I don't know if any of you have been to an ER lately 

but it is -- like you're going to wait for hours.  

Take a number, it's worse than the deli counter.  

Unless you go in and you -- something is really 

serious, you're having a heart attack they'll whisk 

you in.  But if not, you're going to wait.  

Sometimes you're waiting in the hallway with God 

knows what's going on.  You know, people are having 

drug withdrawal, you have people that maybe have 

been in a car accident while you're waiting there to 

see somebody.   

 

That is not quality healthcare for anybody.  An 

emergency room is called an emergency room because 

it's supposed to be for that, an emergency.  It is 

not supposed to be the place where you get your 

average, basic healthcare on a regular basis but 

that's what's happening and it's happening to people 

that don't have access to healthcare.  And the 

outcome of that is we are sending people regardless 

of their immigration status to the most expensive 

points of contact and costs for basic healthcare 

needs.  And that doesn't make sense to any of us or 

to anyone. 

 

We all -- if you're on a health insurance here in at 

Connecticut, they are encouraging you to not go to 

the emergency room unless, as I say, your bone is 

sticking out, you're bleeding or you're on fire.  

That's -- those are the three things that you should 

go to the emergency room for, but you shouldn't be 

going because your child is running a fever.   

 

These folks are forced to do that because they're in 

a position where they have a young child who is 

sick, regardless of their immigration status, and 

their child needs help and healthcare.  I think that 

many of us struggle because sometimes the way these 

Bills are presented, they're presented as this party 

should go this way and this other party should go 

that way but I think we all need to really think 

about what's happening in a pragmatic way.  And for 
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our constituents that may say, "Oh dear, how can you 

be spending money on folks that are not here 

legally?" We have to remind them we already are.  

And this may be one way that we can help offset the 

cost that is borne by the taxpayers of the State of 

Connecticut by developing a program like this and 

being eligible for federal dollars. 

 

And I'm -- I don't know how people are going to vote 

on this going forward.  I can't say what the outcome 

will be but I think it's worth a conversation.   

 

I wanted to make sure I understood this Bill 

correctly before I make my decision, whatever that 

will be tonight.  But I think I have a better 

understanding now that the proponent of the Bill has 

confirmed these are programs we have now.  We're 

just changing the access regardless of your 

immigration status but currently, in the State of 

Connecticut if you are someone who is undocumented 

and you go to the hospital, you are cared for and we 

pay for that service here in the State of 

Connecticut by the hospital absorbing that cost.  

And when the hospitals absorb those costs, they 

either give us less availability of healthcare, they 

raise their rates, they have to cover those costs. 

 

If we can apply these programs to those that are 

undocumented, we have an opportunity to lessen those 

costs to the taxpayer of Connecticut and to obtain 

federal dollars to help offset that and also to help 

our hospitals.   

 

So I just want to make sure I was understanding that 

correctly before I cast my vote tonight, and of 

course, I'm now going to ask the proponent of the 

Bill, can you please confirm everything I just said. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Madam President, I've never been asked a question 

quite like that before but I will say that 

everything that I heard the Senator say I agreed 
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with.  I thought was absolutely correct.  I thought 

she made the points much more eloquently than I 

could have, so.  And I would gladly bow to her 

expertise on childbearing and on all issues related 

to pregnancy and I greatly appreciate her comments. 

 

THE CHAIR_ 

 

Thank you, Senator Lesser.  Will you remark further 

on the Bill before the Chamber?  Senator Anwar to be 

followed by Senator Champagne.   

 

SENATOR ANWAR (3RD): 

 

Good evening, Madam President.  Madam President, I 

rise to make a few comments on this Bill.  First I 

wanted to align my comments with those of Senator 

Somers and also my colleague and my friend Senator 

Slap. 

 

I have to share a few thoughts with everyone.  I 

think what Senator Somers was alluding to was the 

cost that the hospital's bare.  And according to the 

office of Health Strategies a 2019 report, the cost 

per year for the hospitals in the State of 

Connecticut is about $806 million dollars.  Those 

$806 million dollars is something that we are all 

paying for, including the healthcare systems.   

 

And I think it's important to recognize that by 

investing into what this Bill does, we're going to 

have a fraction of that cost.  And this is already 

being studied.  Office of -- sorry, the Connecticut 

Health Foundation and the Georgetown University have 

done a study, which showed that the cost, if we were 

to move in this direction is going to be a fraction 

of the actual cost.  So those numbers are there, so 

financially, it is a very straightforward process.   

 

And then this does not include the federal part of 

the picture.  If you look at the federal part of the 

equation, it solves everything that make -- what 

Senator Somers was also alluding to as well.  So 
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from a financial point of view, this is a no-

brainer.  I just wanted to make sure that that gets 

heard loud and clear.  The parts that I think I 

needed to clarify further are something that one of 

the Senators earlier had spoken of.  And that may 

cause a little bit of a confusion for anybody who's 

listening or anybody who looks at that video or 

something that comes out.  And for that, Madam 

President, through you, I wanted to ask a few 

questions of the proponent of the Bill. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Please proceed. 

 

SENATOR ANWAR (3RD): 

 

One of the Senators earlier had said and then was 

concerned that this Bill is not looking at Germans 

and British or English.  And I'm trying to 

understand that a little bit, so from a 

clarification point of view if somebody was of 

German descent but they were here as undocumented, 

this Bill would apply to them.  Is that a fair 

statement?  Through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Through you, Madam President.  This Bill applies to 

people in Connecticut regardless whether from of 

where they're from.  Whether they're from Germany or 

somewhere else.   

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Anwar. 

 

SENATOR ANWAR (3RD): 
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Thank you, Madam President.  And then through you, 

because -- to one of the other person who was 

against this Bill was also concerned that the 

English were not included in this Bill.  Through 

you, Madam President, if somebody is of -- from 

England and they are here and they're not 

documented, which means that they may not have the 

visa or the status, would they be covered under this 

Bill as well if their child was under this age and 

they needed prenatal care? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

A child under eight, who is English, absolutely 

would be covered if they're in Connecticut.  Through 

you. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Anwar. 

 

SENATOR ANWAR (3RD): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  I wanted to clarify 

that because I think that particular issue was very 

critical to one of my colleagues that they wanted 

German and English to be covered somehow but I 

wanted to make sure that this Bill is looking at 

undocumented.  But another comment that my colleague 

had made was that he made it sound like no American 

would be able to get treatment over here.  I wanted 

to clarify because this Bill is not specifically 

saying anything to that because that laws -- those 

laws are already in place.  Through you, Madam 

President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 
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SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Yes, Madam President.  This is not about a special 

benefit, it's about equal rights.  It's about 

treating children in this state the same at least 

until their ninth birthday regardless of how they 

got here or who they are.  It's about ensuring that 

all women in the state have access to prenatal care. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Anwar. 

 

SENATOR ANWAR (3RD): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  Those are the only 

questions I had for clarification.  And I felt it's 

important because my colleague was so passionate 

about these aspects, that I wanted to clarify this 

and I want to make sure there is knowledge on the 

facts around this Bill present in this conversation 

so that nothing is taken out of context and 

inaccurate information doesn't flow out further. 

 

I think from a moral argument, what Senator Slap had 

said, I don't think anybody can do a better job than 

what Senator Slap said earlier from the moral 

arguments.  So I would just ask anybody to keep 

listening to what my colleague has said because he 

said it probably the best way it could have been 

said. 

 

I just wanted to add a couple of other thoughts to 

this and the questions are that there is a cost with 

this Bill but there's a cost of not passing this 

Bill.  And the cost of not passing this Bill is not 

sustainable by the healthcare system and the 

hospitals and that's something very important for us 

to realize.   

 

And I also want to say a quote, one of my friends 

Dr. Katherine Kennedy who spoke about this.  In her 
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testimony she said that we are only as healthy as 

our least healthy members.  And Madam President, the 

State of Massachusetts, New York, and DC and other 

states have actually already moved in this direction 

and they're already showing positive results for the 

well-being of the children and also making sure that 

the prenatal care and postpartum care has been 

provided, and there is no reason why we should not 

do the right thing going forward.  It's a moral -- 

morally right thing and also financially right thing 

to do, and I look forward to supporting this.  Thank 

you so much, Madam President, and thank you to the 

Chair of Insurance and Real-estate for your clear 

leadership on this issue.  Thank you so much. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Anwar.  Will you remark further?  

Good evening, Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Good evening, Madam President.  And thank you very 

much.  I just want to get some clarifications on 

this Bill.  I -- obviously, providing medical care 

to people living in Connecticut is very important 

but I do want to make sure that I understand the 

financing of this and how it's financed.  So I do 

have some questions for the proponent of the Bill.  

Through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Please proceed, sir. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you.  Section 1, is this being paid for out of 

HUSKY Medicaid funds? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 
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SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Through you, Madam President.  I'm not sure I 

understand the question.  It's being paid for by the 

state budget, through you, within available 

appropriations. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  And I will clarify my 

question.  We are talking about a 50% match from the 

federal government, and in order to get that match, 

the first thing we have to do is change this law, 

correct? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Or adopt this law.  I'm sorry.   

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Through you, Madam President.  No, there's no 

federal match for children under Section 1 of the 

Bill. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  Section 117B–261 talks 

about Medicaid here in the State of Connecticut, and 

that's why I assume that Section 1 Subsection 1 

4431



sp/vs/mi 149 

Senate June 8, 2021 

 

 

would use HUSKY Medicaid but if that's not the case, 

where does the 50% match come from under Section 1, 

Subsection 1?  Through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Through you, Madam President.  The cost would be 

borne by -- subject to available appropriations.  So 

that's a question for the state budget. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  And through you again, 

so there is no 50% match on Section 1, Subsection 1 

it's going to be borne by the taxpayers completely 

of the State of Connecticut. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Was that -- I'm sorry.  I apologize, Madam 

President, was that a question?   

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Yes, it was. 

 

THE CHAIR: 
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Senator Lesser.   

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Yes, Madam President, as I said earlier, there is no 

federal match so it would be subject to 

appropriations. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  Section 1 -- or I'm 

sorry.  Section 2, how is this being paid for out of 

the state budget, is there any type of match that 

we're going to be applying for?  Through you, Madam 

President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser.   

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

You know, Madam President, the postpartum care is a 

new program but I don't believe there is a match for 

Section 2 but it's really a question for what isn't 

covered by this new program that's starting April 

1st, 2022, funded by the American Rescue Plan. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Okay.  So that's the ACA Section 2, thank you.  Same 

question for Section 3.  How is Section 3 going to 

be paid for?  I know it talks about 17B-292 I 
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believe that's HUSKY, which is Medicaid.  Is that 

true?  Through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser.   

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

No, Madam President.  That is the CHIP program.  

It's a -- but that -- but that again, would not be 

subject to a federal match, it would be replicating 

the CHIP program for an unmatched population.  

Through you. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  Subsection 3 or Section 

3, Subsection "A" says, "probably may be eligible 

for benefits under HUSKY." Is -- and HUSKY is a part 

of Medicaid.  Is that correct?  Through you, Madam 

President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

HUSKY is what we call the Medicaid program currently 

in Connecticut but the -- no, it says, "may be 

eligible for benefits under HUSKY, HUSKY B." So 

HUSKY B is the federal CHIP program, and as I just 

mentioned to the gentleman from Vernon, we would be 

replicating the CHIP program with its asset attached 

for folks who are not currently eligible for 

Medicaid.   

 

THE CHAIR: 
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Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  Section 4, under 

Section 4, how was -- is this Section going to be 

paid for using Medicaid funds?  Through you, Madam 

President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Yes, Section 4 is part of the federal Children's 

Health Insurance program and would be eligible for a 

federal match. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  And under Section 5, 

are we going to be using any Medicaid funds to 

offset any cost in Section 5? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Through you, Madam President.  There is no fiscal 

note for Section 5. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne.   
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SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  So under this, we 

talked about the available appropriations and the 

only one that we're talking about that has any type 

of Medicaid or ACA funds is Subsection Section 2.  

Is -- was that correct? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

I don't -- the gentleman -- you repeatedly used the 

phrase Medicaid funds.  I'm not sure what he's 

referring to.  If he's talking about federal 

funding, that's available under Section 4 of the 

Bill.  Through you. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you.  The reason I keep saying that because of 

every time I look up the general -- the statutes 

that were cited here, that's 14B-261 and 14B-292 

they talk about Medicaid.  And it talks about the 

medical assistance programs established pursuit to 

Sections 17B–261 and 17B–292.  And I'll -- you know, 

Section 1 talks about 17B-261 and this is why I keep 

-- this is why I brought it up.  And if you continue 

down there, it -- that's what it keeps referring to.  

So I looked up these individually and they talk 

about Medicaid, and that's why was asking you if 

this is where the 50% match from the federal 

government is coming from?  Is it Medicaid?  Because 

I know I heard that spoken as we were talking 

through this.  Through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 
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Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Madam President, Medicaid is a joint federal state 

program that has eligibility criteria, and so this 

would be a program that would be identical in all 

respects to the existing Medicaid program but would 

be attempting to replicate it for folks who are not 

eligible for Medicaid with the exception of Section 

4.  Through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  You were talking about 

applying for a 1332 waiver.  And that 1332 waiver is 

strictly for Section 4?  Through you, Madam 

President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

No, Madam President.  Madam President the 1332 

waiver is in Section 6. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Section 6.  I don't have Section 6.  Can you tell me 

what line Section 6 starts at?  Through you, Madam 

President. 
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THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Yes, Madam President.  Through you, Madam President 

Section 6 begins at line 92 of the Bill as passed by 

the House. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  I missed that.  Give me 

just a second here.  Under the Affordable Care Act, 

that subsidies for insurance plans, is it not?  

Through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Madam President, the Affordable Care Act covers a 

variety of provisions among which it has advance 

premium tax credits to subsidize the purchase of 

private health insurance but it has a number of 

other provisions as well. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  From what I understand 

it's premium assistance account based subsidies, 

risk stabilization, and adjusted plan options.  Are 

-- is -- under this Section 6, what exactly are we 
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going to be paying for in this Bill?  What are the 

sections if we do get this waiver? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Yes, thank you, Madam President.  We currently have 

an intake infrastructure in Access Health 

Connecticut that is our state's health insurance 

exchange established pursuant to the Affordable Care 

Act, which we use to enroll people in certain 

classes of HUSKY, the state's Medicaid program.  

With the exception of HUSKY C.   

 

We would be seeking a waiver under Section 1332 of 

the Affordable Care Act to use that infrastructure 

for the purposes of enrolling people into the 

sections of this Bill, and that is one of the 

options anticipated.  We obviously don't know if the 

federal government would approve such waiver but 

that is one of the things that we allow pursuant to 

this Bill. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  So we are going to use 

the available funds to pay for insurance policies 

under the ACA and that's why we're using this 

waiver.  Is the correct?  Through you, Madam 

President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 
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Through you, Madam President, no. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

I'm sorry.  I missed that. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Through you, Madam President, no. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne.   

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  Well, under 1332 for 

the ACA, you know, it deals with policies and a lot 

of them are private policies.  Typically it requires 

funding source to obtain matching federal dollars, 

funding is generally from taxes, the general fund, 

or assessments on insured members.  Understanding 

1332 waivers is the only option I could even stretch 

to fit this Legislation would be the APO waiver 

concept.  The adjusted plan options.  But we're not 

buying plans under this.  Insurance plans for this, 

we're actually just covering the fees.  Is that 

correct? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 
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No, Madam President.  Again, the gentleman is I 

think a little confused about the proposal.  We 

simply use the exchange website, the exchange 

infrastructure to enroll people both into exchange 

plans, the private plans that he's talking about, 

but also into our state's Medicaid program.  And we 

would be seeking a waiver to allow the use of that 

infrastructure to enroll people into Medicaid via 

the existing computer architecture, the other 

resources of the exchange, the way they are today 

for Medicaid purposes. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  From what I understand, 

and I haven't found a research that shows any 

different.  The only state that applied for a waiver 

would be California but they withdrew their waiver 

in 2017 to cover undocumented immigrants in this 

fashion.  Can you enlighten me to what other state 

is going to use this process to use a 1332 waiver to 

apply for this?  through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Yes, thank you, Madam President.  I'm actually very 

familiar with California's 2016 waiver application.  

That was a -- for a different type of program, but 

you're right that there was a waiver that was 

submitted and then subsequently withdrawn.  I don't 

know at this time whether CMS would grant such a 

waiver.  I think it is a good question to ask them.  

And I know that there have been some conversations 

with them but I haven't personally part of.  It's a 
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good question for us to ask and that's what we're 

asking in Section 6. 

 

We're also outlining a couple of other 

possibilities, including partnering with another 

state that's already set up an infrastructure to --

and that's in line 95 of the Bill.  That anticipates 

contractual agreements with other states. 

 

Sot there are a number of options for how we can 

move forward.  One of the advantages to having an 

effective date pushed out.  And I heard from Senator 

Slap earlier and from Senator Anwar their 

frustration that this Bill isn't doing more and 

doing more faster, and I share their frustration but 

one of the advantages to having an effective date 

that's been pushed out is it gives the state 

Department of Social Services the opportunity to 

investigate options working with the office of 

healthcare strategy and do this the right way, and 

one that results in the least possible impact to the 

state taxpayers.  Through you. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne.   

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  I've been reading on 

the waivers and what actually has to happen in order 

to apply for the waiver.  And it states that first 

the Legislature has to pass a law, which we've done.  

But I'm finding that we keep referencing the 1332 

waiver, and this has to do with Medicaid in 

different portions.  I'm wondering why we're not 

using a 15 -- 1115 waiver, an 1115 waiver instead, 

which is specifically for Medicaid plans.  Is there 

a reason we're using the 1332 over the 1115?  

Through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 
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Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Yes, Madam President, because as I mentioned before, 

the goal with this 1332 waiver authority is to 

explore the possibility of using our exchanged 

infrastructure for the purposes of enrollment and 

eligibility determination. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  Well, I can see you -- 

I can see us using the exchange because you don't 

have to put in the immigrant status in the exchange 

but the bills have to be paid, and is it the plan 

the State of Connecticut is going to pay the entire 

plan to go into this?  Into the exchange?  Through 

you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser.   

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

No, again, I think the gentleman is confused.  The 

exchange website, the infrastructure that they use 

for enrollment does two things.  One, for people 

above a Medicaid eligibility, it does offer them the 

ability to purchase a private health insurance plan.  

This Bill does not speak to that.  It also 

separately allows people to enroll in traditional 

Medicaid.  and this would be that, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 
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SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  Undocumented 

individuals are not typically allowed into Medicaid, 

and because this is not within the regular 

guidelines of the Affordable Care Act under 1332, 

this would be a unique waiver.  And that's why I'm 

asking why we're not using an 1115 waiver instead, 

because we're asking for permission to enroll 

undocumented immigrants, which at present are banned 

from being allowed into the ACA. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Through you, Madam President, we're not looking for 

any Medicaid funding from the federal government for 

any part of the Bill, except for Section 4. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  So we're not -- so 

Section 4 is the only section.  And under this 

Section 4, are they, are they citizens of the United 

States? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Yes, Madam President.  And Section 4 is about 

providing prenatal care for children who will be 

born American citizens, and so that's the, that's 
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why the federal government has funded it through the 

Children's Health Insurance Program. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  And so I think that the 

other sections are going to be paid for out of the 

general fund through the budget process. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

To the extent that they have fiscal notes, yes. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you.  Madam President.  I'm still not 

understanding the ACA part of this because if people 

can afford to, if they, if persons can afford to buy 

into the Affordable Care Act and they can basically 

state what their income is, it's adjusted for your 

income.  So, I'm seeing this as maybe the, you know, 

we're covering the costs on this. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser.  Oh, I'm sorry. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

No, that was a, that was a comment.  It wasn't a 

question, ma'am.  Thank you, Madam President, not 
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ma'am.  So, I'm still a little confused on how we're 

paying for this.  To me, it looks like it's all 

coming out of the general fund, and you know I 

believe in taking care of kids, no matter who they 

are, but I also know many, many senior citizens who 

can't even afford their medications. 

 

And when I think of this, I think of everything in 

general and we should be helping is, you know, the 

residents of the State of Connecticut.  I know that 

this is going to cost us money if they go to the 

hospital.  Anyway, I'm going to have to listen to 

the rest of this, the rest of the conversation, 

because as it's written, I think the 1332 waiver is 

wrong, and we should be applying for the one, the 

1115. 

 

And because there is a, this law has to be passed, I 

just hope that when this is put forward that the law 

isn't wrong and we can't, we can't apply for that, 

at least get money for Section 4.  Thank you, Madam 

President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Champagne.  Will you remark 

further on the Bill?  Good evening, Senator Martin. 

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 

 

Good evening, Madam President.  Madam President, I 

rise for a few questions for the proponent. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Please proceed, sir. 

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 

 

Good evening.  I just want to have some clarity 

regarding the different sections of the Bill in 

regards to, if we do in Section 1, we're addressing 

the uninsured children of under the age of eight and 
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the immigration status is not a factor.  So I'm 

assuming then whether or not they were born here in 

the United States or not that all children under 

eight will fall under this.  Is that correct? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LOONEY (11TH): 

 

Yeah, all eligible children, so that would be based 

on their income or their income and their assets, 

depending on where they are, but it would be the 

same test for all children. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Martin. 

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 

 

Is it -- I'm sorry, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Okay. 

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 

 

And part of that is that they can't qualify.  They 

don't qualify for Medicaid.  So we're going to 

provide the medical assistance.  So how we -- is it 

insurance company that is going to be the, you know, 

the fiscal note has a cost to that.  And are we 

buying an insurance product for these kids? 

 

I guess, I'm trying to get my wrap, you know, have a 

better understanding of who's going to be paying for 

this because Madam President, you know, it's one 

thing to pay for the premium for the insurance and 

it's another thing that the state picks up the whole 

tab, whether it's a doctor visits or surgery. 
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So I want to know if are we buying a product from a 

third party, through you, Madam President? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

No, Madam President, we are simply providing a 

program that is identical in all respects to the 

existing Medicaid program for children eight and 

under.  I will just emphasize there's been a lot of 

discussion about the cost that the cost in the 

biennium of providing a health insurance or health 

coverage, or for children eighteen and under is in 

the biennium is $700,000 in a $44 billion budget. 

 

And I did some math and that I believe is 0.001% of 

the state budget, which leaves 99.999% of the state 

budget for other purposes.  So it is a $700,000 is a 

lot of money for families out, any one family out 

there, but in the context of our state budget it is 

a very small amount of money.  About as -- about as 

much as we're about to spend buying a new radio 

system for the state Capitol police, for example. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Martin. 

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  I did some numbers too, 

and I tallied up each of the sections.  It's going 

to cost us $4 million.  It's not a lot of money to 

cover 1,700 children, right, that are age of eight 

and under, and the prenatal women, their babies and, 

you know, the unborn babies as well as those post 

you know, after they deliver their, their babies. 
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So what I want to know is, are we buying an 

insurance policy for these individuals?  Is that a 

third party?  I just want to know, is it the state -

- are they coming in underneath the umbrella of the 

state?  I heard you say Medicare -- Medicaid, so are 

we in Medicaid is 50% reimbursed.  So is it a 

Medicaid policy that we're buying or if it's, if 

it's something else, I just want to know what it is?  

Through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Yeah.  So the Department of Social Services directly 

administers the Medicaid program and they would be 

directly administering this program.  Through you. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Martin. 

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 

 

Okay.  So, Section 1, if I hear you correctly, 

Section 1, we're talking about these uninsured 

children or all children under the age of eight, who 

are not insured now, where this is going to be 

through a Medicaid program?  Through you, Madam 

President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

This would be, yeah, maybe we'd mirror it'd mirror 

the Medicaid program.  You have to, and I will -- 

there've been a number of questions along these 

lines.  There are strict federal rules, so we will 
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not be allowed to co-mingle federal dollars with 

state dollars for the purposes of any Section of 

this Bill, except for Section 4. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Martin. 

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 

 

Okay.  You said, you said fashion this program with 

the Medicaid program.  So it's not, we're not, it's 

not 50% matched by the federal government then.  So 

are we funding this?  Through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Yes, that's the, that's the $700,000 fiscal note in 

the biennium that I mentioned before. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Martin. 

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 

 

If you break that down $700,000, that's I think 

you're, are you telling me that the whole cost for 

the year is $700,000.  So through you, Madam 

President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 
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For Sections 1 and 3 in fiscal year '23, that's the 

only year in the biennium captured by the Amendment, 

yes. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Martin. 

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 

 

So what happens if a child is needed surgery, it's 

found, or the doctors find that there is a cancer 

brain tumor.  There is chemotherapy that's going to 

be required.  That in itself could be $400,000.  So 

who pays, is that part of the $700,000 that's being 

estimated here?  Through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Yes, thank you, Madam President.  You know, Madam 

President, as with any fiscal note, you never know 

exactly what could come and certainly we could be 

wrong.  We are starting out with a very small 

population and by starting small, we limit the risk 

of the state.  But those are the numbers that the 

office of fiscal analysis did, they estimated that 

the average cost would be $2,200 per child. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Martin. 

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 

 

Excuse me.  Thank you, Mr. President.  So what I'm 

hearing then is that without a definitive answer to 

my question is specifically regarding the example 

that I gave of $400,000, should a child have brain, 

a brain tumor, there are surgery followed by 
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chemotherapy at a cost of $400,000.  Then we, and 

the answer that I got was not what I expected.  what 

I hear through all this is that we actually are 

self-funding this.  Through you, Madam President, 

are we self-funding this? 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Madam President, that line of question I think was 

asked previously by Senator Martin, but also by I 

heard Senator Champagne asked some more questions 

before.  As I've, I've answered I think to a few 

Members of the legislature, Sections 1, 2, 3, and, 

no, Sections 1, 2 and 3 are all state funded.  

Section 4 has a federal match, but it's partially 

state funded. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Martin. 

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  Listen, I'm sorry for 

not having been around the circle, I was here, but I 

was called out.  I'm sorry if I'm repeating the 

questions.  I was told, I was told by staff that, 

that this is going through the exchange.  Is that as 

much different than what is being relayed to me? 

 

What I'm hearing, the good Senator say is that this 

is basically self-funded, but my staff just informed 

me that this is going through the exchange.  So it's 

the exchange of a state policy.  And I don't know 

enough about this.  That's why I'm asking is the 

exchange of self-insured program?  Are we paying for 

the, all those costs in that exchange or is that a 

private third party exchange?  Through you, Madam 

President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 
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SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Madam President, through you, this exchange as a 

quasi-public state agency, but the only purpose, the 

only involvement of the exchange in this proposal is 

looking at using the exchange for intake purposes.  

And, that's something we would possibly need federal 

a federal waiver for.  There's another mechanism 

that again, is theoretically possible.  We would 

have to explore the cost and benefit various 

approaches.  The alternative would be for the 

exchange to establish a subsidiary for this purpose.  

Through you. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Martin. 

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  Section 2, it deals 

with the women who are pregnant and their postpartum 

care.  Are we using the same program to pay for 

these as well?  through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Through you, Madam President, yes. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Martin. 

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 

 

Are all women covered under this program?  In other 

words, those that are documented and those that are 

citizens?  Through you, Madam President. 
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THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Through you, Madam President, Section 2 is for women 

who are not eligible for Medicaid.  My understanding 

is that the budget will cover women who are eligible 

for Medicaid or those covering every woman who is 

income eligible in this state. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Martin. 

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 

 

So the answer is it's all women.  That's all I need 

to hear.  Through you, Madam President, Section 3, 

the uninsured children under eight, regardless of 

immigration status.  So we are covering all children 

under this section.  A little different than Section 

1, right?  But in this section, we're covering all 

children under that are under the age of eight.  

Through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Through you, Madam President, yes. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Sorry, Senator Lesser.  Could you just repeat the 

answer because I didn't hear it? 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

4454



sp/vs/mi 172 

Senate June 8, 2021 

 

 

Yes, thank you, Madam President.  Yes. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you.  Senator Martin. 

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  Madam President, 

Section 4 has to deal with prenatal care.  I just 

want to find out is that a different program that 

the payments are going to be made or is it similar 

to all the other sections?  Through you, Madam 

President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

No, Madam President, that provision is a little bit 

different because that is a part of the federal 

Children's Health Insurance Program.  Through you. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Martin. 

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 

 

Okay.  So that is going to be paid through the CHIP 

program, through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Through you, Madam President, yes. 

 

THE CHAIR: 
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Senator Martin. 

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  The costs that I 

mentioned before are $4 million, I was wrong, it's 

$14 million.  So it's not, you know, based on our 

budget, it's not a lot of money to cover these 

individuals.  And I asked these questions because I 

wanted to know whether or not if it's a third party 

that is paying for this.  Are we buying, are we 

buying and paying a premium for these individuals to 

be covered, which I'm okay with?  Or is it the State 

of Connecticut going to be on the hook to paying the 

fees or the cost of covering a doctor's visit, 

hospital visit, surgery? 

 

I'm concerned about the hospitals, you know, Bristol 

Hospital.  They have a lot of these individuals that 

come in and don't make their payments and they have 

very tough, tough decisions to make.  And 

particularly with the example that I just gave you 

whether or not they are going to provide service.  

And we all know that hospitals are required to 

provide medical service, but they go through, they 

go into the ER, and is it better for them to go in 

into the ER?  Or is this program, this policy, what, 

we're -- this Bill that we're trying to, we're 

having this debate about and vote on, is it better 

that we put them insured and take care of these 

kids, whether they are still in the mother's womb or 

after birth, and then up to the age of eight. 

 

And I'm trying to decide whether or not, you know, 

is this good or not.  It's -- numbers seem to be 

there, but I don't know if I still got my answer, 

whether or not we're still, this is still self-

insured.  And when I go back into the caucus room.  

I'll get some clarity on that. 

 

So through you, Madam President, can -- if the good 

Senator could tell me the uncollected law says that 
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the hospitals have to deal with how do they recoup 

those losses, or is that something that they just 

have to accept and then hopefully it's not, it's not 

to a point where they have to reduce services or 

maybe even look for someone to buy, to buy them?  

Right.  So through you, Madam Chair, how do the 

hospitals recover their, their losses? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  Madam President, I'm 

going to answer that question, but before I do, I 

just want to clarify some remarks I made earlier in 

response to the gentleman's questions.  The language 

within available appropriations, I think is very 

important because the gentleman is expressing 

concern about whether or not a taxpayers would be on 

the hook if OFA is wrong. 

 

There was another study referenced earlier by 

Georgetown that estimated what this would cost.  If 

that study is wrong, what happens if you have a cost 

overrun?  Because the number crunchers got it wrong.  

And the language within available appropriations 

means that we're not, in fact, the taxpayers are not 

on the hook, that the program would be self-limited 

by the available appropriation.  So it will not eat 

into the state budget beyond the numbers that are 

right there.  There is no further exposure. 

 

Now specifically in response to the gentleman's 

question about what does a hospital like Bristol 

Hospital do when somebody comes in without health 

insurance?  The answer is they raise prices on all 

of us, or they, they just continue services, they 

pay their doctors, their nurses less.  You know, 

there are a variety of options but we all pay the 

cost of that. 
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And there is a cost borne by taxpayers directly in 

terms of assistance to hospitals for uncompensated 

care as well.  I think one of our colleagues earlier 

mentioned that the figure was somewhere around $900 

million a year, just a couple of years ago, I forget 

the exact number.  But it's in that, it's in that 

neighborhood.  It's an awful lot of money that we 

all pick up that our local hospitals pick up and 

it's a burden on all of them. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Martin. 

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 

 

Yeah.  Thank you, Madam President.  Yeah.  Along 

with that as well as raising the negotiated rates 

with the insurance companies takes place somewhere 

in there as well.  And just to correct the Senator, 

you know, all the money in the appropriations is, is 

paid for by the residents of the state.  So, all 

right. 

 

I know that Senator Formica still has some 

questions.  You know, it is that we have some other 

Bills to get to.  I'll address some of my other 

questions and concerns through our caucus.  So thank 

you.  Thank you, Senator Lesser. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Martin.  Will you remark further 

on the Bill before the Chamber?  Senator Formica, 

good evening. 

 

SENATOR FORMICA (20TH): 

 

Good evening, Madam President.  This has been quite 

an interesting discussion for me and I appreciate 

the good Chair of the Insurance Committee, Senator 

Lesser patiently answering all of our questions.  I 

may have one or two, but I want to summarize where I 
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think we are for my own edification.  And I'm sorry 

that I've not been here, I've been kind of picking 

it up on TV here and there and trying to, trying to 

get a situation understood by me. 

 

And the way, the way I understand it, Madam 

President, is and Senator Lesser, we have a group of 

children, both undocumented and some have good 

immigrations.  I don't know what, some citizens of 

our state that don't have coverage for health 

insurance.  And if they get into a situation where 

they need medical care and they go into a hospital, 

they can't pay through insurance.  The State of 

Connecticut ends up, ends up paying for them. 

 

Madam President, through you, would that, am I 

corrects so far, sir. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  And Madam President, 

it's good to see you up there.  You know, the State 

of Connecticut will want to pay one way or the 

other, whether it's, whether it's through a direct 

assistance to the hospital or just with higher 

premiums.  Yeah, we would pay. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Formica. 

 

SENATOR FORMICA (20TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  So you know, the issue 

is that they need the care and as we are the 

greatest country in the world, they need the care 

and we're going to provide the care.  The issue is 

some are undocumented, which may cause a problem 

with some people.  Some are not.  This Bill 
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encompasses both citizens and undocumented, and it 

offers an opportunity to find a way to be in a 

better fiscal situation for the residents and 

taxpayers of the State of Connecticut. 

 

If we follow through on this Bill and ensure all of 

those, that population that I mentioned, some 

citizens and some undocumented, am I on the right 

path, through you, Madam President? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  Yes, the Senator is 

absolutely on the right path. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Formica. 

 

SENATOR FORMICA (20TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  And so that solves the 

problem that we have now is in either case whether 

it's an insurance coverage payment or whether it's 

just payment to the hospital for those that need the 

care uninsured, is there money embedded in the 

budget of the State of Connecticut, both in the past 

and perhaps in the one that we're going to see maybe 

at 2, 3 this morning or, oh, we're going to see 

shortly.  Is there money to satisfy both of those 

situations, through you, Madam President? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Through you, Madam President, yes, there is. 
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THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Formica. 

 

SENATOR FORMICA (20TH): 

 

Thank you.  So it boils down to who we care for, how 

we care for them and at the best fiscal cost for the 

State of Connecticut.  And this Bill provides that 

opportunity, through you, Madam President? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

I certainly think so, through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Formica. 

 

SENATOR FORMICA (20TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  And in closing, thank 

you, Senator Lesser, but is there -- One last 

question?  Is there anything else in the Bill 

outside of that, that I would need to understand 

that goes in conjunction with this?  Because it 

looked like a very short succinct four-page Bill, 

through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

No, Madam President, there's nothing else that I can 

think of.  The only thing I would just say is that 

there is companion Legislation within the state 
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budget that expands coverage for Connecticut 

citizens as well, because we know that there are 

children in this state who are here legally, who are 

citizens who also need coverage, and we are 

expanding coverage for families as well. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Formica. 

 

SENATOR FORMICA (20TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  And then, you know, the 

fear for some folks is that, you know, we would 

become a haven for perhaps those undocumented, 

perhaps those citizens of other states that may want 

to come in to the state.  But my understanding is 

that there's a finite number of dollars available, 

through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Yes, Madam President, as I said to a colleague 

earlier with Senator Martin, it says within 

available appropriations.  So if the estimated 

number of children were to be exceeded, the program 

would be cut off.  Through you. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Formica. 

 

SENATOR FORMICA (20TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  And then we'll cross 

that problem when we get to that situation, which I, 

but I want to thank the good Chairman for his 

patience with me and for his patience for those of 

us that asked questions around the circle.  And I 
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thank you, Madam President.  It's nice to see you up 

there.  And I appreciate the opportunity for the 

conversation.  Thank you. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator.  Will you remark further?  Will 

you remark further?  Senator Lesser. 

 

SENATOR LESSER (9TH): 

 

Yes, Madam President, I just want to thank the 

Members for the conversation tonight.  I just want 

to, before I conclude, any remarks I make on why you 

think this is a good Bill?  I just want to thank a 

few people in particular.  I want to thank my Yale 

School of Public Health Intern [inaudible] for 

identifying the fact that Connecticut wasn't 

participating in the unborn child option. 

 

I want to thank Senator Looney for his leadership 

and making sure that this was a priority item for 

our caucus, for Claudio Gualtieri at the Office of 

Policy and Management, for Commissioner Gifford for 

the Connecticut HUSKY for all coalition in 

Connecticut students for a dream, all of the folks 

who really crunched the numbers who made the math 

work, the Center for Children's Advocacy that really 

helped kick off this project by doing that initial 

Georgetown study that really showed that the math 

made sense, that this was fiscally responsible and 

paid for itself in so many ways and my colleagues 

have said much more eloquently than I could have. 

 

This is a smart Bill.  It's a fiscally responsible 

Bill and it'll make us a better state.  I just want 

to thank all of the folks who made this possible for 

moving this Legislation forward. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you.  Will you remark further on the Bill 

before the Chamber?  Good evening, Senator Duff. 
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SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Good evening, Madam President and good to see you.  

Thank you, Senator Flexer as well for presiding this 

evening.  Madam President, I just rise very briefly 

to support the Legislation, that Emergency Certified 

Bill that was passed last night by the House, and 

hopefully in a few minutes by the Senate. 

 

Madam President, obviously, as we know, healthcare 

is one of the largest, if not the largest issue for 

people all across this country and as a concern for 

really everyone.  And as a government and as a 

policy we take that very seriously and because of 

the fact that federally our country, and we've 

talked about this numerous times over the years in 

the circle when it comes to our policies and what we 

do to protect those who need protecting or those who 

may be undocumented in this country, what we can do 

to ensure that they are part of our state and they 

are welcomed and they are treated equally and fairly 

in this state as well. 

 

Because even without full citizenship, we have 

people who work, they pay taxes, they contribute to 

our economy.  they're part of our communities.  And 

we want to make sure that they are not in the 

shadows but able to participate as well in our 

society.  But one of the issues that has long 

escaped our country because of a failure to pass 

immigration reform or immigration policy is this, is 

healthcare, especially for those who are 

undocumented. 

 

And we know that if somebody shows up at an 

emergency room or a hospital somewhere, they're 

going to get care, but we know that that care is 

extremely expensive.  And that is borne by all of us 

in the State of Connecticut at a much higher rate 

than if we take a much more proactive step which, 

which will, which I believe tonight's Bill does.  It 

takes us in a step in the right direction, which 
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helps to provide healthcare for those who are up to 

eight years old. 

 

And we see all the time where kids need to make, 

need to be in school.  They need to have access to 

healthcare.  In Norwalk, I know we have AmeriCares 

free clinic.  We have the two community health 

centers.  We have our school-based health centers.  

And we want to make sure that we're providing the 

tools in which that they can ably be able to provide 

healthcare, and in a way that's good for the 

patients as well. 

 

And, you know, we're only talking about a children 

up to the, up to eight years old.  And I don't know 

that anyone would want to see a child be unhealthy 

or not be able to see a doctor.  And again, if they 

are to go to a hospital or into emergency room, the 

cost of that is much more than it would be had there 

was proper and preventative or proactive type of 

healthcare. 

 

So, Madam President, I would urge my colleagues to 

support this.  I think this is the humanitarian 

thing to do, this is the right thing to do.  While 

we wait and wait and wait for our federal government 

to provide some sort of a path to citizenship for 

immigration reform and while we as a state work to 

take people out of the shadows and be members of our 

communities, we want them to be healthy as well 

because when everyone is healthy, our children are 

healthy, they do better at school, they're more 

productive and their families are more likely to be 

healthy as well. 

 

So for all those reasons, Madam President, I urge my 

colleagues to support the Legislation, the Emergency 

Certified Bill.  I do want to thank Senator Lesser 

for his work, Senator Looney for his advocacy, our 

caucus and those who support the Legislation 

tonight.  Thank you so much, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 
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Senator Duff.  Will you remark further?  Good 

evening, Senator Looney. 

 

SENATOR LOONEY (11TH): 

 

Good evening, Madam President.  I'm speaking in 

support of the Emergency Certified Bill.  Want to 

begin by thanking Senator Lesser for his advocacy, 

as we know, early discussions on this on this Bill, 

had a much more limited scope of coverage about 

basically just prenatal care, postpartum care and 

for the mothers and perhaps up to age one for the 

infant. 

 

But what we have here is substantially more coverage 

for children under the age of nine and this is part 

of a continuum, I think for further debate because 

under the Bill, there will be a, there will be a 

study.  The Office of Health Strategy will study the 

feasibility of offering coverage for income eligible 

children aged nine to 18 regardless of immigration 

status. 

 

So I'm hopeful that we will be able to continue to 

move in that direction to cover children above the 

age of eight as we move along and have further 

dialogue and discussion on this.  As our Majority 

Leader said who was a strong supporter of this as 

well, this issue is one of the major issues in our 

society continues to be the issue of healthcare 

coverage.  That is the grave differences between 

those who have good coverage and are secured in that 

coverage, and are not facing into the pit of 

possibly being ill and accumulating massive debt at 

the same time, as opposed to those who fear, not 

only illness but also, financial ruin or lack of 

access to care because of a condition. 

 

So we know that in some cases, those who are 

severely ill will ultimately wind up at an emergency 

room and they will get care.  Unfortunately, as we 

know emergency room care is often provided when a 
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person who has been desperately trying to postpone 

seeking care no longer can.  And the situation is 

much more acute by the time that that person gets 

there. 

 

We always have heard in the last several years when 

certain coverages were extended to those who had an 

eye conditions, who had -- who had coverage for 

annual eyecare visits in newer policies that they 

didn't have before.  We heard from ophthalmologists 

that they saw very many cases of acute eye disease, 

glaucoma and severe cataracts and other things that 

had gone untreated for years until people had 

insurance. 

 

The same thing is true with other cases where 

insurance has expanded and find out that there has 

been a significant postponement of care.  So at 

least in terms of the, of our youngest and most 

vulnerable population children regardless of their 

immigration status they will be able to get that 

coverage now up to age nine, which of course will 

allow students, our children to be fully vaccinated 

with that first phase of vaccinations that students 

have to get in order to be in school. 

 

There's a second wave of vaccinations that we know 

that that come at age 12 and we hope shortly to be 

at the point where those students will be covered as 

well as we continue this dialogue and move beyond 

it.  But for this point, I think it's certainly a 

significant achievement to have this Bill as far 

along as it is in terms of coverage, given where the 

dialogue started. 

 

And I urge passage.  Thank you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Looney.  Will you remark further?  

Will you remark further?  if not, I will open the 

vote.  Mr. Clerk, would you kindly announce the 

vote? 

4467



sp/vs/mi 185 

Senate June 8, 2021 

 

 

 

CLERK: 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate.  Immediate roll call vote has been ordered 

in the Senate.  This is House Bill 6687.  Immediate 

roll call vote has been ordered in the Senate on 

House Bill 6687.  Immediate roll call vote in the 

Senate on House Bill 6687.  Immediate roll call vote 

in the Senate on House Bill 6687.  Immediate roll 

call vote in the Senate. 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate.  Immediate roll call vote in the Senate on 

House Bill 6687.  Immediate roll call vote in the 

Senate. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Have all the Senators voted?  Have all the Senators 

voted?  Have all the Senators voted?  Have all the 

Senators voted?  The machine will be locked.  Mr. 

Clerk, please announce the tally 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

On House Bill 6687: 

 

Total Number Voting 36 

 Those voting Yea 26 

 Those voting Nay 10 

 Those absent and not voting 0 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

The Legislation passes.  (Gavel) Mr. Clerk -- We 

will stand at ease. 

 

Senator Duff, good evening. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 
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Thank you, Madam President.  Before we mark our next 

Bills, could we, I'd like to ask the Clerk to call 

to list items on our Consent Calendar for a vote on 

the Consent Calendar, please. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Mr. Clerk.  Mr. Clerk, please announce the items on 

the Consent Calendar. 

 

CLERK: 

 

Four items on the Consent Calendar.  Consent 

Calendar No. 1, Page 39, Calendar 485, House Joint 

Resolution 211.  Page 31, Calendar 562, House Bill 

6679.  Page 23, Calendar 503, Senate Bill 1110.  And 

Page 26, Calendar 526, Senate Bill 1111.  That is 

the Consent Calendar thus far. 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate on Consent Calendar No. 1.  Immediate roll 

call vote has been ordered in the Senate on Consent 

Calendar 1.  This is Consent Calendar No. 1.  

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate on Consent Calendar No. 1.  Immediate roll 

call vote in the Senate.  This is Consent Calendar 

No. 1.  Immediate roll call vote in the Senate. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

For the benefit of the Senators, our Members should 

know that this is not the last vote on the Consent 

Calendar.  I know that some days the Consent 

Calendar means that we're done, but we have much 

more delightfulness to come before us.  So please do 

not leave. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate.  This is Consent Calendar No. 1.  Immediate 

roll call vote has been ordered in the Senate on 

Consent Calendar No. 1.  Immediate roll call vote in 
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the Senate on Consent Calendar No. 1.  Immediate 

roll call vote in the Senate.   

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And we just want to let the Senators know that this 

is not the last item that you will be voting on.  

There is much more delightfulness coming before us.  

So please do not leave. 

 

Have all the Senators voted?  The machine is locked.  

Mr. Clerk, please announce the tally. 

 

CLERK: 

 

On Consent Calendar No. 1. 

 

Total Number Voting 36 

 Those voting Yea 36 

 Those voting Nay 0 

 Those absent and not voting 0 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

The Consent Calendar is consented to.  (Gavel)  

 

Senator Duff. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  Madam President if I 

can mark another item to go. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Please proceed, sir. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  Oh, actually I think I 

need to adopt the Agenda first, Senate Agenda No. 2.  

Madam President, Clerk has Senate Agenda No. 2. 
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THE CHAIR: 

 

Mr. Clerk. 

 

CLERK: 

 

The Clerk is in possession of Senate Agenda item No. 

2 dated Tuesday, June 8th, 2021. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Duff. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  I move all items on 

Senate Agenda No. 2 dated Tuesday June 8th, 2021, be 

acted upon as indicated that the Agenda be 

incorporated by reference into the Senate Journal 

and the Senate Transcript. 

 

CONNECTICUT GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

 

Senate Agenda  

No. 2 

REGULAR SESSION 

Tuesday, June 08, 2021 

 

BUSINESS FROM THE HOUSE: 

EMERGENCY CERTIFICATION– 

 

HB NO. 6688 AN ACT CONCERNING A HIGHWAY USE FEE. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And so ordered, sir. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  Would the Clerk call as 

our next item to go on Senate Agenda No. 2, 

Emergency Certified Bill House Bill 6688, please. 
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THE CHAIR: 

 

Mr. Clerk. 

 

CLERK: 

 

Senate Agenda Item No. 2, House Bill No. 6688, AN 

ACT CONCERNING A HIGHWAY USE FEE.   

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And good evening, Senator Haskell. 

 

SENATOR HASKELL (26TH): 

 

Good evening, Madam President.  Madam President, I 

move acceptance of the Joint Committee's Favorable 

Report and passage of the Bill in concurrence with 

the House. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And the question is on passage, will you remark? 

 

SENATOR HASKELL (26TH): 

 

Yes.  Thank you, Madam President.  Let me start this 

evening by just stating the obvious, Madam 

President, Connecticut's transportation system is 

desperately in need of an upgrade.  We've got more 

than 350 structurally deficient bridges across the 

state.  Our trains have gotten slower, not faster 

over the last 50 years and constant traffic jams 

slowed down our commutes hamper our economy, and 

frankly, our daily lives. 

 

Having some minor maintenance needs is one thing.  

But the situation in Connecticut is more dire than 

that.  If we don't find a way to fund our 

transportation system and make some transformative 

overhauls for our bridges or tunnels or trains that 

we're going to find ourselves in a losing race 

against time and deterioration. 

4472

Andrew
Underline



sp/vs/mi 190 

Senate June 8, 2021 

 

 

 

Without real solutions, we're setting up future 

generations, our children, and our grandchildren 

with a genuine crisis.  The Bill before this Chamber 

today is, is one admittedly small solution.  This 

Legislation institutes a highway user fee on 

tractor, trailer, trucks in the State of 

Connecticut.  This is in essence, a mileage fee paid 

by trucking companies for the miles that their 

trucks drive through the State of Connecticut. 

 

Now some may ask why impose a fee on trucks?  

Because at this moment, Connecticut taxpayers are 

subsidizing the tremendous wear and tear that large 

tractor trailers have on our highways.  Just 

maintaining and repairing the damage of large 

trucks, it costs us an estimated $95 million a year.  

One federal study found that a fully loaded tractor 

trailer, it does the equivalent damage of 9600 

passenger cars, 9,600. 

 

Nearly every state on the eastern seaboard asks 

their trucking companies to contribute to pay for 

the outsized damage that they have on the roads.  

And they usually do so through tolls.  Of course, 

here in Connecticut, we live in the land of steady 

habits.  We don't have tolls.  So instead we ask 

everyday taxpayers to foot the Bill for commercial 

trucking's impact. 

 

This Legislation, it lessens that burden.  It 

requires that those largest tractor trailers, those 

vehicles that have the most wear and tear pay back 

the Connecticut taxpayer for the damage that they 

incur. 

 

And most importantly, Madam President, the revenue 

from this Bill, it has the potential to transform 

transportation in this state for a generation.  The 

estimated $90 million in annual revenue would allow 

this state to increase the transportation capital 

program by 1.15 billion over the next five years. 
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That's a staggering sum.  That expanded capital 

program would allow us to tackle a litany of long 

overdue transportation projects.  Those include, but 

certainly are not limited to easing congestion along 

I-95, something I know that many of my colleagues 

care deeply about improving the I-681 in Route 15 

interchange, expanding interstate truck parking, 

modernizing the Stamford train station, purchasing 

new dual powered locomotives.  They can connect the 

branch lines like Waterbury and Danbury directly to 

New York, a new local road safety program. 

 

A rural transportation improvement program that will 

make historic and frankly long overdue investments 

in areas that are traditionally underserved by 

public transportation.  So I look forward to 

answering questions from my colleagues tonight, and 

happy to engage in the discussion further, but let 

me just close by saying, Madam President, let's stop 

kicking the can down the road when it comes to 

funding transportation projects, let's stop giving 

these trucking companies a free ride while 

Connecticut taxpayers pay for all of the damage that 

they incur on our public transit. 

 

This is a common sense Bill to enact a small mileage 

fee and in turn, invest billions in our 

transportation infrastructure.  I urge passage. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Haskell.  Will you remark further 

on the Legislation before us?  Good evening, Senator 

Martin. 

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 

 

Good evening, Madam Speaker.  I rise to say a few 

words.  I don't know if I'll be asking any questions 

tonight, but Madam President, we're not kicking the 

can down the road.  You know, the STF has been a 

problem for years and it started back as a very 

flush account.  And when this was first implemented 

4474



sp/vs/mi 192 

Senate June 8, 2021 

 

 

in eighties, it was the general fund eventually ran 

into fiscal issues.  Monies was flush in the STF, 

but we took, we transferred expenditures from the 

GF, the general fund, and we shifted them, we 

shifted them over to the STF. 

 

And it began with the expenditures from the DOT with 

their wages and salaries, and then it moved over to 

some of their benefits.  And then the Department of 

Vehicles also their benefit package moved over.  And 

now what we have had is this reoccurring deficit in 

the special transportation fund. 

 

So had we not diverted or shifted over some of those 

expenditures we would have a very flush account and 

monies that should have been placed in this special 

transportation fund that was diverted close to over 

a Billion dollars.  So if we are not kicking the can 

down the road, this has been self-inflicted in my 

opinion. 

 

And regarding this Bill, regarding the truck mileage 

tax, this is simply a tolls and disguise.  Madam 

President, if we move forward with this piece of 

Legislation, we are going to do the same thing that 

we've been doing all along, we're using all 

strategies and that is, we need to raise revenue 

when this STF fund is in dire straits. 

 

And regarding this mileage tax today, it's the 

trucks, but tomorrow it's going to be the vehicles.  

There's been a lot of work from a lot of people out 

in the public have been shouting back, don't do 

this, stop the toll tax, or stop the, we called it 

the gas tax.  And regarding this piece of 

Legislation to stop the food tax.  We know that the 

costs of the truckers are going to be paying on 

these the miles traveled. 

 

And by the way, just to be clear, you know, I think 

people have the impression that this, the miles 

traveled, the miles traveled by these companies are 

going to be on route 8495, but highway -- definition 
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of highway and that is in the statutes, it makes it 

clear that a highway includes any state or other 

public highway road, street, avenue, alley, 

driveway, parkway place, or dedicated roadway for 

bus rapid transit service under the control of the 

state or any political subdivision of the state 

dedicated appropriated or open to public travel or 

other yields. 

 

So, basically, Madam President, the truckers are 

going to be paying for fee from the moment that they 

crossed the borders of the State of Connecticut and 

then into any town in our state. 

 

So Madam President, I'm not going to say anything 

more.  I've, you know, you've heard me probably 

quite a bit starting back two years ago regarding 

the tolls and this, I guess exchanging the tolls to 

this truck mileage tax, I know it's a disguise.  

Eventually, we will be, it'll be vehicles after 

this. 

 

So Madam President, I will not be supporting this 

Bill. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Martin.  Will you remark further?  

Good evening, Senator Kissel. 

 

SENATOR KISSEL (7TH): 

 

Thank you very much, Madam President.  I will be 

brief, although some of my friends and colleagues 

chuckle when I say brief, because brief to me is 

sometimes different.  I get carried away with the 

passion of the moment. 

 

I stand in opposition to this for a variety of 

reasons, and I think my good friend and colleague, 

Senator Martin nailed a lot of this on the head, but 

it's been a distinct pleasure for the last several 

years to serve on the Transportation Committee. 
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Clearly, we have issues regarding funding for our 

special transportation fund, but a lot of that can 

be laid at our feet and I'm not going to pick on one 

party or another, but the legislature as a whole 

does not often fund the special transportation fund 

the way it should be funded.  Sometimes there's 

revenues that are being directed towards that fund 

that don't get there.  And sometimes there's things 

that are distinctly on the horizon that We wait 

unfortunately until it's right on top of us before 

we respond. 

 

But fundamentally, this is a tax in my view.  One 

can ascribe it to the wear and tear on the roadways 

by these trucks, the various sizes of the trucks.  

But I don't feel that that's an appropriate way to 

address this issue.  And clearly, it's my 

understanding that truckers already keep meticulous 

track of the mileage that they do and that all of 

this gets pooled in one central database.  And then 

this information is disseminated amongst all the 

states.  So, there's already a system regarding part 

of this. 

 

If I'm trucker and I've just gotten through this 

pandemic and it's, and the economy has been very 

difficult, some of these smaller businesses are hand 

to mouth.  I have no choice.  I have no choice, but 

to as quickly as possible pass these costs so long.  

So when we hear certain individuals out there 

protesting, and I was one of them along with 

probably 40 to 50 people up in north central, 

Connecticut on Route 5 and Field Street in Enfield, 

protesting the gasoline tax, which thankfully our 

friends on the other side of the aisle and the 

Majority Party have determined, lacked sufficient 

support to put into any kind of a finance package, 

this biennium and that's great news and I applaud 

that. 

 

But this you know, has been considered a food tax, 

but it could also be for home heating oil.  It could 
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be for retail goods.  I mean, the trends move the 

products, and I can't absorb this additional cost 

being in the trucking business, I have no choice.  I 

can lay off my employees, which that just drives 

businesses into the ground, or I can pass these 

costs along as best I can.  And if I pass them along 

to a grocery store, larger small chain or family 

owned, to a retail establishment, you name it.  

Those costs are going to be now, this tax is now 

going to be embedded in the price of these products. 

 

And the people in my neck of the woods are 

struggling.  A lot of them, their hours were cut way 

back and they're, they're really looking at how to 

pay their Bills.  The tax rate in Connecticut, we 

all know is very, very high.  The cost of living in 

Connecticut is extraordinarily high.  The last thing 

our economy needs is for the working families, the 

middle-class families in particular, in our state to 

have additional burdens, just to put food on their 

table and just to get the necessity of life for 

their families and their children. 

 

And that's what's going to happen.  It's as easy as 

one plus one equals two.  I represent a lot of towns 

in north central Connecticut, border towns.  I'm 

always frustrated because not only are they border 

towns, but we're in competition, up in my neck of 

the woods with the Commonwealth of Massachusetts.  

And you know, it doesn't take rocket science to 

figure out if they have cheaper taxes for gasoline, 

for cigarettes, for alcohol and other commodities, 

people are just going to take that 5, 10, 15 minute 

ride up the road up 91 or whatever road, Route 20, 

and they're going to go into the Commonwealth and do 

their purchasing there. 

 

So not only do we lose all that retail business, but 

we lose all that revenue to the good Commonwealth 

north of us.  Hey, we're a smart state.  You know, 

that statute out there of genius of Connecticut, 

we're really creative, hardworking people.  We can 

do better.  I want Connecticut to be the shining 
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city on the hill.  I want us to be an island of 

growth and prosperity where truckers want to come 

here and gas up and do everything that they got to 

do, not avoid us like the play, because there's 

going to be this additional tax. 

 

And if they are compelled to drive through the state 

of Connecticut, then they're just going to have to 

pass it along.  And as Senator Martin pointed out, 

we're not just talking about 84, 95 and 91 and the 

other major interstate highways, you know, we've got 

a lot of secondary roads that are classified as 

state roads that would be dragged into this as well. 

 

I mean, how do you get the products to the stores?  

How do you get the home heating oil to the 

residences?  How do you do all this?  You got to 

truck it.  And if people think all this stuff has 

done by rail, there's a lot by rail, but rail is 

typically like large scale stuff, not refined 

products, things that are easily put on trucks.  I 

think somewhere between 80 and 90% of everything 

that gets transported as far as goods and food are 

in trucks. 

 

And so I don't want to see this tax and call it what 

you will, some sort of user fee, tomato, tomato.  A 

levy on people's wallets is a tax by any other name.  

This is bad public policy in a state that is just 

brimming with resources and funds between federal 

monies that we've never seen in our lifetime in 

response to the pandemic, revenues for an economy 

that's slowly inching up and finally turning itself 

around, people going back to work.  our rainy day 

fund, larger than I can ever imagine. 

 

The last thing we need to do is dip our hands in 

people's wallets.  And that's what the gas tax or 

this trucking tax will do.  Wall it a highway fee, 

but it's a trucking tax and it's going to go right 

to the products, which is going to go right to the 

prices, which is going to go right to people's 
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budgets at exactly the wrong time as if there's ever 

a right time. 

 

So I would urge my colleagues, take a step back from 

this proposal and vote no.  Our working class 

families and our middle-class families and the good 

people of the state of Connecticut pay enough 

already and they do not deserve to have any more 

money lifted out of their paychecks and pocket 

books.  Thank you, Madam President.   

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Kissel.  Will you remark further?  

Senator Anwar.  Good evening. 

 

SENATOR ANWAR (3RD): 

 

Good evening, Madam President.  Madam President, I 

rise to ask a few questions off the proponent of the 

Bill, if. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Please proceed, sir.  Senator Haskell, prepare 

yourself. 

 

SENATOR ANWAR (3RD): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  Madam President, I 

wanted to ask through you, is there a mention of 

tolls in this Bill? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Haskell. 

 

SENATOR HASKELL (26TH):   

 

Thank you, Madam President.  I thank my good friend 

for the question and through, you know, the Bill 

does not mention tolls. 
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THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Anwar. 

 

SENATOR ANWAR (3RD): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  So when somebody says 

that this is a toll Bill, is that inaccurate? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Haskell. 

 

SENATOR HASKELL (26TH): 

 

This Bill does not in any way bring tolls to 

Connecticut or change the status quo, which is that 

we are the only state on the eastern seaboard 

without tolls.  So I guess the answer to the good 

Senator's question is that it would not be accurate 

to say that this Bill impacts tolls in the State of 

Connecticut. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Anwar. 

 

SENATOR ANWAR (3RD): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  And the Madam 

President, through you, does this Bill talk about 

any tax or any costs or any revenue generation from 

cars? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Haskell. 

 

SENATOR HASKELL (26TH): 

 

No, Madam President it's far more narrow than that.  

Not only does it not apply to cars, it also doesn't 

even apply to all trucks.  It applies only to the 
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heaviest trucks on our road.  In order to qualify 

for this highway use tax, a truck would have to 

weigh more than 26,000 pounds and be a class eight 

truck or above. 

 

For those who aren't familiar, class eight truck is 

a single trailer, three or four axle trucks.  So we 

were talking about the very heaviest commercial 

vehicles on our roads and highways. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Anwar. 

 

SENATOR ANWAR (3RD): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  Through you, Madam 

President, for somebody to suggest that 

theoretically in future at some point, in the 

history, sorry, in the future that somebody may 

actually talk about car tax or revenue, is that a 

way to make a decision about a Bill now?  Is that a 

usual thing?  I just want to clarify is there, 

because I could not understand that, that somebody 

made a comment that this means cars are going to be 

next and then therefore we should not do the 

immediate need for what needs to be done. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Haskell. 

 

SENATOR HASKELL (26TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  Again, I appreciate the 

good Senator's line of inquiry.  I would say that 

the slippery slope argument comes up frequently in 

this building.  I'm generally, I personally don't 

find it to be very convincing to any change in the 

land of steady habits is hard-fought.  This Bill is 

quite narrow in what it authorizes, which is asking 

those very heaviest commercial vehicles on our 

roads, those trucks that weigh over 26,000 pounds, 
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which do the equivalent damage of 9,600 cars.  It 

asks them to contribute.  It does no more and no 

less.  Thank you. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Anwar. 

 

SENATOR ANWAR (3RD): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  Through you, Madam 

President, can the good Senator share with us about 

the special transportation fund and its status and 

its future if we do nothing. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Haskell. 

 

SENATOR HASKELL (26TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  This is a question I've 

been dying to answer, and I should have mentioned it 

in my opening remarks.  So thank you to my friend, 

Senator Anwar for raising this issue.  The special 

transportation fund relies primarily on gas tax 

revenue, as well as revenue from the sales tax on 

motor vehicles. 

 

Now the problem is, and it's a really great problem 

to have, cars are becoming more fuel efficient, more 

people drive electric vehicles.  I know some friends 

in this circle drive electric vehicles.  People are 

visiting the pump less often.  And as a result, gas 

tax revenues are not the reliable source of source 

of income for the STF that they once were. 

 

All of this means, Madam President, that the special 

transportation fund is unfortunately not going to -- 

it is rapidly approaching insolvency.  In fact, by 

2025, the fund will be in deficit and by 2026, the 

situation will become quite bleak.  All that is to 

say that we've got a few more years, perhaps if we 
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do nothing where we could fill some potholes, we 

certainly couldn't tackle major transportation 

investments. 

 

And after that, Madam President, I'm not even sure 

how this state could afford to do the bare minimum.  

And that's a problem, of course, regardless of what 

side of the aisle or what political party or what 

candidate you prefer, everybody in this state wants 

to see a more modern 21st century transportation 

system that allows them to get to work a little bit 

sooner in a manner that's efficient and most 

importantly, to get home to their families and to 

their kids a little bit sooner, and to not sit in 

traffic. 

 

Everybody wants transportation improvements.  I know 

the harder part of the conversation is how we pay 

for those transportation improvements.  But I think 

a really productive place for this conversation to 

go is to look at the actors that are doing the most 

wear and tear that are doing the most damage to our 

infrastructure and ask them to pay just as they pay 

into other states. 

 

And by the way, I didn't mention this in my opening 

remarks, but what we're asking about, Madam 

President is minuscule.  Across the entire State of 

Connecticut, it might, it might cost a fully loaded 

tractor trailer 10 or $15, now to get across the GW 

bridge in New York, it's going to cost that same 

truck one way over a hundred dollars. 

 

So this is a very small amount of money that we were 

asking them to contribute, given the tremendous 

impact, negative impact that they have on our 

infrastructure. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Haskell.  Senator Anwar. 

 

SENATOR ANWAR (3RD): 
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Thank you, Madam President.  Thank you so much, 

through you, for answering that question.  And I 

think that brings me to the next question right now. 

I got scared when I heard my colleagues say that if 

this Bill passes suddenly the cost of all the foods 

is going to go up and then we will not be able to 

afford the food.  But when I look at the numbers 

that were suggested that it's $15 for the State of 

Connecticut, as opposed to just George Washington 

bridge, it's a hundred dollars for that. 

 

So if -- let's say there was food being transported 

from Florida to Connecticut, can the good Senator 

walk us through, how is the cost going to be 

included all the way to the borders of Connecticut 

and then with the Bill and without the Bill going 

forward, if you -- through you, Madam President? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Haskell. 

 

SENATOR HASKELL (26TH): 

 

Sure.  Thank you, Madam President.  Let me start 

with the current situation.  And I thank the good 

Senator for his question.  Connecticut, of course, 

stands alone in not asking out of state drivers or 

trucking companies to contribute to the upkeep of 

our roads.  We generously, I think foolishly decided 

to pay for that all by ourselves. 

 

But of course, a truck that travels up from Florida, 

for example, pays a user fees as it uses those roads 

and highways all along the way.  Now, there isn't 

any business that I'm aware of that decides to add 

the cost to pass down the cost of those user fees, 

exclusively to the states that charge them.  In 

other words, if a truck travels from Florida and 

pays user fees and red states and blue states all 

along the eastern seaboard, well, then when they 

drop off their goods in Connecticut, Connecticut 
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consumers are already paying the cost for those 

infrastructure improvements because they're not, 

they're not passing it down just to one state. 

 

That business of course is going to pass it down to 

the entirety of their customer base.  So in many 

ways we're already paying here in Connecticut.  But 

let's, let's look at the numbers if this Legislation 

actually were enacted, Let's take, for example, a 

truck, a beer truck that's bringing cargo through 

Connecticut.  Let's say they travel through the 

entire state without dropping off any of their cargo 

along the way. 

 

So they're fully loaded a beer truck.  I've learned 

Madam President, when fully loaded weighs 78,000 

pounds that carries, let's see, 43,000 beers, 43,000 

beers in a fully loaded truck.  Now to get from one 

side of the state to the other, let's do east to 

west, for example it would cost that truck $9.86, 

$9.86. 

 

Now take that $9.86 and divided by the 43,000 beers 

in the truck.  It is true.  The business could 

decide to pass along that cost, but if they do so, 

it will, it will add 150th of one penny to the price 

of each beer.  I don't think that this is a 

significant given the fact that that truck, as soon 

as it crosses through my district, crosses over the 

New York border and travels over the GW bridge is 

going to pay over a hundred dollars.  They're going 

to pay a highway use fee or a toll in nearly every 

other state. 

 

It's time that Connecticut gained some of the 

revenue rather than simply subsidizing the 

infrastructure improvements elsewhere. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator.  Senator Anwar. 

 

SENATOR ANWAR (3RD): 
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Thank you, Madam President.  Through you, I just 

want to clarify 150th of one penny.  Is that what I 

heard? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Haskell. 

 

SENATOR HASKELL (26TH): 

 

So this is just one example.  We could do it with 

eggs or bread, but if you just look at beer and you 

look at the 43,000 cans or bottles of beer, that 

that average truck carries, and you look at the 

$9.86 that it would cost.  And yes, the answer to 

the good Senator's questions that it would add to 

each beer, 150th of one penny.  I think that most 

Connecticut residents would gladly pay that on their 

next beer in exchange for trains that arrived on 

time and roads that weren't jammed with traffic. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Anwar. 

 

SENATOR ANWAR (3RD): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  I can only imagine the 

credit card machines going to that level of one out 

of -- 150th of a cent.  That will be a lot of, it's 

like cryptocurrency by that time. 

 

I wanted to also clarify Madam President, if one of 

these trucks, the heavy trucks, which actually 

destroys our roads like 9,000 vehicles, if it is 

going from Massachusetts to New York and beyond, and 

it just crosses Connecticut, do we get to get some 

of the revenue from that as well? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Haskell. 
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SENATOR HASKELL (26TH): 

 

Yes.  Thank you, Madam President.  I appreciate the 

good Senator's questions.  So the highway use tax as 

proposed by this Bill essentially looks at the 

weight of the truck, the gross weight of the 

commercial carrier and multiplies it by the number 

of vehicles traveled, even if cargo isn't dropped 

off in the State of Connecticut. 

 

Of course, I think the good Senator makes a great 

point.  We are a pass through state.  It's hard to 

avoid Connecticut as you're traveling up the eastern 

seaboard, if you're traveling between the major 

metropolitan centers of New York and Boston, it's 

really challenging to avoid the State of 

Connecticut.  Right now, they get a free ride if 

they were to cross through, they would pay for the 

miles traveled under this Legislation. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Anwar. 

 

SENATOR ANWAR (3RD): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  Madam President, I just 

wanted to mention before even when my colleague 

Senator Haskell brought this Bill out, he asked me 

what my views were.  I said I'm not sure if I'm 

going to vote for this Bill because I needed to 

clarify some things, because I had heard these sound 

bites and these sound bites were very concerning to 

me. 

 

And after learning about the sound bites that we 

will go broke the, we will not be able to afford 

food.  There's going to be a drought and then all 

sorts of things that I heard, it was scaring me.  I 

was just worried, what's this Bill going to have?  I 

started to read this Bill.  I couldn't find that. 
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So there's no mention of the car.  There's no 

mention of the toll.  There is actually 40% of the 

truck traffic, the heavy truck traffic that goes 

from the State of Connecticut does not even stop at 

the State of Connecticut unless they're getting gas 

or unless somebody wants to use the restroom.  And 

most of them are passing through and we are actually 

subsidizing their journey and the destruction of a 

road by having our community pay for it. 

 

For how long?  And I think that's the issue.  Do we 

want to give this for a specific lobby that somebody 

wants to satisfy to say, "Okay, Hey guys, abuse our 

roads and then you have a free ride.  No problem.  

We will continue to pay for it." And we will be the 

only state in this entire region that will pay for 

it.  And that's not a sustainable model. 

 

Now, there is obviously, the people take a political 

position and they want to sell their idea, but the 

food part, let's look at those numbers, it's not 

fair to give misinformation in my mind when people 

are saying that there's going to be a cost to the 

food to the level, that people will not be able to 

eat anymore for like one for, for one beer or one 

egg, probably it's going to be 150th of a cent.  

That's something that I think maybe we need to be 

more accurate in some of those understandings. 

 

And this is very helpful.  I'm glad I was able to 

ask and clarify those questions.  I truly appreciate 

Senator Haskell's leadership in that.  Thank you, 

Madam President.  Thank you. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Anwar.  Will you remark further 

on the Bill before the Chamber?  Good evening, 

Senator Witkos. 

 

SENATOR WITKOS (8TH): 
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Good evening, Madam President.  Delivered to the 

caucus room was a sheet, it's got a lot of different 

trucks on it and I'm not sure where it came from, 

but I'm assuming it's a description of what is going 

to be, well, it says non-tolled vehicles and tolled 

vehicles, and it lists all the classes one through 

13. 

 

And I'm understanding here in the white section is 

class eight through 13.  And those of the 

classifications in which they would pay a mileage 

tax.  Is that correct, through you, Madam President? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Haskell. 

 

SENATOR HASKELL (26TH): 

 

Yes, I thank the good Senator for his question.  Let 

me just very briefly reiterate the motor vehicles, 

I'm sorry, the carriers that would be subject to the 

highway use tax.  They would need to weigh more than 

26,000 pounds.  They would need to be a class eight 

or above, and they couldn't be exempted as this Bill 

was Amended by the House ae any carriers that are 

transporting dairy products to or from a dairy farm. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Witkos. 

 

SENATOR WITKOS (8TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  So with that, I do have 

a couple questions I'd like to ask the proponent of 

the Bill for legislative intent and for 

clarification.  And the first question I have is the 

highway use tax will apply to vehicles that have a 

gross way each end carry a classification between 

class eight and 13 as determined by the federal 

highway administration.  Is that correct, through 

you, Madam President? 
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THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Haskell. 

 

SENATOR HASKELL (26TH): 

 

That's correct.  Madam President, through you. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Witkos. 

 

SENATOR WITKOS (8TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  And can the good 

Senator confirm that truck's utilized in the waste 

and recycling industry specifically garbage trucks 

that serve residential customers, a dumpster hauler 

or roll-off trucks and front loaders that pick up 

and empty dumpsters do not fall into the category of 

a class eight or above 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Haskell. 

 

SENATOR HASKELL (26TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  So that industry itself 

is not explicitly exempt under this Legislation.  

However, it depends just like any other industry as 

to what type of truck, the hauler or other, other 

type of commercial vehicle is driving.  If it's a 

trailer and not a single unit truck, well then 

perhaps, but some, some of the haulers, I think it 

might, I think many of the haulers are not class 

eight.  Many of them are single unit class seven or 

class six, based on my understanding of the industry 

and therefore they would not be subject to that. 

 

THE CHAIR: 
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Senator Witkos. 

 

SENATOR WITKOS (8TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  And if a hauler or any.  

business in the State of Connecticut wanted to, 

based on the answer, to get a legal opinion or what 

they believe they'd like to know what their vehicle 

is classified as, where would they turn to, or what 

agency, could they present the vehicle or a picture 

of thereof and say what classes this fall under?  So 

we know ahead of time, whether it's going to be 

subject to this mileage tax or not?  Through you, 

Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Haskell. 

 

SENATOR HASKELL (26TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  I thank my good friend 

for his question.  I am certain that our Department 

of Transportation could quickly and easily advise us 

to what class the vehicle is, whether it is a class 

eight or above.  At this point I think, you know, we 

could sit here in the circle and define each of the 

classes.  So it wouldn't be a hard, a hard 

determination to make. 

 

After that though, Madam President, the program will 

be administered by the Department of Revenue 

services.  So I think that more detailed questions 

about a specific industries, potential tax 

obligations, should this Legislation being acted 

should be directed to that state department. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Witkos. 

 

SENATOR WITKOS (8TH): 
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Thank you.  Well, I understand that.  I understand 

why we would ask those questions of the agency 

that's, that will be responsible for running the 

organization, but I'm not sure that they're 

expertise in motor vehicle classifications, is up 

there with the DOT. 

 

So if this Bill becomes law, would there be time for 

the various businesses in the state to go to the 

Department of Transportation and get a ruling if 

they're not sure on, I mean, sometimes it's very 

clear, but there may be some instances where they 

don't know if this particular vehicle in their fleet 

meets a class eight or above or it's below.  Would 

they go to the Department of Transportation and then 

maybe get a letter that they could hold or how do 

they have proof that whatever the classification is?  

Through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Haskell. 

 

SENATOR HASKELL (26TH): 

 

Yes, thank you, Madam President.  Through you, I 

would say for the purpose of legislative intent that 

I'm sure that the FHWA as well as of course, our 

Department of Motor Vehicles would be happy to weigh 

in on the individual circumstances.  It would be the 

responsibility of the Department of Revenue services 

to issue a ruling. 

 

This highway use tax, if enacted by this Chamber and 

signed into law by the Governor would not come 

online, so to speak until 2023.  So there would be 

time for these businesses to determine the right 

level of classification for their carriers. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Witkos. 
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SENATOR WITKOS (8TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  And the Bill provides 

the term carrier that we're talking about.  The 

vehicles does not include the state or any political 

subdivision of the state, the United States, or the 

federal government. 

 

But my question is when a carrier is a party to a 

contract with the state, quasi-public agency, 

political subdivision of the state, does the highway 

use tax apply to the carrier when the carrier is 

rendering services to public pursuant to the 

contract?  Through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Haskell. 

 

SENATOR HASKELL (26TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  As the good Senator 

mentioned, specifically exempted in this Legislation 

are carriers that are either carrying mail or in 

some other way, can conduct into public's business.  

So I would have to seek greater clarification in a 

moment if a carrier contracting with the state would 

specifically be exempted, but any truck owned by the 

State of Connecticut, the federal government or town 

the postal service, for example, would be exempt. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator.  Senator Witkos. 

 

SENATOR WITKOS (8TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  I believe that if, you 

know, the carrier is stepping into the shoes of the 

-- working for the public entity, they have a 

contract.  Well, my presumption would be that the 

tax would not apply similar to when those services 

are rendered like other taxes would not be 
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applicable, but I'd be happy to stand at ese for a 

moment while the good Senator can have that 

research, so we can get this on the record.  Through 

you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

We can stand at ease for a moment. 

 

SENATOR HASKELL (26TH): 

 

Oh, that's okay, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Haskell, please proceed then. 

 

SENATOR HASKELL (26TH): 

 

Thank you.  Through you, I was able to find the 

relevant portion of the Bill.  So I thank the good 

Senator for his indulgence.  The short answer is if 

the truck is delivering goods to a state agency, 

then they would be subject to the highway use tax.  

If they were performing a public service and 

actually carrying out the business of a state agency 

through a contract or some other mechanism, then 

they would not be subject. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Witkos. 

 

SENATOR WITKOS (8TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  And thank you to 

Senator Haskell.  I believe that clarifies the 

intent for me and that's all the questions I have at 

this time.  Thank you. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

4495



sp/vs/mi 213 

Senate June 8, 2021 

 

 

Thank you, Senator.  Will you remark further on the 

Bill before the Chamber?  Will you remark further?  

Good evening, we are just on the cusp of morning.  

Senator Formica. 

 

SENATOR FORMICA (20TH): 

 

Thank you.  Madam President, If we wait for a few 

more ticks of the clock, I can say good morning to 

you.  Thank you very much.  I rise for one question 

for the proponent of the Bill if I may. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Please proceed. 

 

SENATOR FORMICA (20TH): 

 

Good morning, Senator Haskell.  May I ask sir the 

projected revenue anticipated for this policy, 

through you, Madam President? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Haskell. 

 

SENATOR HASKELL (26TH): 

 

Absolutely, Madam President.  The projected revenue 

is $90 million per year. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Formica. 

 

SENATOR FORMICA (20TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  Thank you, Senator.  I 

have no further questions.  Madam President, this 

is, you know, again, another tax.  We all know we 

need to do something about transportation.  We all 

know that we need to fix roads and bridges.  The 

conversation was far more robust last year than it 
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has been this year, but the fact remains that we 

still need to have the opportunity to do better on 

our roads and bridges and our infrastructure. 

 

Madam President, you may remember when Republicans 

offered an opportunity to improve roads and bridges 

through a plan, we call it faster Connecticut, and 

that was widely panned at the time, and people, you 

know, kind of ridiculed us for, you know, taking 

money proposed out of the budget reserve fund, but, 

you know, hindsight is always a little better served 

than foresight. 

 

And I just want to share a few numbers if I may.  

Madam President, had we done the program as 

suggested back in 2019 by taking 1.5 billion out of 

the budget reserve fund at that time at 2.5 billion, 

it would have left this with one, a little over $1 

billion.  By investing that per statute into the 

liabilities, we would have saved a 126 million in 

the general fund and debt service.  So we would have 

had the opportunity to put that money toward 

transportation.  Madam President, we would have 

exceeded by $30 million, the projected revenue for 

this tax. 

 

Madam President, in addition to that, the deposits 

that would have occurred since that time would have 

brought our rainy day fund to its present level.  We 

would have added over 1.6 billion in fiscal '21, 

which is 2.6 billion and then the projected 22 

proposal that we're going to put in would have, 

would have replaced it. 

 

So Madam President, and I say that because there are 

other opportunities than just taxes and I wanted to 

have it on the table.  We understand that and 

appreciate the efforts that everybody has to want to 

improve our infrastructure.  But if we could sit and 

talk with each other and have conversations with 

each other solutions, sometimes I think are better 

served.  And I will be opposing this tax.  And I 

thank you, Madam President for the opportunity.  And 
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it is now good morning to you and I only took a few 

minutes, so thank you.  Thank you, Senator Haskell 

for your help on my answer. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Formica.  And good morning, 

Senator Duff. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Good morning to you.  Good morning to you.  Good 

morning to everybody in the Chamber.  As we have 

less than now 24 hours to go in our legislative 

session, Madam President, I rise in supportive 

Legislation.  I want to thank Senator Haskell for 

his work on this and bringing what are any time we 

propose pretty much any type of a fee or user fee in 

transportation always a difficult lift for sure.  

Because in this country we view our roads as 

uniquely American and that should be free. 

 

But we know that that is not the case and that we 

see time and time again, where the lack of 

investment based on use ensures that we will have 

gridlock and we won't build our economies.  Matter 

of fact, one of the ways in which we build a strong 

economy, a number of ways is having housing for the 

people of this state, an affordable housing, 

workforce housing.  We have a good education system 

and a transportation network, a transportation 

system that is reliable and consistent. 

 

We have anything but that in Connecticut, we do not 

have a reliable and consistent transportation system 

because of the fact that we have not made the proper 

investments in transportation for many decades.  We 

have worked hard at this.  We have spent more money 

in over the last 10 years than we have previously, 

but that has still not been enough. 

 

And the transportation investment needed in this 

state far outweighs the resources that we have to 
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pay for those.  And so we then have to look towards 

ways in which we can pay for those transportation 

investments and look to those who use transportation 

the most, or have the most bearing on the costs and, 

and the infrastructure in our state.  And that comes 

down to some of our heaviest vehicles. 

 

And so Madam President, I think that this is a fair 

proposal to ask those who actually contribute to the 

decay of our transportation system to actually help 

pay for that.  We know that in Fairfield County 

traffic and congestion costs the average motorist 

about $1,700 per year.  It's a little bit less than 

that in the rest of the state.  But nonetheless, if 

people say they don't want to pay for upgrades, 

that's the cost per motorist in our transportation 

system, around the state. 

 

So that's the tax and that's a hidden tax because 

they're sitting in traffic, we're not able to invest 

in our roads and our highways, our transportation 

system, our trains, and our buses, our bike ways, 

and other ways to get people around this state.  And 

that is, that is the tax that people don't see, but 

they feel it each and every day.  When you can't get 

around the state because of the lack of investment 

that we have. 

 

In this Bill there will be a number of good 

investments that this state will be making to help 

continue to move our state forward.  We have to view 

transportation as a priority, as a way to build a 

better economy, as a way to grow jobs, as a way to 

grow our state's population, and as a way to make 

sure that Connecticut is moving forward. 

 

We have in Norwalk we have a railroad bridge that is 

the walk bridge that is over a hundred years old.  

And when that, when the swing bridge opens and it 

gets locked because it is so old in the open 

position and the trains can't get across, whether 

it's Amtrak or Metro north.  And the Northeast 

corridor is stopped.  That is a hundred million 
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dollars per day to the regional economy.  That's a 

tax because we have not invested in our 

transportation system. 

 

So we're -- now we're trying to fix that with the 

billion dollar investment, not only on the walk 

bridge, but bridges around that, that have literally 

been around for hundreds of years.  They probably 

are historic bridges, but they don't work.  So we 

have to fix it.  We wonder why other countries 

around the world are growing our economy faster than 

we are, is because they're investing in 

transportation and we're not, we have not been. 

 

This country needs to invest in transportation if 

we're going to grow our economy.  The state needs to 

invest in transportation for going to grow our 

economy.  And Madam President, this is a very 

tangible step in order to do that.  And I am just 

appreciative of Senator Haskell and his work to 

Transportation Committee, the Governor and others 

who are bringing this forward because while some may 

say that this is a fee that will, that will increase 

prices in one ways, the fees and taxes that people 

are paying right now by sitting in congestion, 

inhaling pollution, not being able to get to point A 

to point B, sitting in trains because the bridges 

are in a stay open in a stuck position mean that 

we're not able to get people back and forth where 

they need to be, and we can't grow this economy. 

 

So Madam President, I urge my colleagues to support 

this Legislation.  Thank you. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Duff.  Good morning, Senator 

Kelly. 

 

SENATOR KELLY (21ST): 

 

Good morning, Madam President.  The reality is 

simple, Connecticut is unaffordable.  And I don't 
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care where you go, who you run into, or how many 

times we've heard it, people in Connecticut realize 

and experience this underperforming economy, the 

financial burdens, and the expenses of living in our 

state that just make it unaffordable so much so that 

people are leaving Connecticut. 

 

And when our youth grow up and graduate from school 

or go off to college, they find jobs elsewhere 

because other states are more affordable.  We're the 

second, second, highest taxed citizenry in the 

country.  And initiatives like this, I guess the 

focus is trying to become number one. 

 

We have the highest electric rates in the 

continental US.  So we're high in taxes, high in the 

cost of electricity, but dead last in job growth, 

dead last, dead last in personal income growth.  

These jobs and money raises those are what make 

living in Connecticut more affordable.  We lost 

122,000 jobs last year during the pandemic.  And we 

never got back 119,000 jobs from the great 

recession. 

 

So when this Bill comes forward and calls this a 

highway use fee it's a tax, you can call it whatever 

you want, however many times you want, whether it's 

a fee and assessment, whatever, but if it looks like 

a duck, swims like a duck, quacks like a duck, it's 

a duck.  And any time government puts its hand in 

people's wallet, it's a tax, plain and simple. 

 

This is a tax that will be get passed onto 

Connecticut families in the form of higher grocery 

costs, more expensive home heating oil, higher 

prices on goods transported in our state.  It's not 

just trucks coming from out of state in New York, 

going to Rhode Island that are using our roads for 

free.  It's trucks that originate in Bridgeport, 

make deliveries all over Connecticut and return to 

Bridgeport or New Haven or Stratford or Hartford. 
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And when we put a tax on their, their job, first of 

all, it makes it more difficult to grow more jobs, 

but that cost gets passed along.  That's how the 

economics work.  So this plain and simple putting an 

easy to understand sentence is a truck tax. 

 

According to the Connecticut Food Association, the 

truck tax will increase the annual family grocery 

bill on average by $500.  And we know based on COVID 

and what's been going on that the costs at the 

grocery store have been going up, going up 

significantly.  And depending upon what you choose 

in the grocery aisles, you may experience a higher 

price than other items. 

 

The Bureau of Labor Statistics reports the grocery 

prices are increasing across the country, and 

they're going up.  A professor from, or a professor 

in some practice supply chain management at Syracuse 

University, and I'm not a fan of Syracuse.  I 

graduated from UConn, so bear with me.  Okay.  He 

said earlier this year that he expects prices to 

steadily rise over the next several months.  we had 

a suspicion that prices were going to go up.  But I 

don't think we realized how bad it was going to be. 

 

The whole supply chain is increasing and nobody 

wants to absorb the cost.  So unfortunately, the 

person or people that are going to bear it are the 

consumers.  That's Connecticut's families.  We put a 

cost onto the delivery of goods.  It gets passed on 

to the consumer.  How many times have we called?  

You name it.  You do online now because of our COVID 

behavior.  You do Instacart.  You make your, your 

order, and there's a service charge, and it's passed 

on to the family to have that delivered to your 

door, to think that the company's going to absorb 

this and eat the cost.  Is just not, not true. 

 

Nestle, the world's biggest food company warned it 

won't be able to hedge all its commodity costs and 

it's raising prices.  And now here in Connecticut, 

the majority is moving forward to tax trucks that 
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bring these groceries to our state and within our 

state.  The very people we praised as frontline 

essential workers during the pandemic who went above 

and beyond to transport necessities to us, when we 

could not go very far ourselves would be the target 

of this tax. 

 

And the tax will be passed on, as I said to our 

families, touching all lives in very, very, I'm 

going to say difficult ways. 

 

Now, turning the focus a little, we've heard a lot 

from the majority that says the trucks use our roads 

for free.  Again, let's be clear, trucks already pay 

$40 million in tax to the State of Connecticut, 40 

million.  Where I come from, that's not free.  

That's not a free ride.  That's a pretty expensive 

ride.  And the money grabbed that's going on here 

tonight is 90 million.  So it's more than doubling 

what those trucks already pay. 

 

So to say that they're not paying their fair share, 

isn't being straight and the tax we're putting on 

them isn't fair either.  This isn't just a few cents 

on a few beers.  It's a lot more than that.  And I 

think across Connecticut, when you say $40 million 

or $90 million, people will say that's a lot of 

money.  It's not just a small tax.  It's a pretty 

big tax. 

 

So this truck tax is a move towards tolls by any 

other name in any other format, but it's a move 

towards tolls and attacks on our roads.  It's being 

done also at a time when Connecticut is sitting on a 

$500 million surplus.  We are awash with over $7 

billion in federal money and a historic high $4.5 

billion rainy day fund. 

 

Madam President, we do not need more taxes.  We do 

not need more financial burdens on middle-class 

families.  Now, what we do need is a financial break 

for those families.  What we need is leadership to 

make our state more affordable, and Connecticut 
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Republicans have proposed a better way that can make 

the needed investments in infrastructure, but doing 

so without new taxes and new financial burdens and 

new costs on Connecticut's families. 

 

We must make our state more affordable.  We must 

improve our economy, grow jobs, and make Connecticut 

the place where people can afford to live, afford to 

work, and afford to raise a family.  New taxes like 

this $90 million tax on our food only make it that 

much more difficult for Connecticut families to 

survive in our state and puts that belief of 

working, living, and raising a family that much 

further out of reach. 

 

I would urge my colleagues to focus on that and 

dwell on that when we cast our vote on this truck 

tax.  Thank you. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Kelly.  Will you remark further?  

Good morning, Senator Looney. 

 

SENATOR LOONEY (11TH): 

 

Good morning, Madam President, then it's good to see 

you stalwart at your post as usual, whatever the 

hour.  Madam President, I rise in support of the 

Emergency Certified Bill and want to commend Senator 

Haskell for his work as Chair of Transportation on 

this issue and on, on so many others. 

 

First of all, the reality is although we have a 

temporary infusion of federal money in the next 

couple of years for this biennium and perhaps some 

of it to extend into the year beyond the biennium.  

The reality is that long-term planning for 

transportation needs, requires revenue streams going 

beyond that.  And that is why this proposal I think 

is necessary.  We do have a need for a stronger 

commitment to infrastructure repair. 
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Now I think if the Republican proposal to raid the 

budget reserve rainy day fund and use it for 

transportation purposes had been acted upon, we 

would have run into a severe problem during the 

pandemic and would be in far worse shape than we are 

today fiscally. 

 

What I think is fair and equitable about this 

proposal as that it does not establish a flat rate 

on vehicles of all kinds, but we are looking at is 

to try to apportion the burden to those vehicles 

that plays the most burden and wear and tear on our 

roads and bridges as they travel.  And this Bill 

accomplishes that establishing a per mile tax rate 

that begins at two and a half cents per mile for 

vehicles weighing 26 to 28,000 pounds up to 17 and a 

half cents a mile for those weigh more than 80,000 

pounds and placing the greatest weight burden.  

There is, there is equity in this. 

 

And Madam President, I think that those of us who 

were always interested in looking for equitable 

progressive ways to meet the state's revenue needs 

can find that in this proposal because of the 

portions, the greatest burden to those who caused 

the greatest burden in terms of wear and tear. 

 

Also Madam President, it's important to note that 

the vehicle is not subject to this fee includes 

classes one through seven motorcycles, passenger 

cars, pickups, panel trucks, and vans, buses, single 

unit two axle trucks, single unit three axle trucks, 

single unit four plus axle trucks.  And those 

subject began only with classes eight through 13, 

single trailer, three or four axle trucks, single 

trailer, five axle trucks, single trailer six plus 

axle trucks, multiple trailer five or fewer axle 

trucks, multiple trailers six axle trucks and 

multiple trailer seven plus axle trucks. 

 

Those are the heavyweight vehicles that impose the 

most burden and wear and tear.  And this is targeted 

in that way.  It will raise additional revenue for 
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the special transportation fund, which is in need of 

sustaining revenue beyond the period of the 

temporary bonanza that we are seeing from the 

federal funds in all categories that creates a 

somewhat skewered picture for the next couple of 

years only. 

 

So Madam President, I urge support of this proposal 

as a responsible contribution toward supporting our 

special transportation fund.  Thank you, Madam 

President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Looney.  Will you remark?  Will 

you remark further?  If not, I will open the voting 

machine and Mr. Clerk, would you please announce the 

roll call vote? 

 

CLERK: 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate.  This is House Bill 6888.  This is House 

Bill 6688, an act concerning a highway use fee.  

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate on House Bill 6688.  This is an act 

concerning a highway use fee.  Immediate roll call 

vote in the Senate, House Bill 6688.  Immediate roll 

call vote in the Senate. 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate, House Bill 6688.  Immediate roll call vote 

in the Senate on House Bill 6688.  Immediate roll 

call vote in the Senate. 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate.  Immediate roll call vote has been ordered 

in the Senate.  This is House Bill 6688.  Immediate 

roll call vote in the Senate on House Bill 6688.  

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate. 

 

THE CHAIR: 
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Have all the Senators voted?  The machine is locked.  

And Mr. Clerk, please call the tally. 

 

CLERK: 

 

On House Bill 6688, AN ACT CONCERNING A HIGHWAY USE 

FEE: 

 

Total Number Voting 36 

 Total voting Yea 22 

 Total voting Nay 14 

 Absent and not voting 0 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

The Legislation passes.  (Gavel) 

 

Good morning, Senator Duff. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Good morning, Madam President.  Madam President, I'd 

like to mark Calendar Page 18, Calendar 432, House 

Bill 6633, mark that go and put that on our Consent 

Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  Can we now have a vote 

on the Consent Calendar, please? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Mr. Clerk. 

 

CLERK: 

 

Consent Calendar 2, Page 18, Calendar 432, House 

Bill 6633.  Immediate roll call vote has been 
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ordered in the Senate on Consent Calendar No. 2.  

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate on Consent 

Calendar No. 2.  This is Consent Calendar No. 2.  

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate on Consent 

Calendar No. 2 as House Bill 6633, Consent Calendar 

No. 2.  Immediate roll call vote in the Senate, 

House Bill 6633, Consent Calendar No. 2.  Immediate 

roll call vote in the Senate. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Duff. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  Madam President, can we 

just pull this item off our Consent Calendar and 

we'll have a vote on the Bill, please.  Thank you. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Yes.  So we will cancel the vote on the Consent 

Calendar and we will -- Senator Duff. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Thank you.  Madam President.  Madam President, would 

the Clerk as our next item to go, can call Calendar 

Page 33, Calendar 574, House Bill 6484? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Mr. Clerk 

 

CLERK: 

 

Page 33, Calendar No. 574, House Bill 6484.  AN ACT 

CONCERNING RECOMMENDATIONS BY THE DEPARTMENT OF 

TRANSPORTATION. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

4508

Andrew
Underline



sp/vs/mi 226 

Senate June 8, 2021 

 

 

And good morning, Senator Duff.  I mean, Senator 

Haskell, excuse me.  It's late. 

 

SENATOR HASKELL (26TH): 

 

No problem, Madam President.  I move -- Madam 

President, I move acceptance of the Joint 

Committee's Favorable Report and passage of the 

Bill. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And the question is on passage, will you remark? 

 

SENATOR HASKELL (26TH): 

 

Yes.  Thank you, Madam President.  I very briefly 

let me just say that this Bill makes a variety of 

technical changes to our statutes that were 

requested by our Department of Transportation.  I 

want to start by thanking the good Ranking Member 

Senator Somers as well as Representative Carney. 

 

The process has been truly bipartisan of course, 

Representative Roland Lemar in the House.  The House 

Chair of the Transportation Committee has been an 

incredible partner in shepherding this Bill through.  

And of course, I did this the other night, so I'll 

be much briefer because the hours early.  But this 

Bill would not be in the shape that it is in without 

the tremendous help from our nonpartisan staff, 

Katrina, Heather, Patrick, and Phil who helped every 

step of the way. 

 

Let me very briefly run through some highlights of 

the Bill and of course, happy to answer any 

questions that my colleagues have.  First of all, at 

the request of our Department of Transportation, 

this Bill prohibits crossing a bridge with a vehicle 

that exceeds the posted weight limit, and it 

increases the penalty for driving under bridges 

while exceeding the posted clearance. 
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We know that very often, this causes not only 

tremendous damage to our infrastructure, but can 

also cause major backups on our highways creating 

greater clarity and also a little bit stronger 

enforcement is going to help to ease congestion and 

make sure that are very many more than 350 

structurally deficient bridges remain standing. 

 

We also prohibit in this Bill, smoking and vaping in 

any area of a platform or shelter at a bus or rail 

facility.  Previously, Madam President, there was 

some lack of clarity as to whether the smoking ban 

at public transit facilities applied only to those 

that were partially enclosed.  So in Section 14, we 

clarify that issue. 

 

I'll also add very briefly Madam President, that an 

issue that's near and dear to my heart is the New 

Canaan and Danbury branch lines, which of course run 

through the 26th District.  I've been very honored 

to work with Senator Kasser, Representative Dathan, 

Representative Tom O'Dea in including a provision in 

this Bill that requires the Department of 

Transportation to regularly report to this 

legislature, to the Committee of Cognizant, which is 

of course the Transportation Committee. 

 

On the status of installing a long overdue side rail 

on the New Canaan line that will allow for passing 

paving the way for greater frequency in terms of 

service on that branch line and greater frequency of 

direct service into New York, which so many 

commuters are desperately waiting for. 

 

Also included in that report, Madam President, the 

Department of Transportation is going to have to 

provide an update to the legislature on the status 

of direct service along the Danbury branch line, 

directly into Manhattan.  We know that there are a 

very limited number of trains the travel directly 

into Manhattan every day.  Under this Bill, as well 

as the highway use tax that this Legislature and 

this Chamber just approved.  The Department of 
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Transportation will be empowered to buy six dual 

powered locomotives, enabling trains to ride 

directly into Manhattan, perhaps even to Penn 

station.  This Bill will ensure that the legislature 

is keep -- is kept appraised of those developments. 

 

I also want to thank Senator Marilyn Moore, who 

represents Trumbull and Bridgeport for working so 

hard on an issue that's been before the legislature 

for some time, which has to do with the Kennedy 

Center, a nonprofit, which does excellent work in 

Trumbull and Bridgeport. 

 

This Bill requires the Department of Transportation 

to establish a two year pilot program that would 

allow certain service vehicles owned or under 

contract with nonprofit organizations, transporting 

seniors or people with disabilities to use the 

parkway under certain conditions.  Of course, they 

must meet the size requirements that I mentioned 

earlier to pass under those sometimes narrow and low 

hanging bridges on the merit. 

 

But Madam President, what we've heard from this 

nonprofit over the years is that it's incredibly 

burdensome the prohibition from their vans, being 

able to use the merit given the location of their 

facilities. 

 

I will just close Madam President by thanking 

Senator Cohen for fighting so hard for a provision 

in this Legislation that allows small towns, 

specifically land trust in those small towns to 

enforce municipal ordinances against the use of all-

terrain vehicles.  These can prove dangerous for 

pedestrians, for hikers, trying to avoid -- trying 

to enjoy our public lands in Connecticut 

municipalities with more than 20,000 people are 

allowed to enact municipal ordinances and seize ATVs 

in the event that a municipal ordinance is violated. 

 

Under this Legislation municipalities with fewer 

than 200 -- than 20,000 people would have the very 
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same rights.  So thank you to Senator Cohen and 

thank you to Representative Candelora for their work 

on that provision. 

 

There are other elements of this Bill, things that 

are near and dear to my heart, like the Office of 

Innovative Finance and Project Delivery, which is 

going to allow our Department of Transportation to 

accelerate the pace with which we transition to a 

21st century green infrastructure allowing that 

department to tackle major transformative 

investments that they currently are unable to do 

under the glacial pace of our status quo, a street 

race.  And of course it's something that Senator 

Looney has worked on in Section 504, incredibly 

important to crack down and ensure safety on our 

streets, particularly in our urban areas.   

 

And I'll close Madam President by saying Sections 

505 to 533, have a variety of road namings that are 

important to all four caucuses.  The Senate 

Republicans, the Senate Democrats, the House 

Republicans, and the House Democrats have all come 

forward to nominate individuals in their community, 

who they believe made a truly special mark on the 

towns in which they served and making sure that 

those names and that those legacies are remembered.  

With a few road namings is an important provision of 

this Bill.  So thank you to my colleagues on both 

sides of the aisle who contributed to making those 

sections of the Bill so strong. 

 

With that, I'm happy to answer any questions, but I 

certainly urge passage of this Legislation. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Haskell.  Will you remark 

further?  Good morning, Senator Somers. 

 

SENATOR SOMERS (18TH): 
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Good morning, Madam President.  I rise in full 

support of this Bill.  I would also like to thank 

the other folks who are in leadership of the 

Transportation Committee, our Chair, Senator 

Haskell, Representative Lemar, Representative 

Carney, all did a great job on this Bill, putting 

everything that the DOT and many of our colleagues 

have wanted in passage. 

 

I know it's a large Bill with many sections, but 

Senator Haskell has done a great job at going 

through most of the sections.  I just wanted to 

highlight, there is also an Eastern Connecticut 

train study, and this will require DOT to do a 

feasibility study on extending the shoreline east to 

Rhode Island, hopefully to our airport in Rhode 

Island and establishing new passenger rail service 

from New London to Norwich, looking at establishing 

a train station in Groton, which we used to have, 

and also in Stonington and extending ground 

transportation in Eastern Connecticut region of the 

state, which really could use that because we don't 

have much as far as public transportation.  So 

that's something that I wanted to mention. 

 

In addition, I think it would be helpful.  There 

have been some questions in certain sections of the 

Bill.  One Section was put in by Representative 

Bolinsky.  It has to do with seatbelts and also the 

ATV Section that you heard Senator Cohen and Senator 

-- and Representative Candelora have requested.  I 

was hoping that the good Chair could clarify some of 

the intentions of these two sections for legislative 

intent and be able to answer some questions.  Thank 

you, Madam Chair. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Please proceed with your questions.  Senator 

Haskell, prepare yourself. 

 

SENATOR SOMERS (18TH): 
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The request is for a little bit more clarification 

for legislative intent on the seatbelt section and 

also the ATV.  And I'm sure there will be some 

additional questions.  Thank you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Certainly, Senator Haskell. 

 

SENATOR HASKELL (26TH): 

 

Sure.  Thank you, Madam President.  There is a 

provision in this Bill that has to do with 

seatbelts.  look forward to continuing the 

conversation with my colleagues as to how that 

Legislation can be, can be best implemented and 

perhaps revised.  I am grateful for their thoughts 

on the matter. 

 

Let me move to the ATV section, which was referenced 

by the good Ranking Member.  This is for those 

following along Section 538.  This allows all 

municipalities that regulate all-terrain vehicles 

use by ordinance rather than just municipalities 

with the population of greater than 20,000 people to 

do so and to provide for their seizure and 

forfeiture by ordinance as well. 

 

The crux of the matter, Madam President, as I 

understand from my good friend, Senator Cohen, is 

that there are some smaller towns in Connecticut 

that truly struggle in their public parks with the 

use of ATVs.  And this Legislation is simply 

enabling, of course the municipality would need to 

go through a public process in order to pass an 

ordinance. 

 

But it allows municipalities of all sizes to have 

the very same rights when it comes to, not just 

passing an ordinance, preventing the use of ATVs in 

certain areas, but also in some cases, allowing for 

enforcement of that ordinance through the use of a 

seizure. 
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This is a problem that typically rears its head in 

urban communities.  But we also know that certain 

land trusts on the shoreline in Connecticut have had 

a real problem with ATB.  So that is the source of 

this of this provision in the Bill.  I hope that 

answers to good Senator's questions. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Somers. 

 

SENATOR SOMERS (18TH): 

 

Yes, thank you for the clarification.  And I'm glad 

that you're standing ready to answer.  I'm sorry, 

it's late.  Ready to answer some questions.  Thank 

you, Mr. Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Good morning, Senator Witkos. 

 

SENATOR WITKOS (8TH): 

 

Good morning, Madam President.  Just clarification 

on two sections of the Bill if I may.  The first one 

has to do with Section 504 the street racing, and as 

I'm reading the summary from the Office of 

Legislative Research, it says that modifies the 

definition of illegal street racing, specifying that 

it means driving on a public road for any race 

contest or demonstration of speed or skill. 

 

Now, I happened to be aware and I think we had a 

conversation earlier about this thing called poker 

runs in Connecticut.  What it is a, it's a benefit 

where oftentimes you'll get on a motorcycle, it 

could be a snowmobile or a boat, and you drive 

generally a 50 to 75 mile radius, you get a playing 

card and whoever at the end of the final 

destination, whoever has the best poker hand wins.  

But they are charity events. 
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And there's one this Saturday, the Pink Ladies 

Annual Poker run out of New Haven Raccoon Club.  The 

Purple Heart Poker rum ride for hope 2021 30 annual 

CVM, a Purple Heart Poker run fourth annual law 

enforcement suicide awareness.  Poker run and bike 

ride for the benefit of St. Jude's Hospital.  So 

these are going on and on and very popular. 

 

And through you, Madam President, for clarification 

purposes to the good Senator, these poker runs that 

I just mentioned would not be illegal in the sense 

as defined in Section 504.  That is not the intent.  

Am I correct, through you, Madam President? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Haskell. 

 

SENATOR HASKELL (26TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  Well, I -- let me just 

say to my good friend across the aisle given that 

he's a former law enforcement officer, I certainly 

wouldn't want to in any way try to do their job from 

this Chamber.  So it would be the discretion of 

course, of local law enforcement as to whether or 

not those drivers are obeying by local ordinances, 

speed limits, and other state laws. 

 

That being said, I don't see anything in this 

Legislation that would necessarily prohibit that 

activity so long as they were following the posted 

speed limits and all other driving regulations. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Witkos. 

 

SENATOR WITKOS (8TH): 

 

Thank you.  Madam President.  That's the answer that 

I was hopeful for because these folks come from all 
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over and they, they do great work and they 

absolutely abide by all the rules of the road.  But 

there was just a little bit of a change in the 

definition.  I wanted to make sure that it was 

really encompassing to people that are on the bikes 

ripping up and down the streets, violating all kinds 

of public safety laws. 

 

And the last section has to do with Section 538.  I 

just wanted to dive into that just a little bit more 

if I may.  I know that the statute changes it to any 

town or municipality that wants to with the 

population of under 20,000 population or less.  But 

I would believe that the intent of this body would 

be that there would be some type of a progressive 

discipline, maybe a warning the first time.  I don't 

envision, I want to get a little bit of 

clarification that somebody is out riding a 

snowmobile.  They crossed the street and all of a 

sudden, they're stopped.  And the snowmobile is 

seized and sold.  And I can't imagine -- it's, it 

doesn't speak to that in the Bill. 

 

They certainly have the power for the enforcement, 

but I would hope for legislative intent that we 

would urge all municipalities to do some type of a 

progressive discipline, maybe a couple of warnings 

at a time, postings, and then if the final action 

has to be that there's a seizure and a sale, then 

that would be the ultimate end goal.  But it's not 

something that we would want to utilize on the front 

end.  And I'm hoping that I have a good 

clarification if the good Senator could speak to 

that, through you, Madam Speaker. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Haskell, 

 

SENATOR HASKELL (26TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam Speaker.  I appreciate the good 

Senator's question, far be it from us in this 
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Chamber to tell local officials how to do their job.  

But I certainly, if I were a local official would 

hope that we could adopt a system that provides for 

plenty of warning in advance of any confiscation of 

an ATV. 

 

For the purposes of background, by law if a 

municipality confiscates an ATV use in violation of 

an ordinance, it must sell it at a municipally 

conducted public auction.  The sale proceeds must be 

paid to the municipal treasurer for deposit into the 

municipalities general fund.  I would imagine that 

in addition to the posting requirements, making sure 

that that municipal ordinance as well advertised 

within the community, I would certainly hope that 

that individuals be given a warning before seizure 

is utilized as a first option. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Witkos. 

 

SENATOR WITKOS (8TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  And I thank the good 

Chairman of the Transportation Committee, oftentimes 

municipalities may look to the legislature for what 

it was our intent when we put something in writing, 

authorizing them or an opt-in version if they wanted 

to do that.  And I think the conversation between 

the two of us just kind of set the guidance for the 

municipalities say, you know, let's we, you have the 

end game, but let's look at some kind of a 

progressive discipline, so maybe some warnings up at 

the front end. 

 

 Thank you.  That's all the questions I have.  Thank 

you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Witkos.  Will you remark further 

on the Bill before the Chamber?  Will you remark 
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further?  If not, I will open the vote.  Mr. Clerk, 

please announce the tally -- the roll call vote 

rather, sorry. 

 

CLERK: 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate.  Immediate roll call vote has been ordered 

in the Senate.  This is House Bill 6484 as Amended 

by House "A" and "B".  Immediate roll call vote in 

the Senate on House Bill 6484 as Amended by House 

"A" and "B".  Immediate roll call vote in the Senate 

on House Bill 6484 as Amended by House "A" and "B".  

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Have all the Senators voted?  The machine is locked.  

Mr. Clerk, announce the tally please sir. 

 

CLERK: 

 

This is House Bill 6484 as Amended by House "A" and 

"B". 

 

Total Number Voting 36 

 Total voting Yea 34 

 Total voting Nay 2 

 Absent and not voting 0 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

The measure is adopted.  (Gavel) Senator Duff. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  We're going to go back 

to the other item that was on a Consent Calendar for 

another vote on that.  Calendar Page 18, Calendar 

432, House Bill 6633.  Like to move that item to 

Consent Calendar and then have a vote on the Consent 

Calendar. 
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THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered.  Mr. Clerk. 

 

CLERK: 

 

Consent Calendar No. 2, Page 18, Calendar 432, House 

Bill 6633.  Immediate roll call vote has been 

ordered in the Senate.  This is Consent Calendar No. 

2, Page 18, Calendar 432, House Bill 6633.  The only 

item on Consent Calendar No. 2.  Consent Calendar 

No. 2, immediate roll call vote in the Senate on 

Consent Calendar No. 2.  Immediate roll call vote. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Have all the Senators voted?  Have all the Senators 

voted?  The machine will be locked.  Mr. Clerk, 

please announce the tally. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Consent Calendar No. 2: 

 

Total Number Voting 34 

 Total voting Yea 34 

 Total voting Nay 0 

 Absent and not voting 2 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

The Consent Calendar is consented too.  Senator 

Duff. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  Madam President, I will 

yield to any points of personal privilege or 

announcement, but seeing that there are none.  It is 

our intention to reconvene later today at 11:30.  We 

would hope that people will be on time, so we can 

get on the floor as close to that time as possible.  
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And with that, I move that we adjourn subject to 

call of the Chair. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And we are adjourned.  Go for sleep and we'll see 

you shortly. 

 

(On the motion of Senator Duff of the 25th, the 

Senate at 1:05 a.m.  adjourned Sine Die.) 
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CONNECTICUT GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

SENATE 

Wednesday, June 9, 2021 

THE CHAIR: 

Good afternoon, everyone. Will the Senate please 

come to order? Members and guests, would you please 

rise and direct your attention to our Senate 

Chaplain, back by popular demand, Kathy Zabel of 

Burlington. 

ACTING CHAPLAIN KATHLEEN ZABEL: 

Thank you. First, I would like to thank you for 

graciously allowing me to begin your legislative 

deliberations this session with some small pieces of 

wisdom and grace. And for today, our final regular 

session, we ask that each day we have the patience 

to understand those that disagree with us, 

sensitivity to the needs of others, and the prudence 

to make decisions which work toward the common good. 

THE CHAIR: 

Very, very nice. Thank you so much, Kathy Zabel. And 

now I'd like to invite both Senator Looney and 

Senator Kelly, our distinguished Leaders to come up 

to lead us in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

(MEMBERS): 

(All) 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. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senators, Kelly, and Looney. And Senator 

Duff, what awaits us, sir? 
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SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

Good morning. Good morning -- actually, good 

afternoon, Madam President. On our [inaudible] Day, 

Madam President, is there business on the Clerk's 

desk? 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk. 

CLERK: 

Clerk is in possession of Senate Agenda 1. Regular 

session Wednesday, June 9th, 2021. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

Thank you, Madam President. I move all items on 

Senate Agenda No. 1, dated Wednesday, June 9, 2021, 

to be acted upon as indicated that the agenda be 

incorporated by reference and Senate Journal and 

Senate Transcript placed immediately on our 

Calendar. 

THE CHAIR: 

So ordered. 

CONNECTICUT GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

Senate Agenda 

No. 1 

REGULAR SESSION 

Wednesday, June 09, 2021 

BUSINESS FROM THE HOUSE: 

EMERGENCY CERTIFICATION – 
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HB NO. 6689 AN ACT CONCERNING THE STATE BUDGET FOR 

THE BIENNIUM ENDING JUNE THIRTIETH, 2023, AND MAKING 

APPROPRIATIONS THEREFOR, AND MAKING DEFICIENCY AND 

ADDITIONAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR ENDING 

JUNE THIRTIETH, 2021.  

 

HB NO. 6690 AN ACT AUTHORIZING AND ADJUSTING BONDS 

OF THE STATE FOR CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS, 

TRANSPORTATION AND OTHER PURPOSES, ESTABLISHING THE 

COMMUNITY INVESTMENT FUND 2030 BOARD, AUTHORIZING 

STATE GRANT COMMITMENTS FOR SCHOOL BUILDING PROJECTS 

AND MAKING REVISIONS TO THE SCHOOL BUILDING PROJECT 

STATUTES.  

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. Madam President, for our 

markings for now then I have a, before we get to the 

first two Bills, I have a list I'd like to read for 

the foot of our Calendar. 

 

But for our markings today on both -- 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Please proceed. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. Both on Senate Agenda 

No. 1, Emergency Certified Bills. House Bill 6689, 

and House Bill 6690. Like to mark those items go. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. If I can now read a list 

items to go on the foot of the Calendar, please. 

 

THE CHAIR: 
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Please proceed. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. On Calendar Page 35, 

Calendar 49. Senate Bill 265, likes to place that 

item on foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 35, Calendar 55, Senate Bill 36, like 

to place that on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 2, Calendar 56, Senate Bill 285, like 

to place that item on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Yep. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 35, Calendar 60 getting ahead of 

myself, Senate Bill 765, like to place that on the 

foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 35, Calendar, 63 Senate Bill 853, like 

to place that on the foot of the Calendar. 
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THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 36, Calendar 64, Senate Bill 854, like 

to place that on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 1, Calendar 73, Senate Bill 697, like 

to place that on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 36, Calendar 94, Senate Bill 935, like 

to place that on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 36, Calendar 113, Senate Bill 876, 

like to place it on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 
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Calendar Page 36, Calendar 116, Senate Bill 355, 

like to place them on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Yeah, so ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 2, Calendar 119, Senate Bill 839, like 

to place that on foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 36, Calendar 120, Senate Bill 880, 

like to place that on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 36, Calendar 128, Senate Bill 877, 

like to place that on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 37, Calendar 135, Senate Bill 268, 

like to place that on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 
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Calendar Page 3, Calendar 137, Senate Bill 838, like 

to place that on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 37, Calendar 141, Senate Bill 48, like 

to place on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 37, Calendar 142, Senate Bill 49, like 

to place that on the foot of the Calendar. 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 3, Calendar 149, Senate Bill 899, like 

to place that on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 3, Calendar 150, Senate Bill 922, like 

to place that on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 
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Calendar Page 37, Calendar 151, Senate Bill 934, 

like to place that on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 37, Calendar 156, Senate Bill 984, 

like to place it on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 4, Calendar 162, Senate Bill 651, like 

to place that on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 4, Calendar 168, Senate Bill 942, like 

to place that on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 4, Calendar 169, Senate Bill 1001, 

like to place that on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 
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SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 4, Calendar 170, Senate Bill 847, like 

to place that on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 5, Calendar 192, Senate Bill 902, like 

to place them on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 37, Calendar 211, Senate Bill 981, 

like to place them on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 6, Calendar 219, Senate Bill 167, like 

to place that on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 38, Calendar 221, Senate Bill 693, 

like to place that on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered 
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SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar paid 6, Calendar 227, Senate Bill 851, like 

to place that on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 6, Calendar 233, Senate Bill 1022, 

like to place that on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 7, Calendar 236, Senate Bill 1044, 

like to place that on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 7, Calendar 250, Senate Bill 570, like 

to place that on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 32, Calendar 252, Senate Bill 845, 

like to place that on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 
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So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 7, Calendar 253, Senate Bill 846, like 

to place that on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 8, Calendar 264, Senate Bill 926, like 

to place that on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 38, Calendar 273, Senate Bill 353, 

like to place that on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 8, Calendar 280, Senate Bill 834, like 

to place that on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 8, Calendar 282, Senate Bill 605, like 

to place them on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 
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So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 9, Calendar 283, Senate Bill 866, like 

to place them on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 38, Calendar 284, Senate Bill 761, 

like to place that on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 9, Calendar 286, Senate Bill 1075, 

like to place that on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 33, Calendar 302, Senate Bill 1074, 

like to place that on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 38, Calendar 316, Senate Bill 1067, 

like to place that on the foot of the Calendar. 
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THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 7, Calendar 318, Senate Bill 1085, 

like to place that on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 7, Calendar 321, Senate Bill 930, like 

to place them on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 39, Calendar 324, Senate Bill 961, 

like to place them on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 39, Calendar 326, Senate Bill 1024, 

like to place that on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 39, Calendar 327, Senate Bill 1026, 

like to place that on the foot of the Calendar. 
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THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 10, Calendar 333, Senate Bill 568, 

like to place that on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 11, Calendar 337, Senate Bill 1066, 

like to place that on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 13, Calendar 373, House Bill 6552, 

like to place that item on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Calendar Page 24, Calendar 524, House Bill 6568, 

like to place that item on the foot of the Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. And that was very impressive, Senator 

Duff. I must say. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 
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Thank you, Madam President. Cathartic too. Thank 

you, Madam President. Thanks. I got the thumbs up 

from Senator Looney. I was good. 

 

Thank you, Madam President. The Clerk will now call 

the first Bill on our goal list. 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And I do believe that Senator Looney has a point of 

personal privilege. Senator Looney? 

 

SENATOR LOONEY (11TH): 

 

Yes, I do, Madam President. And thank you. Just like 

to remind that the Chamber that today is the 20
th
 

wedding anniversary of our beloved Majority Leader, 

Senator Bob Duff, and his wife Tracy, and 

unfortunately this year because the session has the 

latest end date of June 9. This year he is having to 

spend his anniversary here with us rather than with 

Tracy. Most years, he avoids that by a couple of 

days when we enter earlier than the 9
th
. 

 

But Bob and Tracy have two wonderful sons. His 

oldest son Ryan just finished his freshman year at 

Villanova, and his younger son Colin will be a 

junior at that Norwalk High. And in fact, of course, 

with the college kids take a little bit of time to 

sort of readjust to a home schedule rather than a 

dorm schedule. Ryan was still up one night when Bob 

got home at about three o'clock in the morning after 

being here. And he greeted his father with a hug. So 

that's a great thing. 

 

So Tracy, of course, is being just so wonderful and 

understanding, sustaining, Bob with love and 

understanding and patience and forbearance of all 

the years, and we all know that no one can survive 

in public life long if they're married without a 

spouse who is loving, supportive, insightful and 

patient, and Bob has certainly been blessed in that 

regard. 
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So I want to congratulate both of them on their 

anniversary, but especially Tracy, who I think is 

emblematic of all of the spouses who put up with so 

much and do so much to enable us to do what we love 

doing here. So, thank you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Looney. Congratulations, Senator 

Duff. And we all are getting excited about reminding 

our spouses who we are. So with that, Senator 

Formica 

 

SENATOR FORMICA (20TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. Good afternoon. I rise 

for a point of personal privilege if I may. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Please proceed, sir. 

 

SENATOR FORMICA (20TH): 

 

Thank you very much, Madam President. I do want to 

extend my congratulations to the Duffs. There's 

nothing better than having a loving relationship 

that supports each other, and so congratulations on 

that. 

 

Not to change into a worse subject, certainly the 

town of East Lyme lost a giant last week in our 

education community, and in our regular community. 

Dave Costa was a long-time School Counselor, mentor, 

friend, and community leader. And, you know he and I 

went way back. Our children grew up together. And, 

you know there was nobody that gave more than David 

to the town of East Lyme, but specifically to the 

education system in the town of East Lyme. Madam 

President, then I would like to take this 

opportunity on the last day of our session, when 

we're sitting here contemplating matters of State to 

just ask my colleagues to share a moment of silence 
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for Dave Costa and his family. Thank you, Madam 

President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you. And the Chamber will take a moment of 

silence and reflect upon the life and legacy of Dave 

Costa, of East Lyme. Thank you. Senator Duff. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. I just want to rise and 

just thank Senator, for making for his words, and my 

good friend and mentor, Senator Looney for his good 

words as well. And he's absolutely right. Tracy is a 

wonderful partner, got two great kids. And over 20 

years, it's been a ride for sure, here in the 

Legislature as well. So we learn a lot from watching 

Senator Looney, and Alan who is his partner as well. 

And they make a great team, and we look to them for 

guidance as well. I'm sure we'll talk about this 

later today of how our better-halves really do help 

us do the work here. And we couldn't do without 

their support. So Happy Anniversary to my wife, 

Tracy. She said, "Don't worry about me. Just go 

spend it with your friends up in Hartford." But I 

know I'll be taking her out for a nice meal on 

Saturday night. But I'm very blessed to have her in 

my life and our kids. And thank you to Senator 

Looney again for your kind words. Thank you, Madam 

President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you. Mr. Clerk. 

 

CLERK: 

 

House Bill No. 6689, "AN ACT CONCERNING THE STATE 

BUDGET FOR THE BIENNIUM ENDING JUNE THIRTIETH, 2023, 

AND MAKING APPROPRIATIONS THEREFOR, AND MAKING 

DEFICIENCY AND ADDITIONAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE 

FISCAL YEAR ENDING JUNE THIRTIETH, 2021." 
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THE CHAIR: 

 

And good afternoon, Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much, Madam President. Madam 

President, it's an honor to stand in front of you 

this afternoon. This has been a long time in coming, 

and very pleased to be standing in front of the 

circle today. Madam President, I move acceptance of 

the Joint Committee's Favorable Report and passage 

of the Bill as amended in concurrence with the House 

of Representatives. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And the question is indeed on passage. Will you 

remark? 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much, Madam President. Madam 

President, I have before us the biennium budget, 

which obviously we do every two years, and this year 

being no exception. This year, however, is an 

historic document that is in front of you all today. 

 

Clearly, this is a defining moment in history. The 

COVID19 pandemic demonstrated the vital importance 

of government investment in our social safety net, 

our health care system, and most importantly in the 

residents who live in our State. For over a decade, 

we have focused on making difficult decisions that 

have stabilized our budget, addressed our unfunded 

pension liability and put us on a path to long-term 

fiscal stability. 

 

Our efforts have been recognized nationally with 

Moody's Analytics and economic nonpartisan think 

tank raising our bond rating for the first time in 

two decades. Our Rainy Day Fund has over 3.5 

million, a billion dollars, excuse me, the largest 

in state history and one of the best in the country. 
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This budget reflects our values. It maintains vital 

services and programs, makes key investments in 

health care, education, Justice related initiatives, 

and workforce development programs, all while 

remaining within our statutory spending cap. 

 

It recognizes structural and systematic inequities 

experienced by our major cities, many of which have 

over 50% of their property as non-taxable and keeps 

finally our promises to municipalities by funding 

the tiered payment in lieu of taxes formula that was 

championed by Senator Looney and passed earlier in 

the session. This will provide over $525 million in 

additional funds to our municipalities over the next 

two years by assuming the finally, the 

implementation of Mersa. 

 

Overall, the Appropriations Committee budget 

includes appropriations in nine funds totaling $22.7 

billion in fiscal year 2022 and $23.6 billion in 

fiscal year 2023. 

 

The Amendment is under the spending cap by $22.2 

million in fiscal year 2022 and $35.7 million in 

fiscal 2023. The fiscal 2022 growth rate for all 

appropriated funds is 2.6% over the FYI 2021 

appropriation. The fiscal year 2023 growth rate for 

all appropriated funds is 3.9% over the fiscal year 

2022. 

 

This budget continues us on a path towards long term 

fiscal stability, including making large payments 

towards the unfunded legacy debt that has been 

hampering the fiscal competitiveness of various 

institutions within the state. 

 

We finished with a surplus and reached the 15% 

threshold in our Rainy Day Fund, allowing us for the 

first time in 75 years to make a bulk payment of $63 

million towards our unfunded pension liability. This 

fiscal prudence will also result in a volatility cap 

for which we can thank Senator Fonfara transfer of 

more than $1 billion at the end of fiscal year 2021 

to pay down our unfunded pension liability. This has 
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allowed us to assume a savings of $87 million in 

fiscal year 2023 in the general fund, and in the 

special transportation fund as our SIRs actuarial 

determined employer contribution. 

 

We maintained the SIR's amortization phase in five 

years. We provide for the Department of Revenue 

Service to produce a tax incidence report. The last 

time this report was published was in 2014. In debt, 

strategically, we addressed our unfunded legacy 

debt, which has accrued after decades of prior 

administrations, both Republican and Democratic, 

underfunded the State Retirement System. And I would 

like to have a shout out to former Governor Malloy 

who insisted that we pay down our unfunded liability 

and would not sign a budget document without doing 

that. 

 

In our passport to parks funding, we used to carry 

forward funds to pay a portion of the unfunded 

legacy debt assigned to seasonal employees within 

the passport to parks fund. In 2020 our State Park 

systems were record-breaking 11 million visitors. By 

using our surplus funds to pay for the unfunded 

legacy debt, we create room within the passport to 

parks account to invest the corresponding amount of 

funds back into our state park system. 

 

Relative to higher education it also addresses 

unfunded legacy debt at our institutions of higher 

education, which has historically made it harder to 

attract federal research grants to support research, 

scholarships, and creative activity. To demonstrate 

the impacts of the unfunded legacy debt, the 

President of UConn made a one-time move to redirect 

funds to remove the unfunded legacy debt from 

federal grant applications for one year. And as a 

result, UConn faculty secured over $19 million, or 

about 17% more in grant funding for a total of $286 

million, the highest amount of annual research 

dollars in UConn's history. 

 

An economic impact study shows that for every 

research dollar that UConn attracts, and externally 
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sponsored research, and spends within the State, 80 

cents in economic output is generated elsewhere in 

Connecticut's economy. 

 

This budget prioritizes our future by investing in 

our youngest residents from birth to post-secondary 

education. This budget keeps our promises related to 

education funding and maintains the current rollout 

of the ECS formula. While holding harmless those who 

may lose education funding, providing an additional 

$130 million over the next two years and holds 

harmless towns who would have otherwise lost funds. 

It also provides additional funding to school 

systems with higher numbers of low-income students 

and English language learners. 

 

Senator Miller, a new colleague in the circle, came 

forward with a program called Right to Read, a very 

important program. This budget provides funding to 

staff in office in SDE, and provided over $13 

million in the American Rescue plan funds to support 

reading initiatives in priority school districts. 

Dorward thinking policy finally instituted after 

years of bringing it to our attention. 

 

It also provides funding to increase the State per-

pupil grant for vocational agricultural schools by 

$1,000. It's important that we maintain providing 

education relative to agriculture as it's over a $4 

billion industry in the State of Connecticut. 

Relative to our Charter schools, we provide funding 

to increase the per-pupil Charter school grant from 

11,250 to 11,525. 

 

The budget also provides funding for grade growth 

within some Charter schools in the State. It also 

allocates additional support for Charter schools 

with English language learners. This will start a 

phasing of the weights to English language learners, 

and poverty levels that are considered in the ECS 

formula and now will be considered within our non-

traditional public schools. As we all know, Charter 

schools within the State of Connecticut are public 

schools, and many of our young students and their 
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families choose to go to them along with our 

traditional public schools. 

 

Debt-free college, Senator Haskell, another 

colleague around the circle, has been fighting for 

this initiative. And last year, we were able to fund 

it, but for the next two years, we fully fund it $14 

million in fiscal year 2022 and $15 million in 

fiscal 2023 from the estimated fiscal year 2021 

surplus. We also fund the unfunded liability to 

Connecticut State Colleges and Universities. We 

really wanted to fund the debt-free college program 

because we can now leverage federal dollars by the 

additional student enrollment. And we think it's an 

important initiative. We'd like our young people to 

get their higher education and stay here in 

Connecticut. 

 

We provide funding of $275,000 in fiscal 2022 and 

900,000 in fiscal 2023 to establish an open choice 

pilot and Danbury in Norwalk, something that another 

colleague around the circle, Senator Kushner, has 

been fighting for. We also provided $250,000 in 

American rescue plan act to implement the farm to 

school grant program, fought for by Representative 

Gibson. This will assist schools in procuring food 

from local farmers, nutrition, health, education, 

school, gardens, and education about local food 

systems. We also provide supports for students with 

dyslexia. This office has been supported by many 

people within the Legislature and provides four 

positions in corresponding funding to establish a 

dyslexia training compliance office within the State 

Department of Education, safe school drinking water. 

 

I remember well when the town of Hebron came to me 

and said we have a problem with lead in our water. 

This will provide funding to us enhanced response to 

drinking water issues in schools undergoing 

construction projects, and one environmental analyst 

to assist the agency and its continued 

administration of safe drinking water. Many people 

remember Roberta Willis. This provides an additional 

$20 million in fiscal year 2022 and fiscal year 2023 
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to increase scholarships for students in higher 

education. 

 

And then there's SB 2, a Bill that was talked about 

in this circle already, provides funding to reflect 

the elimination of fees paid by families receiving 

Birth to Three services, and expands coverage to 

children who turn age three on or after May 1
st
 until 

the start of the school year. 

 

It also establishes a youth suicide prevention 

program, providing certification and QPR Institute 

Gatekeeper training for direct, for District Health 

Department employees and expands the DCF care line 

to accommodate reports of child abuse or neglect 

made by text message. And then there is the backbone 

of our safety net, nonprofits, and nursing homes. 

This budget makes an historic investment in our 

nonprofit sector, and is the first step, only the 

first step in a seven-year plan to provide our 

nonprofits with the support they need to fairly 

compensate their workers invest in their 

infrastructure, and continue to provide top quality 

social services to our residents. Many of the 

dollars associated with this, but not all were used 

to support the administration's settlement of the 

group home strike. 

 

We are working through this process to figure this 

out. Direct support for nonprofits, this provides 

$50 million in support from the fiscal year 2021 

surplus. In addition, it provides an additional $30 

million in fiscal year 2022 and fiscal year 2023. 

With an additional $30 million in fiscal year 2022 

and 2023 and ARPA funds, I would remind people 

today, this will complete two of a seven-year 

rollout, and we need to stick to that rollout as we 

have with our rollout on education funding 

increases. 

 

We need to do this because we have moved many 

services that were supported by State employees into 

the nonprofit sector. And a good friend of mine, 

David Burnett, used to run Reliance Health. He was 
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the executive director there. And he said to me, "We 

have spent years doing more with less and more with 

less." And now my workers receive food stamps. They 

are on state-funded health care programs. And they 

need heating assistance to barely keep their homes 

warm. 

 

There is also increased rates for home health and 

nonprofits waiver services. By doing this, we are 

helping out our skilled and unskilled nursing and 

waiver services, which means that more children can 

go home from the hospital and have the necessary 

nursing that they need at home. We have done 

statutory increases for nursing homes, our 

intermediate care facilities, and our boarding 

homes. Many of the people that stay in our 

residential care homes or boarding homes, as they 

are called, would have been in our State psychiatric 

facilities where they still open. So we provide 

funding of $1.6 million in both fiscal year 2022 and 

2023 to support a minimum intermediate care facility 

rate of $501 per day health care. 

 

This budget recognizes the importance of access to 

affordable, high-quality, and inclusive health care 

for all residents of the State. It increases the 

basic rates for our local health districts, which we 

counted on during the pandemic who did the work 

without the funding. It's time that we support them. 

It provides funding of 2.5 million in both fiscal 

year 2022 and 2023 to increase access to mobile 

mental health crisis services throughout the State, 

through additional units and 24/7 services. 

 

Mental health is a significant problem within our 

State and this nation, and it's about time that we 

brought it to the forefront and started to deal with 

this particular problem that we have. It is not 

something that we can continue to ignore. And this 

is just the beginning of the necessary aid for the 

services. It creates a Medicaid type experience for 

people with Husky A income eligibility from 160% of 

the federal poverty level to 175% of the federal 

poverty level through the Access Health exchange, 
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with a possibility of including another 40,000 

people into our health care system. It expands 

Medicaid to undocumented children under the age of 

eight. It also expands postnatal care for women on 

Medicaid from two months after birth to 12 months 

post-birth. If you've ever had a baby, you know that 

the problem doesn't end in eight weeks. It often 

takes women a full year to recover from the 

consequences of labor and delivery. This finally 

brings women into par. It expands prenatal and 

postnatal care for undocumented women. And if that 

is an issue, I don't know why it would be. This is 

protecting those babies. 

 

We finally, after more than a decade and a half, 

increase ambulance rates, successfully providing 

supports for ambulance system across the State. We 

provide funding of $2.1 million each year for 

Planned Parenthood to help restore their lost money 

through the Title X grants. We provide funding of a 

million dollars in ARPA to local and district health 

departments to support tobacco prevention 

activities. 

 

And because we know, we don't have enough health 

care workers, we provide a loan repayment program 

for primary care clinicians providing a half a 

million dollars for a loan repayment program for 

primary care providers, which includes physicians, 

nurse practitioners, physician assistants and nurse 

midwives, funding which has not been appropriated in 

ten fiscal years. We have a health information 

exchange, and we provide the real dollars and the 

funding to support the activities here. 

 

Many of us from Eastern Connecticut remember the 

Eastern Equine Encephalitis that struck our area. We 

provide funding for one technician position and 

three part-time positions associated expenses to 

expand the existing mosquito trapping site network 

by 15 new mosquito trapping stations. 

 

And for many years, we worried about our chief 

medical examiner's office, and we were worried 
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because they were not meeting our federal 

accreditation, and we provide the support to 

continue that. We expand Medicaid coverage to 

additional services, providing licensed 

chiropractors and acupuncturists, and increased 

rates for podiatrists. We support our chronic 

disease hospitals, providing a 4% increase in 

particular to Connecticut's children's manacle. 

 

We put money inside this budget for our tourism 

funds. We are supporting a statewide marketing 

campaign as well as a variety of arts and culture 

programs. These provide funds of $15 million in 

immediate support for statewide marketing and 

continued throughout the biennium. I don't know 

anybody who's dealt with the unemployment system, 

who hasn't recognized that we needed to change 

things at the Department of Labor. But we provide 

funding to continue the operations of the Consumer 

Contact Center throughout the biennium. 

 

We make historic investments in our humanities, 

including theaters, art, children's museums, and 

more. And if you know Joe Carbone, who is the 

Executive Director at our web on the far side of the 

state of Connecticut, we provide funding for his 

nationally recognized long-term unemployed program. 

He also manages a veteran seeking job opportunities 

program. Very important for us to come back from 

this, and these two programs have received national 

recognition. We also have on the eastern side of the 

State, the manufacturing pipeline, where we support 

those programs, putting people into jobs at Pratt & 

Whitney, Electric Boat, and Sikorsky. 

 

We support domestic workers. If you've been around 

this Legislature over the last five or six years, we 

have seen these brave women come forward and finally 

were able to establish a domestic workers education 

and training grant program. We also support 

corrections officers in the Department of 

Correction, providing funding for the health 

improvement through employee control program 
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addressing some of the mental health and medical 

needs that happen in a 24/7 closed environment. 

 

I know many people here have looked at the actuarial 

reports and recognized that the correctional 

officers' life experiences around 59 years old 

nationally, and this program is attempting to 

address that issue. Regarding justice and equity, 

this budget recognizes that for Connecticut to 

thrive, all of our residents need to thrive. We 

provide funding for staff positions to implement 

Jennifer's Law, brought about by a colleague of 

ours, Senator Kasser, for a grant program to provide 

legal representation to applicants for restraining 

orders. It also provides funding for another 

colleague of ours who brought the clean slate Bill 

forward to support staffing to implement that Bill. 

Thank you, Senator Winfield. 

 

We provide funding to establish the commission 

within legislative management on racial equity and 

public health, fully supported by many people around 

this circle to include Senator Abrams, who brought 

it forth, and Senator McCrory. 

 

We have a community reinvestment section. And this I 

have to thank my colleague who is a co-Chair, 

Representative Walker, and if you have not met 

Representative Walker, you know that that woman is 

the backbone of making sure that we are investing in 

our communities. To make sure our minority children 

and all children are given an opportunity to be 

successful. We put $14 million in fiscal year 2021 

surplus to reduce violence and provide support for 

Connecticut cities. This also includes an increase 

in project longevity funding of $250,000 in both 

fiscal year 2022 and 2023, bringing their total 

funding to over $2.3 million in the biennium. 

 

That is extremely important. And just a special 

shout out to Representative Walker, who herself had 

to deal with complications of health over this last 

year, recovering from cancer and COVID. I can't tell 
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you how brave this woman is and how important it was 

to have her by my side as we crafted this budget. 

 

We finally addressed the issue of communications 

between those that are incarcerated in their 

families on the other side by providing cost-free 

communications. And we provide funds to support 

initiatives for homeless youth and make a large 

investment to support our homeless shelters and 

housing initiatives. 

 

In the last summer, we had a special session in 

which we dealt with police accountability. But more 

important than the policies is to provide the 

dollars to support the policies. And we provide 

funding to hire one field program assistance to 

audit police training, training records. We also 

provide funding to finally establish the office of 

the Inspector General within the Division of 

Criminal Justice. And who cannot remember the 

problems that the medical services within the 

Department of Corrections had. The only way to 

address that is to provide the support for 

additional workers there. And we did so within this 

budget. 

 

We provided additional support for consumer 

protections brought up to us by Senator Maroney and, 

of course, Senator Duff. An act concerning consumer 

privacy and we provide funding of $239,517 in fiscal 

2022 and $287,515 in fiscal 2023, which provides for 

three positions to assistance Attorney General and 

one legal investigator. 

 

Over the last few years, I can remember Senator 

Moore coming and saying we need to do something for 

nurse-midwives. This provides funding to reflect 

increase rates for nurse-midwives to the rate paid 

to Obstetricians and Gynecologists for similar 

services. We will, in this budget, remove the John 

Mason statue from the State Capital grounds and 

relocate it to the Old State House with an 

appropriate historical context. 
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In 1637, Mason led the attack on burning of a 

fortified Pequot village that killed more than 400 

elders, women, and children and nearly wiped out the 

tribe. We don't want to get rid of John Mason; what 

we want to do is recognize what he did on all 

aspects. This budget reflects the importance of a 

strong social safety net. And we did that by 

providing funding to reduce the 9% copay to assist 

seniors and living home with critical needs such as 

bathing, dressing, and eating. We provide funding to 

reflect the removal of family caps for temporary 

Family Assistance. We were one of the few states 

that had these caps. 

 

We provide funding to support an additional 50 

individuals and two related program staff for autism 

lifespan waiver services. And I can't tell you the 

number of times I stood around this circle with a 

budget where people said to me, "What are you doing 

to help out?" People in nursing homes, when we were 

only giving them $60 for personal needs allowance 

every single year. I want to thank Senator Kelly for 

his continued persistence in this where we move from 

$60 to $75 for Medicaid-funded residents and nursing 

homes. He has been a stalwart supporter of us 

finally supporting this at the level it should be. 

 

We also provide funding for Deaf & Hard of Hearing 

Services with pass-through grants to the states five 

independent living centers to support a full-time 

person to deal with additional staff to serve Deaf & 

Hard of Hearing consumers in their service areas. 

And we expand access to fresh produce for seniors 

and WIC recipients through the ARPA dollars of 

$100,000 in fiscal year 2022, and fiscal year 2023 

for the Senior Food Voucher program, and $100,000 in 

each fiscal year 2022 and 2023 for the WIC Coupon 

program. By doing this it allows people to take part 

in our local farmers market, something that we 

authorized earlier. 

 

Each particular budget area or department has 

increases here, and I think that I could go through 

each and every one of those. But I'd be happy to 
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entertain questions on the different agencies or any 

part of this budget. I'm extremely proud of this 

budget, but it wasn't done by one person. It was 

done by everybody on the Appropriations Committee, 

both Democrat and Republican, who came forward with 

their ideas, and we accepted the ideas from all 

pockets of the Legislature. I want to thank 

Representative Walker in particular, but I also want 

to thank Senator Miner, who is always willing to 

debate me on the different issues in a budget. I 

can't have a better person to hold in check my words 

and to make sure that we're listening, and I want to 

thank also Representative France. 

 

I also want to thank the great staff that we have in 

nonpartisan office of the Office of Fiscal Analysis 

run by Neal Ayres. And I know I'll never remember 

all their names right now. And I don't want to leave 

anybody out. But the whole office, their nonpartisan 

staff, point out the good and the bad in a policy, 

give us the accurate numbers so that we can address 

the issues that we have. I can't thank them enough. 

Our LCO staff and our OLR staff, Nick Bombace in 

particular, who is helping us finish crafting the 

implementer, which will back up the documents here. 

 

Susan Keane, our administrator to the Appropriations 

Committee, who tracks everything for us and make 

sure we don't forget anything that we're working on. 

Very important to have staff around to make sure 

that we know what we're doing. And I personally have 

to thank Manny [inaudible], Teresa Govert, who have 

been by my side during this whole process. 

 

There are two cautionary things that I would like to 

talk about before I sit down, Madam President. And 

now also relative to what we're doing with making 

sure we're providing the real dollars for services. 

Most recently, we had a strike that happened in the 

nurse or threatened strike that happened in the 

nursing homes with a settlement negotiated by the 

Governor and his staff. 
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And then we had a subsequent strike, or a potential 

strike in our group homes. And for years, we have 

moved many of our state-funded surfaces, from the 

state employees into private nonprofits. I'm fully 

supportive of that. But we have to recognize that we 

need to provide the funding for these. Otherwise, 

we're putting services on to and providing poverty-

level wages. And we need to do more than just 

provided because someone is going to conduct a work 

action against us. 

 

And while I completely support the work action and 

the funding that was done in the nursing home and 

group homes, we have to remember that we have other 

private providers that need our services too, and 

I'm working right now, with my colleagues to make 

sure those other private providers as the intention 

was of the funding provided in the 2021 surplus in 

this budget in 2022, and 2023. And in the ARPA 

dollars, that we would provide broadly for all 

private providers, the services, and the dollars 

necessary for them to support their staff on all 

levels, so that we're not creating compression 

issues, and they're able to take care of the capital 

needs in the buildings that we are funding. 

 

We need to recognize that while we removed 

everything into the private sector. Their funding 

comes from us. It doesn't come from any play cells. 

It comes from us and we need to pay that. And I also 

want to caution us each year. We deal with what are 

called accretions into the bargaining unit. And if 

we don't start recognizing that we have managerial 

employees that need to get fairly compensated in the 

State, we will continue to see those accretions. And 

we will continue to blur the lines between managers 

and employees. And we need to address those issues 

and stop ignoring them. And I'd like to see the 

administration come up with a policy to make sure 

that we're providing our private providers the 

services and the dollars I need. And the employees 

in the State of Connecticut get the dollars they 

need. Thank you very much, Madam President. I thank 
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Senator Looney for allowing me to be on the 

Appropriations Committee. Thank you so much. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Austin, thank you so much for your hard work 

and good afternoon, Senator Fonfara. 

 

SENATOR FONFARA (1ST): 

 

Good afternoon, Madam President. Good to see you 

today. Madam President, I rise to remark on the 

revenue projections on the Bill before us. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And please do proceed, sir. 

 

SENATOR FONFARA (1ST): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. I'd like to begin by 

recognizing the work of my colleague who just gave a 

lengthy, very informative presentation on the 

Appropriations Proposal before us today. I could 

remember when Senator Austin was still a Corrections 

officer standing on the other side of the line, 

advocating for officers to be able to unionize. And 

she was a pit bull then, and she remains one today. 

And we're very lucky to have her in her dedication. 

 

I, too, would like to thank Senator Looney for the 

opportunity to have what I think is the best job in 

the building other than his, and I'm not in the 

running for his. But Madam President, I also 

recognize the team that leadership of the finance 

committee that I work with Representative Sean 

Scanlon, Senator Henry Martin, and Representative 

Holly Cheeseman, and the staff that assists us up at 

OLR, [inaudible], Heather Poole, in OFA, Michael 

Murphy, Chris Wetzel, Dan Dilworth. There are others 

as well, but those are the folks who are primary. 

 

And our LCO attorney Kumi Sato in Thompson, Ella who 

just, and his wife just had their second child, the 
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baby girl, and we wish him all the best and to his 

family, and Christina Pen. Madam President, I rise 

to remark on the revenue projections for the fiscal 

years 2022 and 2023. On Monday of this week, the 

Finance Committee adopted revenue estimates 

reflecting our concurrence with the estimates 

presented to us by the Office of Fiscal Analysis and 

the Office of Policy and Management. In that regard, 

the revenues projected to be realized in each year 

of the biennium are in balance with the policy 

recommendations that we just heard from the Senate 

Chairman of the Appropriations Committee. That means 

that by which we will achieve the revenue projected, 

and is a combination of sources, most traditional, 

some not. But we can all agree that this is not a 

traditional time. 

 

It includes the use of several substantial federal 

funding in 2022 and in 2023, intended to in part to 

bridge the gap in revenue created by the effects of 

the economy brought to us to our knees for much of 

the calendar year of 2020. The revenues consist 

overwhelmingly of the consensus projections relating 

to current tax policy that includes decisions that 

delay some previously enacted policies scheduled to 

become effective, and it includes policy decisions 

that reduce taxes to many Connecticut residents 

resulting in reduced revenue to the State. 

 

And due to the bipartisan efforts of the 

Legislature, and I do mean the bipartisan efforts of 

the Legislature, we will not be spending $2.2 

billion but rather depositing those funds into the 

budget reserve fund and maintaining a substantial 

balance in 2022 and 2023, and depositing over the 

next three years $3 billion into the SIRs and TIRs 

account to address unfunded liabilities in those 

areas, fully 7.4% of the outstanding obligation. 

Madam President, there's a lot that has been done in 

this budget, in this package. But for me, it's about 

what we haven't done. That is probably the most 

meaningful. 
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Madam President, when I was a freshman in the House 

with a large incoming class. And the late State 

Representative Richard Tula Sano spoke to our 

classes. It was tradition to have, and still is, to 

have veterans come and speak to freshmen. He said a 

number of things, but one that stood out, and I 

remember to this day, he said you can talk about and 

make speeches about the things that you say you care 

about. But what ends up in that budget reflects your 

true priorities. 

 

And I think that's borne out every year. Madam 

President in ten days, we will mark the anniversary 

that is celebrated Juneteenth that recognizes when 

African Americans in Texas were informed two years 

after President Abraham Lincoln had issued the 

Emancipation Proclamation. And it was one year ago 

that the Senate Democrats put forward a ambitious 

and substantial proposal to address a number of 

inequities in criminal justice, economic 

disadvantage, educational opportunities that flowed 

from the national, international response to the 

killing of George Floyd. 

 

The Governor said at that time, "I look forward to 

working with the Legislature in the coming regular 

session to address long-standing racial and economic 

inequities in Connecticut." 

 

There are those who will say that we're making 

substantial investments in the budget in these 

areas, and we are, but they are for two years. And 

from there, the budget in 2024 will be our priority. 

The murder of George Floyd generated an 

unprecedented response from many across the State. 

It did so primarily because of our ability to see 

Derek Chauvin's knee on George Floyd's neck for nine 

minutes. 

 

But when I think about our policies that fail to 

address the concentration of poverty on our State 

that failed to provide the necessary resources and 

ensure that every child can start kindergarten ready 

to read by third grade, like every other child in 
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this State, to provide skill development, capital 

for businesses and infrastructure, homeownership to 

give to create generational wealth by accepting 

these things, and when we have the ability, and the 

revenue needed to sustain these investments, and we 

do, Madam President, we live in a State with 

incredible, concentrated wealth on the part of a 

handful of families. And we can make these 

investments to change the lives of people who have 

been denied for decades of communities that have 

been denied for decades, that we said within the 

last year that we will change. 

 

We can make those investments and not change the 

lives of those that were asked to contribute a 

little bit more. But Madam President, a status quo 

budget leaves us with status quo results. When our 

policies fail to address in a sustained way, it's as 

though we have our policies are a knee on the neck 

of the black community, in other underserved 

communities of our State. We can do better, and we 

must do better. Thank you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you for your work and for your words, Senator 

Fonfara. Will you remark further on the Bill before 

us? Good afternoon, Senator Martin. 

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 

 

Good afternoon, Madam President. I wasn't expecting 

to speak first from my colleague next to me. But I 

guess I'll take it. Madam President, thank you so 

much. And the budget that we have in front of us 

seems to be addressing a lot of our needs here in 

this State. We certainly have come far from the 

start of the session where we were pretty shocked 

with all the introduction of various tax proposals 

that were being introduced in different pieces of 

Legislation or Bills in front of us, you know they 

started from, you know, statewide property tax, 

attacks on commercial properties of values of 

assessments of, I think greater than $300,000. There 
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was even one that I chuckled that, and I couldn't 

believe it, but a $20 fine or fee, if you didn't 

vote, sort of looked at that kind of awkwardly. 

 

There was an introduction of the digital ad tax as 

well as a consumption tax and, of course, the TCI. 

But we've managed here, I think with a lot of, I 

guess outcry, it's typical that the Republican Party 

will stand up against all these taxes, but I think 

the public as well stepped up when they were 

informed as to what was going on. They voice their 

concerns about, please. We've been taxed enough. 

Enough is enough. Our pocketbooks can't really 

absorb it in light of COVID, and the year that all 

of us have experienced. I think that this Bill heard 

that cry, and those that put this together heard 

that we really can't do this. And I think that's a 

very good and positive that we as Legislators are 

listening to what our constituents are speaking to 

us. And, that's why we're here. Madam President, I 

do have some questions for the proponent. I'm going 

to ask my colleague from the finance committee to 

address some of these questions. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Please, proceed. And Senator Fonfara, prepare 

yourself. 

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. I meant to start also, 

you know, it's my first year at being the ranking 

member on the Committee. It was everything I thought 

it would I expected and then some. And Senator 

Fonfara is great. We've always had some good 

conversations, whether it's face to face or on the 

phone. And Representative Scanlon and I know, 

Representative Cheeseman had a great dialogue with 

one another. So it's great that we're able to be 

able to talk to one another, as best as we can and 

share concerns that we've been that our constituents 

have spoken to us about. 
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And I know recently, Senator Fonfara and I, this 

unemployment insurance was worked on by our 

colleagues, the Chair, from the House and from as 

well as a ranking from the House. I know that they 

got together with the stakeholders, so to speak. A 

lot of hours were put into that, and a lot of back 

and forth. And I know it got out of here last night. 

I consent. And we have also realized that maybe not 

everybody was at the table regarding that. 

 

And so looks like there's some tweaking while we 

know that there is some tweaking that needs to be 

done. We spoke with the Governor's office last night 

as well. And we have an agreement that listen, we 

are going to revisit this, and Senator Fonfara and 

myself have spoken about that as well. So hopefully, 

next year, between the end of this session and next 

year that we are going to be able to tweak that 

unemployment insurance formula, I call it that. 

 

And it'll be a fairer system that we have in place, 

but some good things, what we did or what the group 

did, it's a great step, it's a huge step. And I 

think that most of the people that are going to be 

contributing to that or realize, okay, this is 

better than what it was. But with that said, Madam 

President, through you, we have a projected of 

surpluses here. And if the, I guess what, you know 

here we are, we went through COVID. And you expect 

the sales receipts would be down and we have, you 

know a lot of people were out of work for the first 

part of the year. And here we are a year later, and 

we have a surplus. Through you, Madam President, 

could the Senator tell me what his thoughts on, what 

drove that? What stimulated that? We've got such a 

big surplus through you. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Fonfara. 

 

SENATOR FONFARA (1ST): 
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Through you, Madam President, as a good Senator, 

just indicated that revenues are up across the board 

in our State, some better than others, but revenues 

are up and is allowing us to realize this balance 

with a surplus of 64 million in year one and the 2.8 

million in year two. And that's after the revenue 

cap, which requires us to not spend everything that 

we raise, some 274 prior to the revenue cap, and 

with the revenue cap brings it to 64 and 275 prior 

to the revenue cap and 23, bringing us to 2.8. So 

it's actually more of a surplus, but because we've 

created the revenue cap, which says I think we're at 

something like 99 right now, percent of what we 

generate in revenue, consensus revenue and policy 

decisions that have resulted in creating that amount 

in the revenue cap, and a surplus on top of it 

through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Martin. 

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. I guess I was looking 

for. You know what in our State, what's driving 

these individuals to be spending more money, I guess 

is what I'm looking for. I know that we had this 

injection, or with the federal stimulus money that 

were received, I believe was it $6 billion and $7 

billion. And, you know we originally had $2.7 

billion sent to us, and now we're estimating to have 

more money. 

 

But through you, Madam President. I know, in a real 

estate world, the last time I saw what I see today, 

and I think this is more, I'll call it ferocious to 

some extent, is the back into 1986, and 1987 real 

estate was off the charts. We would have a 

development, and I knew there was a pent-up demand 

out there, because we had an enormous amount of, the 

interest rates were at, we would borrow money at 21% 

in the early 80s. And after that, in 1984-1985, it 

started to just skyrocket. We had a development, and 
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we were still just breaking ground, and we had three 

or four sales. 

 

So I realized there's a pent-up demand. We have to 

build so many new housing units a year throughout 

the whole country. And we had not done that because 

of interest rates being so high. So we had this 

built-up demand. And we got to a certain point 

where, okay, interest rates were starting to drop. 

And all of a sudden, we are starting to put plans, 

take our plants that were on the shelves. And we 

were starting to put a shovel into the ground, 

started putting up our marketing for sales. And all 

of a sudden, we had two or three sales and couldn't 

like, okay, in one day, like what is going on here. 

But today, it's just, if not more. The activity 

level is off the charts. 

 

I've never seen, not having any inventory. I just 

spoke to you about new housing, but there's the 

existing housing in Bristol. As an example, 

typically, 200 homes on the market at any one time. 

We have maybe less than 70 homes. We put a house on 

the market, and if it's updated, the people who own 

the homes, have taken good care of the house, have 

did some improvements through the years, and now 

they've decided I'm putting my home for sale and 

they've painted the house, fixed up maybe of the 

backyard, we want to been wanting to do this 

shrubbery on this side of the house for years. No, 

we got to do it for putting that on the market, 

touching up some, maybe replacing some windows. 

 

But the point that I'm getting to Madam President, 

is the moment that that house is listed, we're not 

getting one offer. Not two offers, not three offers, 

but we're getting five, six, seven different offers. 

And the appointments to see these houses is, it's 

all electronically done now. And it's all blacked 

out, and it's out for two or three days before you 

can get your client in. And then you're being told 

almost immediately, oh, by the way, if you call the 

agent because you want to get in before that 

blackout, or after that blackout period you want, 
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you want to get in before then, you call the agent. 

And the agent tells you, "Well, I've already got 

three offers." 

 

And I said, "Wow." So, it's really exciting to see. 

But it has increased the value of our homes. So I 

guess regarding this, the increase in the surplus 

doesn't surprise me. I guess, if you start thinking 

about the amount of money that has been injected, in 

our State here, and it's that much different than 

the recession that we went through in 2008, when 

money tightened up, and this federal government was 

bailing out the larger banks, but there was no 

money, so they sort of tightened up by wrapping 

their hands around the funding, versus what happened 

during COVID is that they release money, and they 

made sure that people didn't lose their jobs, and 

made sure that they had money in their pocket. And 

by doing that, they continued to help out the 

restaurants that had to improvise in a very quick 

way. And they did, but those, and we continue to 

help those that still are not working. And we've 

made sure that they've had money, and they're able 

to use their unemployment. But we also provided 

individuals with, I think it was $1200 a piece, we 

didn't do it once, but we did it twice. 

 

But nonetheless, I think that had a lot to do with 

it. So we've got this ton of money coming into our 

State. And we're spending it, and as a result of 

that, we've got this surplus here in our State and 

to our, which works quite nicely with what we have 

today with their surplus. So, through you, Mr. 

President, I have another question for the 

proponent. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

You may proceed 

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 
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So I mentioned how much I thought I was and I just 

needed it to be confirmed how much money have we 

received from the federal government? Through you. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Fonfara, or whoever would you get a 

response? 

 

SENATOR FONFARA (1ST): 

 

Mr. President, I haven't said Mr. President in a 

long time. It's great to see you. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Good to see you as well. 

 

SENATOR FONFARA (1ST): 

 

In total, I'm not certain, Senator, but in terms of 

what we're applying to the budget this year, a 

$554.3 million in FY 2022 and $1.1 billion in 2023. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Fonfara. Senator Martin. 

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 

 

Thank you, Mr. President. So, the number that I 

remember is we received an initial $2.7 billion from 

the first funds from the federal government, and 

then there's another batch that we're expecting. So, 

the total amount that we're using to balances budget 

total together is how much. Through you, Mr. 

President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Fonfara, respond. 

 

SENATOR FONFARA (1ST): 
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Through you, Mr. President, $554,000 in 2022, and 

$1.1 billion in 2023. 

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 

 

So we're about $1.6-$1.7 billion is what we're 

using. Sorry, Mr. President. So it sounds like we're 

close to the $1.7 billion out of the 2.7 with a 

balance of, I guess, a billion dollars. What's the 

plan for that? Through you, Mr. President. 

 

THE CHAIR: Senator Fonfara, would you care to 

respond. 

 

SENATOR FONFARA (1ST): 

 

Through you, Mr. President, I'm not sure what the 

plan is. I know that the Appropriations Committee 

has come up with a plan, the Governor's come up with 

a plan for funding, but that's not been addressed 

yet. Through you. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Fonfara. Senator Martin. 

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 

 

Thank you, Mr. President. So maybe the good 

chairwoman of the Appropriations Committee can 

answer the question for me. Through you, Mr. 

President. I'll just repeat the question, is we 

receive about $2.7 billion from the federal 

government. We're using about $1.7 billion four this 

biennium budget. The balance of that first funding 

that we receive from the federal government for 

COVID. How was that used? Or what's the plan for the 

use of those funds? Through you, Mr. President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten, would you care to respond? 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 
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Thank you very much, Mr. President, and it's nice to 

see you up there. Thank you for the question, 

Senator Martin. It is true that many of the dollars 

reflected beyond the 1.7 billion are the dollar 

amount that we are using to balance the budget is 

being used for a variety of initiatives across the 

board, from the executive branch through every 

single legislative initiative, most of it relative 

to helping out the nonprofits fully $90 million is 

helping other nonprofits and supporting that 

particular initiative. 

 

In addition to that, we have some dollars going for 

the nursing home workers and those private providers 

that are not associated with the group homes. So 

there's overall about 110 million total relative to 

that. We have a number of workforce initiatives that 

are being done through the ARPA dollars, some of 

them for folks that are incarcerated currently to 

make sure they come out with skills relative to 

manufacturing relative to coding. There are some 

behavioral health programs within the department of 

correction that we provided additional dollars, one 

in the York Correctional Institution, which is the 

only female prison in the State, and the Cheshire 

Correctional Institution. 

 

The Governor had some work-related initiatives that 

fully $70 million is associated with the Governor's 

initiatives relative to that. We also provided some 

dollars to continue to shore up the UConn Health 

state universities and community colleges for a 

variety of things like guided pathways to make sure 

that we're providing the supports for students to 

make the choices that maximize their use of the 

community colleges, that $6.5 million each year for 

three years as this is over a two-and-a-half-year 

timeframe. I mentioned a little bit ago the right-

to-read program that Senator Miller worked on along 

with some 20 people down in the House, including the 

majority leader. And that program will roll out with 

$13 million in both the second and third years. 
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I'm trying to do this off the top of my head. I 

don't know that I've forgotten any. But in addition 

to that, there's some energy efficiency dollars that 

are going to help out energy efficiency programs in 

low-income housing, some $7 million, and some other 

housing rehab dollars that will help support that. 

 

Then there's the small things that this is helping 

support out. We have a pilot program to look at 

swimming initiatives through the Department of 

Energy and Environmental Protection in our urban 

areas, or to have young people to participate in 

that. It is $500,000 each year, so to support that 

initiative over three years to start doing something 

as small as that. And the Governor also has some 

broadband expanses that are in this initiative, 

along with some IT upgrades, which are one-time 

expenses. 

 

We tried to use the ARPA dollars that were either 

pilot programs or were programs that were a pilot in 

nature so that they're not an extension, creating 

that outward cliff. There are a couple of ARPA 

dollars that we're going to have to deal with. I 

could talk forever on the SIRs, amortization and the 

paydown of our pension debt, which will decrease our 

fixed costs, which will allow us to cover any 

extension that are in our ARPA dollars that would be 

ongoing in nature. So I hope that gives you a flavor 

of what it is, it's certainly not every dollar, but 

there is about, I would say about $500 million in 

ARPA dollars above the, oh, I forgot the most 

important one, maybe not the most important one, 

because they're all have equal value, but $155 

million will go to the Unemployment Trust Fund to 

put us in a far better position. 

 

And from my perspective, it's just the beginning of 

our dealing with the Unemployment Trust Fund, 

because we sincerely don't want to have what 

happened in the 2008 rollout of us having over a 

billion dollars in debt that businesses had to pay 

off. And we didn't finish paying that off until 

2016. And my goal would be to come up with a plan so 
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that we can ameliorate some of those costs to our 

businesses who had nothing to do with a pandemic, 

but are certainly suffering the consequences. There 

is other dollars in there for the statewide 

marketing in the next two years above and beyond 

what was in surplus funding. And there's also a 

hospitality to look at our hospitality industry. The 

hardest-hit industry, relative to jobs, was the 

hospitality and arts and culture industry. And we 

put $30 million aside for that. Through you, Mr. 

President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator. Senator Martin. 

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 

 

Thank you, Mr. President, through you. So was that 

for the leftover billion dollars from the 2.7 for 

the original, for the initial funds that were 

received? If that's, so we have some additional 

funds that we either received in part or going to 

receive. How are those funds going to be allocated? 

Through you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten, the question has been posed, would 

you care to respond? 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

I didn't know that I could care to respond or not, 

Mr. President, but I do like the offer. So, we do 

have more dollars that have to be allocated, and we 

will be having other meetings. In addition to that, 

the expenditures have to be approved by the federal 

government as fitting into the confines of this. And 

any dollars in the Appropriations Committee on a 

bipartisan basis actually it was unanimous. The 

Appropriations Committee said that we want reports 

coming back. We want to deal with anything that's 

going to be reallocated. So we will have a say in 

those reallocation of dollars. So that would be 
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decided by the Appropriations Committee and then 

ultimately would be voted on by the General Assembly 

as we move through this process. 

 

So there are additional dollars, plus there are 

direct federal dollars that have gone to specific 

agency, like the office of early childhood has 

received a lot of federal dollars that the 

Appropriations Committee will receive reports on, 

but we don't have anything to say with that. The 

Department of Housing has dollars. There have been 

some questions relative to the Department of 

Housing, and how fast they are getting the dollars 

out for rental assistance, because not only do the 

renters need assistance, but the landlords need 

assistance. 

 

And in Connecticut, we have a number of small 

landlords who might not own a large number of rental 

units. But those two or three or four houses that 

they might own are really their support systems. And 

we need to make sure that those small landlords, in 

particular, all landlords with small landlords, are 

as stable as they can be. They are small business 

owners, and so those dollars are directly to 

different agencies, and other agencies receive like 

the State Department of Education to have received 

additional dollars, that we are not saying anything 

but to your direct question we want to make sure 

that we are the Legislature is involved in any other 

ARPA dollars beyond what will be in the budget or 

the implementer coming forward. Through you, Mr. 

President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Osten. Senator Martin. 

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 

 

Thank you, Mr. President. And Through you, Mr. 

President, another question that I have regarding 

those funds from the federal government, is that a 

one lump sum? Or is that staggered out that we will 
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receive so much for in 2022-23? Through you, Mr. 

President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much, Mr. President. We have access 

to all the dollars right now. We could spend all in 

year one. It's not our intention to spend all in 

year one. As a matter of fact, some of my colleagues 

are, if we reallocate dollars, maybe looking to 

reallocate them to any of the out-year deficits that 

we may see. Through you, Mr. President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Osten. Senator Martin. 

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 

 

Thank you, Mr. President. And through you, Mr. 

President. You mentioned the various pilot programs. 

And it sounded like some of those pilot programs, if 

not all, and we're only temporary. Are there any 

other pilot programs that are actually receiving 

some of these federal funds for this current or this 

budget that we're all discussing about? And after 

that, if we head off into the next biennium budget, 

that they are not, we're going to may need to be 

funded from there? And if so, what are those 

programs? And what are their needs, or financial 

needs? Through you, Mr. President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much, Mr. President, and through you. 

So this budget is really an intertwined budget with 
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surplus funds, budgeted dollars and ARPA funds. So 

oftentimes, they cross all three pieces of this 

budget. So in the programs that I would identify 

that will have, that may be supported in each one of 

these, for example in ARPA would be the Right to 

Read program that we're going to want to carry 

forward. But what we are requiring is in the last 

year of the program that we find, that we get to 

report back and see, is this program working, what 

do we need to do? What are the supports necessary 

for that program? We think it will have great value. 

But it is right, and it is something that we need to 

do, but we need to make sure that it'll work moving 

forward. So that's a direct ARPA-related program 

with an office that's supported in the general fund. 

And however we support that program in the future, 

will either require additional dollars or additional 

assessments on what we would be doing. Now that's a 

small program. 

 

I talked a bit about the private providers. We 

provided dollars in the surplus dollars to general 

fund in our but for private providers. That I see as 

a long-term plan. And Representative Walker 

developed a seven-year plan for private providers 

that will require additional supports throughout the 

years in the out years beyond that of at least $50 

million a year moving forward. And then we have 

education. In our debt-free college program, we fund 

it for two years out of surplus funds. And I 

envision it being covered in the out years. And 

there is discussion going on in the implementer 

relative to the rollout of this beyond that is 

having additional dollars received out of the 

lottery cooperation either from iLottery are 

additional dollars, that $14 million a year would 

come out directly relative to covering any expenses 

to debt-free college. 

 

So what we tried to do in the budget is look at what 

the costs would be. Will that be our year 

implications? And how would we cover those out here 

implications? One of the biggest ways that we'll 

cover any out your implications in, I asked the 
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office of fiscal analysis through Emily Shepard to 

give me a review and an outline of any rate 

increases that we provided in this budget. Now rate 

increases are not for two years. They're long-term. 

So what we said was, what are those rate increases? 

How do they impact the out years? Give me that 

listing so that we can make plans for covering those 

rate increases in the out years and how I envision 

us looking at the rate increases relative to the 

Human Services and Public Health needs, and the 

educational concerns that are in the out years, 

those are the two biggest areas. 

 

Human Services, which includes the private 

providers, the education which includes programs 

like Right to Read, but it also includes our rollout 

of the ten-year plan coming from the Bipartisan 

Budget relative to ECS, that we would do that by 

keeping our promise on the SIR's amortization. So, 

as you recall, or I know Senator Miner would recall 

this, when we first got the budget from the 

executive branch, there was an interest to push out 

the amortization another three years. We did not do 

that in this budget. We did not do that because, as 

a whole, all pieces of the appropriations, both 

Democrats and Republicans, said we don't want to do 

this any longer. We cannot continue to push it down. 

 

What that does is, and again, I on the finance side 

of which you are the ranking member, you can thank 

again. I can't say this enough, Senator Fonfara's 

volatility cap. The volatility established the Rainy 

Day fund. Now that we have the rainy day fund, any 

additional dollars that come in are rolled over into 

payments on our pension system. And we will be 

paying down our pension system by more than a 

billion dollars at the end of this fiscal year, more 

than a billion dollars, which starts to decrease our 

fixed costs. As we decrease our fixed costs, we can 

assume some of the increases on education and the 

Human Services and some things, so there is not just 

a plan and concept, but a plan, in fact, that we can 

deal with. 
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And as this rollout of paying down our debt, which 

again, 70 years of non-payment is finally stopped. 

And we need to stay true to that. And we need to 

stay true to that so that we can have that delta of 

paying down our debt to cover some of the needs that 

we see relative to education and relative to Human 

Services. Through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator. Would you proceed with your 

question, sir? 

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 

 

Yeah, thank you, Madam President. Through you, Madam 

President. So you're making music to my ears here 

regarding this long-term planning. And that was the 

purpose of my question regarding the pilot programs. 

You know, there's some of them that are going to use 

the ARPA money. And then we're not going to continue 

going forward. But you mentioned the reading 

program. That is a sound investment, in my opinion. 

And so I was trying to identify what are their 

programs? And how much are those pilot programs? How 

many were there? And how much, so that we could 

better plan going forward. 

 

We know that in 2024 and 2025, that the next 

biennium budget, we are looking at a deficit of over 

a billion dollars. So, it would be nice to know if 

we had those projections, and it looks like you're 

on top of it. And it's encouraging regarding the 60, 

well, the savings that by paying down on the 

unfunded liability, if we pay down the billion 

dollars, I had asked, and I think their number was 

like we'd be saving 60 something million dollars a 

year. And I know that you mentioned perhaps using it 

to fund these programs. I'd like for you to keep in 

mind or to consider maybe re-applying, maybe to 

either the STF, or perhaps maybe we continue paying 

down on those unfunded liabilities. 
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And if the economy continues to do what it's doing, 

perhaps the next budget, we are going to see a 

surplus as well. You mentioned something, and it 

made me think, so we've allocated some additional 

funding for ESC to all our communities. And so all 

of them are going to raise their budgets. And I hear 

this ever since I've been involved in my community 

as a City Councilman, and then even here, it's the 

MBR and the Minimum Budget Requirement that 

municipalities have to fund, no less than what they 

did the year before. 

 

And I'm a little concerned about us providing these 

extra funds through this budget. And what's the 

effects of that regarding MBR? And will the 

municipalities be held to the new minimum? Through 

you, madam. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much, Madam President. And I 

appreciate the question from my colleague. Relative 

to ECS, it was a recommendation or request by the 

Governor that we hold harmless towns that we're 

going to see a decrease in funding, and that we be 

lay the payments to those towns that would have seen 

increased funding. 

 

So what we did in the budget, originally was to 

decrease the funding as the 2017 bipartisan budget 

showed in the small towns, and we increase the 

funding in those towns that had not, we're not at 

one hundred percent of the formula. So in order to 

deal with the pandemic, we did hold harmless towns 

across the board. And relative to the MBR, I don't 

believe that that will impact that with the MBR. But 

those towns that we held harmless for these two 

years, will see a decrease in funding in the third 

and fourth year relative to their population, and 
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many of our smaller towns have seen a decrease 

overall in population. 

 

And ECS is a population-driven formula. And there 

will be a point where some of those towns will see a 

decrease in funding through ECS. There has to be two 

different considerations. It's not just about the 

dollar amount. It's also about what that dollar is 

valued at in those particular communities. So if a 

community was losing $500,000 in funding as an 

example, and they were a small town, and that 

$500,000 was a quarter of a mil, that's not a 

devastating loss to those communities. 

 

So we have to combine both, what that equivalent of 

the mil rate is with the dollars that they lost. So 

we're not taking just the dollar amount. We're also 

recognizing what that dollar is valued at in that 

particular community. And those are things that we 

have to think about. But I also think that we've 

asked for in this budget, a recommendation and the 

office of fiscal analysis is working on a great 

report that is due January 15
th
, relative to how we 

handle education, what we're looking at for funding, 

what should we be doing? What are the ways that need 

to be happening? Should we treat charter schools, 

which are public schools, I can't say that enough. 

They are public schools. And we have traditional 

schools. So we want to make sure that we're looking 

at the different ways that we fund our educational 

systems and come up with a long term plan beyond 

just looking at a rollout of ECS for ten years so 

that we can address the issues of inequities in 

education but also not devastate any community. 

 

And in my district, to where there are many small 

communities, we also have to look at what the basis 

that we will go down so that we recognize that there 

is a base level of educational costs that happened 

that are not necessarily about teaching children, 

about keeping the buildings open. Through you, Madam 

President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 
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Thank you, Senator Osten. Senator Martin. 

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. I think I heard the 

answer to my question regarding the impact with 

these new funds that we've allocated through ECS. 

And these monies would increase the municipal 

education budgets. So we've got a new threshold now. 

So I thought I heard and just want to confirm it, 

that that will be the new threshold. So, I want to 

clearly understand that with this insert of money 

that the municipalities are receiving, that is the 

new baseline now for the minimum budget requirement, 

and municipalities will be held accountable to that 

new threshold. Through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much, Madam President. Federal funds 

will not be used in the calculation of MBR. Through 

you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Martin. 

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 

 

That's good to hear. So the federal funds that they 

got an extra million dollars, that's not going to 

raise their minimum budget requirement. Perfect. 

Thank you. So you used the term, you're not holding 

the municipalities harmless? Could you explain that 

to me, because that's the first that I hear that I 

don't understand it? Through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 
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Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much, Madam President. And this is in 

2000. This is a rather long story, and I'll shorten 

it as much as possible. Back in 2008, under Governor 

Malloy, many of our educational systems were removed 

from the formulaic output of ECS. And they were held 

harmless because we were in a recession. And as a 

result of that, once we finally came out of the 

recession, and I know that there could be a debate 

whether we have actually come out of the 2008 

recession on relative to jobs. However, when we 

started, the economy started recovering, we look, we 

went to move our ECS back to the formula, and the 

formula is now enacted again, and by using that 

formula, there were towns that were receiving more 

than the formula when we went back to the formula, 

and there were towns that were receiving less than 

the formula. 

 

And so those that were receiving more of the 

formula, if we had cut them down to the formula, 

they would have lost too much money and would not 

have been able to survive that immediate shock of 

loss of revenue. And the other towns who are 

receiving less than the formula certainly enjoyed 

finally getting up to the formula addressing the 

levels of educational need within their communities. 

Most of them happen to be the poorer communities in 

my neck of the woods Norwich in New London, 

certainly the larger urban areas, but some of the 

other communities, Willimantic, Windham, Killingly, 

those kinds of districts that had poverty, we're 

seeing increases. 

 

There were some towns that, because ECS is a 

population-driven formula, lost population in their 

particular communities. And we're seeing a drop in 

the formula, because it is a population-driven, plus 

it has other what are called weights within the 

formula calculations, English language learners, 

poverty, and other such things. And they did not 
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have those, and so they were seeing a decrease in 

what the Governor asked us to do this year. And his 

recommendation on the budget was hold those towns 

harmless because of the impact of the pandemic, and 

not comply with a ten-year rollout of the ECS 

formula. 

 

So it's a hold harmless. They won't see a drop in 

funding over the next two years. On the third year, 

in that out year, there will be a drop in funding 

for them, and we will have to address the formulaic 

changes, and that will, those communities will see a 

drop and should plan on it today. In two years, they 

should know that today they will see a drop in 

formula in the out years, just related to the 

regular formulaic aspect of the ECS formula. Through 

you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you. Senator Martin. 

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. So I think I follow 

that, and you're holding harmless those communities 

for the next two years. The third year, that's it, 

and we'll address it at that time. But the impact of 

COVID and then being held accountable to the minimum 

budget requirement is what we're holding them 

harmless too. Is that correct? Through you, Madam 

President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

So you don't want to conflate the minimum budget 

requirement with them being held harmless, they 

still have a minimum budget requirement. But the 

minimum budget requirement, these extra dollars 

won't impact that minimum budget requirement, and 
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we're stopping them from seeing a decrease in their 

funding relative to the formula. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Martin. 

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. So that is the hold 

harmless portion of that. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Correct. 

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST) 

 

Okay, thank you. 

THE CHAIR: 

 

No worries. Senator Martin. 

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. Madam President, I have 

a question regarding the ten percent surcharge on 

the corporations and through you. And this budget is 

extending the corporation tax surcharge of ten 

percent. And it looks like in fiscal year 2022 is 

$80 million. And then in fiscal year 2023, it's 

about $50 million. And is it the plan? Is it the out 

years? Are we extending it? Because it was a promise 

that we held, that we said to the corporations, 

we're only going to do this. It's a ten percent on 

the taxes that you're paying. 

 

Through you, Madam President, I guess I'm looking 

for us to start holding, we say something a lot of 

times in this building, it's going to be sunset, 

I've given example of my world, you know being a 

real estate broker. You know, we were promised back, 

and I think it was in 1992. And I could be wrong. 

And don't hold me to this. But we had the conveyance 
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fee for a real estate transaction. It was supposed 

to be sunset in two years. And then it went, you 

know the two years came and went or went and came, 

but it was extended again. And then it was extended 

for another two years. 

 

And then here we are, as real estate brokers and all 

the agents were coming up to the Capital, we're 

making phone calls, you promise this. But because of 

these reoccurring budget deficits, it was always 

continued or extended, I should say. And we just 

felt that, you told us this, we agreed to it. But 

yeah, you broke a promise. And then you broke it 

again, and you broke it again. And eventually, that 

conversation went to a conversation of, well, we're 

going to remove the sunset, so it's going to be 

permanent now. So now the conversation became "No, 

you need to extend it on our side, instead of 

fulfilling your promise," it became, "No extended." 

 

While the other side of all this, what they were 

saying, "No, we're going to make it permanent." And 

that went on for a couple budget seasons. And then, 

eventually, it did become permanent. And I've seen 

this, and I've only been up here a short amount of 

time. And perhaps my colleagues in the circle here 

know exactly what I'm talking about, that there are 

promises that are being made and broken. 

 

And I really believe that if we are going to turn 

our state economy around, and if we're going to 

build a part of that building or turning our economy 

around, is creating or instilling consumer 

confidence that the people of Connecticut building 

the confidence in them that, "Hey, we're getting our 

act together up here in Hartford." But if we 

continue to break promises, that negates and removes 

their confidence that we're really trying to achieve 

so that people will be here, want to live here in 

State of Connecticut. 

 

So through you, Madam President, regarding this ten 

percent surcharge of corporations, I know this is 

important to them as well. These holding are keeping 
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our promises. Through you, Madam President, what's 

the future plans of this ten percent surcharge on 

corporations? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Fonfara. 

 

SENATOR FONFARA (1ST): 

 

Through you, Madam President. Senator Martin, if I 

had that answer, I'd answer a lot of other things 

favorably, hopefully for all of us but I couldn't 

agree more with you in terms of our commitments and 

being able to live by them, and now fiscal issues. I 

marvel at how our office of fiscal analysis and OPM 

are able to project with an amazing level of 

accuracy. What will be a year out? There might two 

years out with revenue sources that are 

unpredictable, at best. 

 

And so to address your question earlier about what's 

happened, and you did speak to what you're observing 

in your world, in terms of economic activity, coming 

out of COVID, but one of the reasons is because OFA 

has been, I think, OPM conservative in their 

estimates regarding the rebounding of the economy. 

And they're catching up, maybe not as quickly, but 

they're catching up with what's happening out there. 

 

This is an art. They try to make it a science, but 

it's more of an art. And so there's two stories 

here. One is, do we believe that is better policy to 

remove that ten percent? Does that result in more 

economic activity? Are there more likely to be 

investments in Connecticut, either by new companies 

or companies expanding? Are we seen as business-

friendly, those are considerations that should go 

into when we decide we're going to keep a surcharge, 

eliminate the surcharge as opposed to just solely we 

need money. And therefore, it's easier to do that. 

I'm not suggesting that the Governor and his 

recommendations are the secretary of OPM in their 
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recommendations to us at the beginning of the year 

to delay that elimination. 

 

But it's revenue that we're getting. The payers are 

used to paying it. I think that opens up that 

opportunity. I can't tell you whether or not in 

2024, the Governor will be back with another delay, 

or whether the Legislature would support or advocate 

for delay even if the Governor didn't. Our 

economics, I'd love to say we said we're going to 

eliminate it. And we do. So far, we haven't been 

able to do that in the last several budget cycles. 

Through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Fonfara. Senator Martin. 

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. It is an art, without a 

doubt, we'd like to think it's black and white, if 

we did this, this will happen. Or we did this, this 

will happen. But you nailed it on the head; it is an 

art. And it's also being agile, and flexible with 

the conditions in the environment that's taking 

place, such as COVID, and being able to adapt. I 

think with my coaching background. It's one of the 

things that makes a team unique or makes a team a 

very good team from a team that's not so good, or an 

excellent team from a team that is good, is to be 

able to adapt to what the situation is on the field 

regardless of what the sport is. 

 

But I am concerned about the broken promises. And, 

you know there's another part of this Bill, and I'm 

bringing this up, I'm bringing up these broken 

promises, because it does impact our budget, right. 

If those weren't there, then it creates a hole or a 

deficit in the budget. And so that leads me to 

think, and I know, I didn't ask Senator Osten, you 

know our talk to her about the increases that are 

projected out, you know I think it's 2.3. And then 
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the 3 point something thereafter, so it's around 5%-

6% increases over two year. 

 

It's just, you know when you see these increases and 

the expenditures going out, you know what's the 

likelihood of us holding our promises? And it just 

for me, it just says probably not. 

 

Another example of the broken promise is the phase 

how the capital base tax, right. Now it's been 

delayed to 2028. And in fiscal year 2022, it's 

roughly, and I'm rounding now $21 million. And then 

the following year, it's $29 million. So what is the 

likelihood that those are actually going to sunset 

as promise? Through you. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Fonfara. 

SENATOR FONFARA (1ST): 

 

I didn't want to interrupt the Senator; that was a 

rhetorical question. I prefer to have him finish. 

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 

 

Would love if you would answer it. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

SENATOR FONFARA (1ST): 

 

Through you, Madam President. Senator Martin, we are 

very much on the same page in terms of these 

commitments. I know that my former co-Chair, now 

majority leader in the House, Representative Rojas, 

has advocated for the elimination of the capital 

gains, capital base tax for some time. And for those 

that are not fully aware of the capital base tax, 

and what it's about is there are some corporations 

that don't earn enough to be able to be taxed, and 

the corporation tax in the State of Connecticut. And 

so what they may have capital they may have been 
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invested in, but not yet turning a profit, not 

enough to be taxed under the corporation tax. 

 

And so what we'd say is you either taxed under the 

corporation tax in terms of your income, or the 

corporate capital base tax. But what that does is it 

discourages investment. And if anything, we are, we 

are primed and should be a leader nationally in the 

knowledge economy. 

 

We're not Mississippi, where manufacturing or other 

states were manufacturing, we have a lot of 

manufacturing, but our future terms of the evolving 

economy, and by the way, the projections are, that 

technology will cost nationally $70 million, by the 

end of this decade, 70 million jobs, I should say, 

before the end of this decade. That's going to 

impact our society in enormous ways, if we're not 

addressing alternatives for work. Training, 

recognizing what will survive as robots and other 

technologies replace jobs, displace jobs. And so 

this capital base tax is one of those areas. My hope 

is that we can adjust it. If revenues continue to 

come in, then we can adjust it and have it be 

eliminated before 2028. 

 

I hope that we can intervene if the revenues are 

strong enough to be able to eliminate that revenue 

source for us. Through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator. Senator Martin. 

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 

 

Yeah. Thank you, Madam President. Madam President, 

I'm going to wrap up here. You know, I highlighted 

some things here, because I think in order for us to 

really turn our economy around you, and I don't want 

to belabor this, we all have heard and have read, 

where we stand in national economic charts. And 

there's an array of them. But I'm a firm believer 

of, listen, I'm a realistic individual, I'm 
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realistic about expenditures, can only be held to a 

certain point. 

 

Meaning that, you know, we can try to cut our way 

through this economy. But in reality, if we caught 

as much as we possibly could, eventually, you are 

going to have some increases. And for me, I always 

try to minimize those increases, knowing that, you 

know, I want more money at the end. And that I'm 

able to spend, as I choose, and that when I came 

here, my goal was to encourage, "Hey, let's do what 

we can. We know that we are running these 

reoccurring deficits, you know, five of the last ten 

years. And even prior to that, realizing that my 

constituents that I represent are just tired of 

taking money out of their pocket, and they're 

telling me enough is enough. When is this going to 

stop?" 

 

So I want to work with my colleagues and try and put 

a harness on our future expenditures, knowing that 

those communities that minimize those expenditures 

are able to attract businesses and individuals 

because we've minimize taxes. 

 

And as a result of that, it encourages the people 

and the businesses to want to live where that is 

happening throughout the whole country. And I just 

want to have my colleagues here keep that in mind 

when we are planning for the future. I began this by 

talking about the unemployment insurance, and it's 

not perfect. We need to help those that are going to 

be paying the considerable amount of increase in 

that fund. And I was glad to hear Senator Osten 

mentioned, she sounds like she has a wealth of 

knowledge regarding that, and maybe she could help 

us next year tweak that. So it is better than what 

we have for what we approved last night. So Madam 

President, I want to thank Senator Osten and Senator 

Fonfara for answering my questions. 

 

I know that there's a lot more questions that my 

colleagues are going to have regarding the budget. 
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So, thank you, I appreciate your answers. Thank you, 

Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Martin. Will you remark further 

on the Bill before the Chamber? Good afternoon, 

Senator Miner. 

 

SENATOR MINER (30TH): 

 

Good afternoon, Madam President. Madam President, I 

rise for some comments on the budget, and perhaps 

some questions, but let me just start with some 

comments. So March 12
th,
 2020, we put the key in the 

door of the Legislature, so to speak, because we 

weren't sure where we were headed with regard to 

COVID. We weren't sure what public access we would 

have. We weren't even sure whether we would be 

meeting again after that date. The deep cleaning had 

yet to occur. And I think we all realized within a 

month or so this was going to get worse before it 

was going to get better. 

 

To say that the budget last year was left kind of on 

autopilot is probably a pretty accurate statement. 

We had significant budget reserves. There were 

opportunities for adjustments. There was some 

federal aid that was beginning to come to the State 

of Connecticut. And so we didn't have the kind of 

what I would call cash crunch that we've had in 

years past. Generally, when we've gone into a 

recession, I think the Chair of the Appropriations 

Committee talked about this a little bit. Our 

revenues fell so quickly that our ability to 

withhold payments, reduce expenses, just wasn't at 

the same rate of acceleration. 

 

And so, we very quickly developed a deficit. I would 

say we became cash strapped. Some people may not 

agree with that. But the reality of life back then, 

versus now or the last year is that we've had some 

safeguards in place over the last year, some of 

which is a very robust Rainy Day fund. 
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I think the facts as we know them are that something 

north of 8000 people have died as a result of COVID 

or COVID-related issues. We've had somewhere on the 

order of a third of small businesses that closed 

during that period of time, some not to reopen. Some 

are still attempting to reopen. Unemployment, I can 

tell you that my office, every person's office 

around this circle, dealt with phone calls over the 

last year from people that were unemployed 

desperately in search of some lifeline. 

 

So the reason I mentioned all of that is that this 

year we, I would say we doubled our efforts to 

communicate about our spending levels and our 

revenue levels in a way that since my last, I call 

it stint with the Appropriations Committee 

leadership was really very different. 

 

After some time not serving in leadership on 

Appropriations this year, I rejoined Representative 

Walker and Senator Osten. This case it was House 

member, Mike France. And we began to talk about 

expenditure levels to my mind in a way we had not 

done so in the past. The subcommittee process, 

though done by Zoom, was really much more robust, 

much more in-depth. Maybe it was because people were 

able to do it from the comfort of their home, and it 

wasn't crammed into an office up on the fourth floor 

of the legislative office building. 

 

But nonetheless, I heard questions from Democrats 

that I can tell you quite honestly, I've never heard 

last, certainly not to the level that they were 

asked. They were generally reserved in the past for 

Republicans to say, why are we spending that money? 

Why are we spending it at that level? Is there some 

other way we can do it? And to be quite honest with 

you, Madam President, it was refreshing. 

 

This budget is not the panacea. This budget, to my 

mind, is a reflection of a number of things, some 

which Senator Osten spoke about, I think are 

somewhat troubling and bear watching. Others that 
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are a recognition that we are still in some cases 

trying to find some level of stability, some level 

of normalcy, both at the State level and the local 

level. And so that's kind of the backdrop that I 

wanted to put on the record here in terms of my 

observations with the budget. 

 

So without question, in the 73 pages of the budget, 

there are allocations that, in some cases, are going 

to cause reoccurring expenses. So for those of us 

that operate budgets at home, it's almost like your 

monthly mortgage payment. It's your monthly payment 

to have cable television or the phone Bill. When you 

build your annual budget, and those allocations are 

increased, you choose to get the sports channel, or 

you choose to do something else. Those aren't one-

time expenses. They don't go away. They come back 

every month. 

 

And so, in this budget, there are a number of areas 

where, to my mind, the budget has been constructed 

in such a way that it's a fair representation that 

there is a cliff. And it's a significant cliff. It's 

a cliff that is currently, at least in some ways, 

created by expenditures, using revenues that we will 

not have two years from now. And Senator Fonfara 

talked about OPM and their ability and OFA to 

project what our future revenues might be in all six 

different categories. And that they lag behind and 

they lag behind naturally, it's not a bad thing. 

It's a reflection of not wanting to get out too far 

ahead of perhaps growth in this case. And therefore, 

in my estimation, the spending levels in this 

budget. 

 

Those that I agree with, those that I would rather 

we didn't make cumulatively, I think put us in a 

position where two years from now we will have some 

risk at being able to balance this budget, or at 

least someone will have some risk at trying to 

balance this budget. And so I have one question to 

start off with through you, Madam President, to the 

general lady from the Appropriations Committee. 

Ballpark. What is that number of reoccurring 
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expenses on an annual basis that exceeds last year's 

expenses, that if we were to look two years from 

now, probably don't have an equal and offsetting 

budget revenue that would create balance. Through 

you. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much, Madam President, and through 

you, at a minimum, it's about $200 to $220 million 

relative to the two bigger pots, Education and Human 

Services to rate increases, private provider, 

rollout. And the education is relative to the. I 

think it'll be the seventh and eighth year of the 

ECS rollout. Through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Miner. 

 

SENATOR MINER (30TH): 

 

And beyond those two estimates, if I were to go 

through this budget and pick pages, there seem to be 

categories of expenditures to me that in some cases 

are as little as 6 million in some cases, probably 

greater in that they speak about tens of millions. 

Those appear to be first-time expenses that. Is it 

assumed that those expenses will continue? So for 

instance, well, let me just ask that question. Is it 

assumed that those would all continue? Through you. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much, Madam President. And in some 

cases, without knowing the specifics, some cases 
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those will not continue. The ones that I know 

specifically that will continue are the rollout of 

the ten-year plan relative to ECS, the private 

provider. Well, the private provider rollout of the 

seven-year plan, I believe morally, should continue 

and is good public policy. And the rate increases 

that we have in here are expected to continue to 

roll out. Through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Miner. 

 

SENATOR MINER (30TH): 

 

Thank you. And if I could through you, pages 46, 47, 

48, 49, again, these in some cases are rather small 

numbers, kind of embedded in Section 31. Those are a 

commitment for both years of the biennium. Yet, 

there's no commitment beyond that. Through you, 

Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much, Madam President. That would be 

accurate. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Miner. 

 

SENATOR MINER (30TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. I thank the general lady 

for her response. So, in creating the budget, I 

think we've heard that there are some circumstances 

where we as a committee had what I would call rather 

long conversations about our obligation to one group 

of individuals that the State of Connecticut 

historically is cared for might be seniors, might be 
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people with disabilities, maybe some combination of 

the two. And in those cases, I think we very 

definitely agreed that we needed to do something. 

 

And so, I would say that I'm somewhat culpable. And 

so, like other years, when I've helped put together 

a budget, I think it would be only fair for me to 

say that these circumstances, in some cases, have 

been brewing for some time. These circumstances, 

because of COVID, I think, become more acute. I 

would ask people to remember that, for all of the 

100s of 1000s that had the opportunity to stay home, 

and be safe, some of these folks had no such 

opportunity. There was no one else to go to work. 

And so we heard from many of these people during the 

process of the Appropriations Committee, not 

necessarily out of frustration or out of anger, but 

more a kind of a rebalancing with what they had been 

saying previously. Look, this is not the first time 

we've had this conversation. We have not had a raise 

in quite some time, and therefore is there something 

we can do? 

 

So I think most of us, at least on our side of the 

aisle, felt very much that this was an important 

time for us in the State of Connecticut to recognize 

our responsibility to those populations. Senator 

Austin spoke a little bit about a fund which Senator 

Kelly has championed for years, having to do with 

very limited expenses for senior citizens that are 

generally confined to nursing homes. And that number 

in this budget has moved. I think it's from $60 to 

$72, $73, can't remember. But nonetheless, it's a 

$75. Thank you. 

 

And nonetheless, it does allow, I think people that 

are in that age group that are represented in that 

category, to believe that we've heard them, believe 

that we recognize that even though we've kind of 

wrangled about how it would be done for the last 

five years. I think, finally say, enough is enough. 

And let's come to some agreement and put that in the 

budget. 
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Madam President, my read of the budget is that there 

are some changes since the Governor's proposal, I 

think Senator Martin touched on some of the revenue 

changes. Since the Governor's budget, there was, I 

guess, a proposition that maybe some of the tax 

credits that had been in place previously as part of 

a Joint Budget adopted some time ago that we 

couldn't afford to do those anymore. And so those 

have been restated in this budget, both with regard 

to pension and social security. The budget also is 

reflective of ECS, expenditures for each 

municipality. 

 

And I would argue that in some cases, those 

expenditures have exceeded kind of a formula that we 

had agreed on many years ago, that clearly was laid 

out and would definitely have cost municipalities 

some money in these years that we're currently 

talking about. And I think because of the last year, 

perhaps their inability to collect property tax, 

perhaps because people weren't paying their rent. I 

think when we spoke about this item, I think we very 

much wanted to make sure that municipalities were 

held harmless in terms of education cost-sharing. 

 

Senator Austin and I have talked many years, spoken 

many years, even when I didn't serve in a leadership 

role about vocational agriculture, and is one of the 

first charter schools in the State of Connecticut, 

that was very effective and still is very effective 

in providing people an opportunity to get not only a 

good public education, but a good public vocation 

that has served, I can tell you in the district that 

I serve many of them very well, and they've gone on 

to be florists, dairy farmers, veterinarians, you 

name it. But this is a type of charter school that 

has always had, in my mindless ability to be fair in 

terms of the relationship between the sending 

community and receiving community than some of the 

other education programs that we have in the State 

of Connecticut. 

 

We heard requests from many of the agencies in the 

State of Connecticut. I think there was still a lot 
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of interest on the part of our community college in 

the UConn system, the university system in terms of 

us putting more money into the budget, frankly, 

that's not an area where I might have been as 

aggressive as this budget is, not because I think 

people necessarily had the ability to make up the 

difference. But I think we heard in terms of Federal 

Reserves, the amount of money that came, not 

necessarily to the ARPA program, but a predecessor 

of the ARPA program, that many of them were held 

harmless during the last year, and therefore they're 

forecasting use of reserve funds probably wasn't 

really going to be required. 

 

So that might have been an area of the budget that I 

might have been less aggressive in terms of 

expenditures. So when Senator Martin talked about 

cutting expenses, I think that's been an area where 

I've always felt, maybe we could do a little less, 

and they could do a little more. Senator Osten spoke 

about. I think it's two and a half million dollars 

that being spent towards trying to balance what is 

really a bookkeeping entry in the Passport to Parks 

program. That was probably one of them. I was having 

a conversation on the way in with the Deputy 

Commissioner of DEEP this morning. And it really is 

part of the DEEP's portfolio that most people can 

identify with. It's whether they can go to a park, 

or they can go to a forest or whether they can go to 

a trail. But because of the way we do our budgeting, 

every person that works in one of those facilities 

that's paid for through Passport to Parks, also gets 

assessed a retirement obligation, even though they 

never collect. 

 

Most of them never collect benefits. They never 

collect retirement benefits. And so, as part of this 

budget, there's a recognition that perhaps at least 

for the next two years, we can help them when it 

comes to their budget. 

 

There was a discussion early on about ARPA, the 

federal program. And what people may not realize is 

that months ago, the Legislature took action on 
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House Bill 6555. And that inserted the Legislature 

in the process of how we would allocate federal 

funds. And, again, Governor had put forth a budget 

that had about a $50 million projected revenue, I 

mean an expenditure to try and offset some of the 

debt accumulated in Unemployment Trust Fund, that's 

50 million against, I think, what is almost 1.2 

billion by now. And this is another area that's gone 

through some changes, we had recommended out of the 

Appropriations Committee, I think a $350 million 

expenditure in that area over two years, but ended 

up in this budget at $155 million. 

 

Not what I would have liked. I'm not the only one 

that gets to choose these numbers and some you win, 

some you lose, some you get part of what you wanted. 

But this definitely will go in some way to try and 

reduce the obligation of employers large and small, 

as they try to deal with the assessments of 

unemployment, because certainly people have been 

laid off and still will be laid off, perhaps for 

some time to come. 

 

MRSA, it's an acronym that we use around here. There 

was certainly a recognition of Senator Looney and 

his efforts to try and make sure that municipalities 

had an opportunity to get more revenue based on 

taxable inventory of real estate in one municipality 

over another, because in some cases, they don't have 

the same ability as other municipalities to raise 

revenue. 

 

And so I know in this budget there has been 

significant funding put into this area. And if I 

could just touch for one moment through you, Madam 

President, the funding and the expenditures in that 

area of the budget have to my recollection then part 

of the spending cap, and outside the spending cap. 

And if the Chair of the Appropriations Committee 

could remind me in the last budget, was this under 

the spending cap, or was it outside of the spending 

cap. Through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 
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Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much, Madam President. And this is 

one of those stories that started in 2015 before we 

were in real negotiations, relative to this 

particular issue, and in 2015 MRSA was designed to 

be outside the spending funded with a half a percent 

of the sales tax revenue going towards 

municipalities and a half a percent of the sales tax 

going to the special transportation fund. That was 

the design of MRSA. Through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Miner. 

 

SENATOR MINER (30TH): 

 

Through you, so in those cases, in terms of our cap, 

they were under the cap in terms of our cap 

consideration. Through you. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much, Madam President. To be clear, 

those were outside the cap, not under the cap. That 

was the design of the 2015 statue. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Miner. 

 

SENATOR MINER (30TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. And so the reason why I 

asked that question is one of the things that we 

concern ourselves with here in the Legislature, 
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because we have made certain representations to 

those that we borrow money from, is whether we're 

going to adhere to certain principles of budgeting, 

and whether we are going to begin to develop offline 

expenditures in an effort to not change that 

representation, so to speak. But there's really this 

little budget over here, which in this case is 

hundreds of millions. 

 

And so, based on the answer, the proposal that is 

before us is consistent with at least the last 

iteration of the budget. And it's my understanding 

that because of growth in revenue, our spending cap 

has gone up slightly since the Appropriations 

budget. It was passed out of the Appropriations 

Committee. And because of some allocations within 

the budget, we've maintained a certain level of 

spending cap appropriateness, which I think the 

general lady spoke of earlier. 

 

And I can't remember what the numbers were. But I 

want to say that they're about 25 million in the 

first year and 60 million or so in the second. 

Through you. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much, Madam President. And I believe 

those numbers may be accurate. But to be clear, 

while MRSA is outside the spending cap through a 

negotiation with the executive branch, some of those 

numbers have been reverted to under the spending 

cap. And to be clear, when we moved pilot outside to 

MRSA, because much of it had been under this, had 

been under the spending cap, we had to rebase that 

spending cap to make sure that we were accounting 

for that. 

 

So this has been a complicated formula that we have 

attempted to devise. And it is not an attempt to be 

4594



at/bm/lo/pg/rr 74 

Senate June 9, 2021 

 

not transparent. It's actually very transparent, 

because we still include the numbers relative to 

where we are. And I may not be able to state off the 

top of my head, the numbers that are under the 

spending cap, and I believe that we moved back under 

the spending cap about close to $200 million dollars 

a year relative to the MRSA payments. 

 

And so there will be this complicated way of doing 

what was a very straightforward bipartisan piece of 

Legislation in 2015, that was kept inactive through 

2017. I would say that because of financial 

conditions, we had not been able to fund it at the 

level it should have been funded. But we are finally 

meeting that obligation. Through you, Madam 

President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Osten. Senator Miner. 

 

SENATOR MINER (30TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. And I thank the general 

lady for her comments. And I guess, at least for the 

moment, lastly, part of our ability to deal with the 

last couple of years of budgets, I think, is a 

relationship between how we have segregated revenue, 

and what we have done with it. 

 

So, back in 2013, a young guy named Representative 

Candelaria down in the House came up with a 

recommendation that we established a budget reserve 

fund and that budget reserve fund be funded, at 

least in part with some revenues that we just 

couldn't bank on, on a regular basis. And I think it 

was kind of that idea, that conversation that was 

probably part of the Finance Committee, even back as 

far as 2013, that has created this situation where 

this year we're going to make a contribution of over 

a billion dollars to our unpaid liabilities. And 

certainly, Senator Fonfara was the catalyst behind 

having us as a body over the last couple of years, 

really start to look at that as a way to create a 
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solid foundation under our future budgets, because 

certainly without that support of those types of 

ideas from the majority, they would not have 

occurred. 

 

I think, at least, my recollection was they were 

almost futuristic back in 2013. And may not have 

because of a whole bunch of reasons, the kind of 

consideration that they did later on when the 

finance committee kind of doubled its efforts in 

that arena, but without question, through the 

leadership of Senator Fonfara, and others, our 

ability to maintain a certain level of stability in 

our budget, and balancing our budget is a result of 

that revenue in the State of Connecticut. 

 

And so one of the things that I've always, I think, 

brought to the table with regard to our 

Appropriations budgets is that when we begin to 

spend money at a rate that it outpaces our ability 

to pay for it, people that have money, have other 

places to go. 

 

And again, we were looking at an exodus, probably 

four or five years ago from the State of 

Connecticut, to other states. And they weren't 

people that were just retiring. They were people of 

wealth. And they were people that we got a lot of 

money from back when a lot of this resource came 

onshore. I can't remember what the year was. But it 

certainly gave us that first injection into this 

savings account, where we could say, "Boy, we 

actually could do this," we could actually begin to 

minimize our obligations, at least our unfunded 

obligations, in retired, in pension, and in health 

care. 

 

And so, I know that Senator Osten had mentioned how 

important that was, and I do think, even though he's 

not here, he's downstairs, it is appropriate to 

remind people that this idea, even though it was 

maybe green at the time, started quite some time 

ago. And that it has been, I think, contributory to 

where we are today. I do know, Madam President, that 
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there are some members of our caucus there probably 

are of the other caucus that have some questions 

about expenditures in this budget. I may have some 

other closing comments as we get toward the end of 

this process. But for now, I think I'll just sit in 

the Chamber and listen. 

 

And I do appreciate all the effort that has been put 

into this proposal, from all the people that Senator 

Osten spoke of, not the least of which is 

Representative Walker, who she said is not only 

working very hard, and has worked very hard to be a 

part of this process, but to deal with some issues 

that she has on her own. And so these are the human 

parts of government that most people don't realize 

actually exist, and that we do have compassion for 

each other. And that she, in addition to many of our 

nonpartisan staff, have been very helpful in 

constructing this document. Thank you. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Miner. Will you remark further? 

Good afternoon, Senator Sampson. 

 

SENATOR SAMPSON (16TH): 

 

Good afternoon, Madam President. It's delightful to 

be before this Chamber on the final day of the 

legislative session, taking out, or carrying out 

rather the most important business of the entire 

session, which is the state budget. For reference, 

this is House Bill 6689. And it's LCO 10550, which 

is a relatively new document. 

 

Over the years, Madam President, I've heard the 

State budget described in many ways. Some have 

called it a blueprint, even a vision of the party 

and powers plan for the future. Today, I heard it 

described as a reflection of our values. And I don't 

disagree with that. I think that's accurate. It's 

definitely true that a budget is a symbol of our 

priorities, and properly crafted, it should have a 

vision for the future, and to plan. 
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I got my first look at this budget document last 

night, really more of a summary. And I received the 

actual document around noon today. I mentioned the 

Bill number. I think one of our problems is that our 

Bill numbers have four digits. I would much rather 

serve in a Legislature that has Bill numbers with a 

maximum of two digits. I think we would do a much 

better job of representing the public. Our LCO 

numbers are now up to five digits. And these are the 

numbers that reflect different documents that are 

crafted in the form of Amendments. And it's a lot, 

Madam President. And I think that's part of our 

problem is that our state government has grown far 

too large and unwieldy. 

 

This particular budget is a really short document. 

It's only 73 pages long. In contrast, we've just 

voted on a Bill to regulate recreational marijuana 

that was nearly 300 pages long. And if you compare 

this budget with the budget from 2019, which I was 

looking back at, my notes were 572 pages. 

 

So, I think it's important to discuss the reason why 

the budget is such a different document this year. 

And it's really clear, if you take a look at this 

document, you realize that this document doesn't 

have very much in the way of policy associated with 

it. If you look at it is nothing more than a lot of 

spreadsheets and a lot of numbers. 

 

But little direction on just how those dollars will 

be spent. The policy that tells us how that money 

will be spent is going to come in the form of 

another document called 'A Budget Implementer.' And 

I'll say right here for anyone listening, beware the 

implementer. 

 

That's something that's worth a thoughtful 

discussion by itself. And we will no doubt debate 

the document when it comes. My understanding is that 

it's not going to come to us until a special 

session, which I think is unfortunate and a failure 

of our duty since we had the entire legislative 
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session to come up with a budget and implement it. 

And yet we are not going to finish our work on time. 

That budget implementer has been changed in its 

implementation and how it's been viewed and used 

over the last decade that I've been here. And more 

and more, I see it being used as a catch-all 

document. 

 

Some people might use the term [inaudible] to 

describe Legislation that sneaks its way in there 

that might not have gone through the legislative 

process. There's a money for a program to train 

female democratic candidates for office that I 

expect to see in that document that's funded in this 

budget. Savings from closing prisons, extending 

CBACK benefits to nonpartisan government employees, 

and a lot more things that I don't think are clear 

looking at just numbers in a spreadsheet. 

 

But my biggest issue with this process, and having a 

budget that doesn't include the implementation 

language along with it, is that it allows the 

majority party to do things they should not be 

doing, reviving dead Bills, for example. We have a 

legislative process where Bills come before various 

committees. They're put up for a public hearing to 

allow for input from our neighbors, the people we 

represent. And then they are voted on in Committee, 

and they're supposed to be fine-tuned. And then they 

come before the House and Senate for votes. Only 

then should things become law. 

 

This implementer that comes is going to contain 

items that were never heard before. It will contain 

items that failed to pass both Chambers properly. 

And I believe that's wrong. And I'm going to call 

attention to it even before it happens. But just 

moving on, even without the implementer language, 

from what I can tell, this budget, like previous 

budgets, appears to be more or less a cobbled-

together collection of new and old revenue sources. 

 

Of course, this time, it also includes a veritable 

mountain of federal money that is going to help fund 
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the revenue side of the budget. I'm pointing out for 

the first time and probably many times throughout my 

comments that that is also taxes that each of us 

have paid to the federal government. And of course, 

all of this is designed to plug holes left by 

decades of out-of-control spending and ever-

increasing debt, much of which is not addressed in 

this document. 

 

And also, to continue the progressive Agenda of 

growing government even further, creating more and 

more dependence on our state government and adding 

more and more burdens on the people that we 

represent who are working harder and harder to make 

ends meet. The choice Connecticut must face before 

long is whether we will continue to operate this 

way. Growing government and its monstrous appetite 

or growing our economy and the freedom and wealth 

that will result from doing so. 

 

For me, Madam President, that is the question that 

really matters when deciding how to vote on a 

budget. The majority, and sadly some of my 

Republican colleagues who have voted or will vote 

for this budget, are going to repeat over and over, 

not just in the near future, but long into the 

future, that this is a no-tax budget. 

 

And I just want to take a moment to illustrate that 

that is simply not true. Aside from the actual taxes 

that can be pointed out in the document itself, for 

example, there's the corporate surcharge. This is 

something that is supposed to sunset; this is a tax 

on corporations in our State, that is raising 

revenue at the expense of their ability to produce, 

provide jobs and grow our economy. And yet, it's 

being continued in this document. I consider 

removing a sunset and continuing a temporary tax to 

continue a new tax. So that counts as something that 

I would not ascribe to a no-tax budget. 

 

They're also using something they call the capital 

base tax method, which I would describe as a 

disgusting tax that is based on already obtained 
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wealth. It punishes success and profitable 

businesses by taxing not just their income, but also 

their assets they've accrued over time. 

 

There is the extension of the property tax credit 

sunset. Folks listening probably remember filling 

out their income taxes and being able to deduct $500 

from the amount that they paid for their property 

tax on their home and cars, which was then reduced 

to $300. And then I think $200 and then eliminated 

altogether, except for a few Connecticut residents. 

 

And year after year and budget after budget, we're 

promised that it's going to be restored. And yet, 

here we are again, and that is continued, again, 

attacks that exists on Connecticut residents. There 

are also plenty of taxes that are being voted on 

outside of this budget. And purposely Madam 

President, because everyone knows that had those 

taxes been contained in this budget document itself, 

it would have put its passage in jeopardy. And we 

want to make sure that we get as many democratic and 

potentially republican votes as possible, I guess. 

 

But make no mistake, this budget and the expansive 

government that continues to be built relies on the 

revenues from those taxes. We have new taxes on 

gaming. I'm pretty certain this budget relies on 

revenue from there. And while maybe not explicitly, 

and I can't seem to figure out how one thing equals 

another because I only have this spreadsheet and no 

policy language, there are going to be taxes on the 

new regulation of marijuana, presumably, if it 

passes. Yesterday, the highway or mileage tax, 

whatever you want to call it, passed separately last 

night in both Chambers. 

 

There will be revenue generated from that also. And 

it will be used to grow our government and fund the 

items contained in this budget. And not only these 

things, but there are also lots of small things. 

There's a tax on using credit cards to pay 

government fees, which is possibly Madam President, 

one of the most obnoxious things you can do, in my 
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opinion, since the fees are already taxes. So we're 

going to charge our constituents the people we are 

charged with representing fees or taxes for their 

interactions with our State government. And when 

they pay by credit card, we're going to charge them 

another fee for doing so. 

 

So I repeat, saying that this budget has 'no taxes' 

is simply not true. And it's obvious because the 

money that is being spent in this budget document 

can only come from one place, taxes. That's the only 

place that money comes from in a state budget. And 

that's because the government does not produce 

anything. It does not produce wealth, or profits. It 

can only spend wealth that is produced by people in 

the private sector. And when looking at any budget, 

Madam President, the most important information is 

contained in the bottom-line spending numbers. 

People can argue over what's a tax or a fee or 

whether it's included or not, but if you really want 

to know whether taxes are going up, you should be 

looking at what the spending number is because it's 

all taxes. 

 

And when the spending number goes up, the amount of 

taxes you're being charged is going up also. And 

this budget, Madam President, spends way more than 

ever before in our states. Fiscal year 2022, the 

amount appropriated is $22.74 billion. That is a 

2.6% increase over fiscal year 2021. And in fiscal 

year 2023, it is $23.62 billion. And that's a 3.9% 

over fiscal year 2022. But it's worth noting that 

that is also a 6.5% increase over fiscal year 2021, 

which is this year. So by the end of this next two-

year cycle, our taxes and spending will have 

increased 6.5%, more than they are today. That is 

massive. 

 

The idea that this is a good budget, that is so 

balanced, and so responsible because it has no taxes 

is a dishonest argument. 6.5% in two years is a 

massive increase, especially when you consider we 

have had some of the largest spending and tax 
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increases in the history of our state in the last 

decade, I believe this is the largest one. 

 

And I remember when I got here in 2011, the state 

budget was $17 billion. And that included nearly $4 

billion in federal Medicaid funds that we don't even 

count towards this number in the budget anymore. 

 

Spending, spending, spending, that's what's 

important. Spending is a reflection of the size and 

scope of our government, and its influence on our 

lives as individuals. I heard the House had a 

standing ovation for passing the most 'complicated' 

budget ever passed in Connecticut. I don't want to 

minimize any individuals or the work that they put 

into this document. But that is not something we 

should be proud of, passing the most complicated 

budget ever. That's not what my constituents want to 

hear. 

 

And after all, how complicated is it to spend like 

crazy and using federal grants of $1.7 billion plus 

potentially another stimulus, $200 million, so $2 

billion worth of federal grant money, that's going 

to be added to the revenue side of this budget. That 

doesn't sound very complicated to me. It sounds 

suspect, and way too easy to get away with 

increasing the size and scope of our government and 

the spending that goes along with it. 

 

And then, incidentally, there are no plans for 

future revenue sources for replacing that, because 

everyone knows today looking at this document, that 

there are deficits in the out years. In fiscal year 

2024, the deficit is projected to be $1.12 billion, 

and in fiscal year 2025, $1.16 billion. And yet 

we're going to vote for a budget knowing that three 

years from now, we're going to be back in this place 

having another budget deficit. 

 

For me, that's just simply wrong. You don't support 

a budget knowing it's going to lead to future 

problems, because it gets you by just the next two 

years. And I'll point out that I think that those 
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projections about a little over a billion dollar in 

deficits in those two years is a complete ridiculous 

understatement of reality. Those projections are not 

even close to accurate. But even assuming they are, 

that means that we are headed towards a giant fiscal 

cliff. And the people that vote for this budget 

today are going to be supporting a budget that they 

know results in the fiscal crisis, or at very least 

a reason or excuse to have more tax hikes placed 

upon the people they represent. 

 

I point out that had we not received this $2 billion 

in federal help, again, all taxes that we paid to 

the federal government, this budget would have been 

the largest tax hike in the history of our state. As 

it is, it's the most spending and creates the 

largest state government that this state will have 

ever had. I chose to be a republican because I 

believe in less government and less burdens on 

taxpayers, and this is the opposite. 

 

And let us ask ourselves, Madam President, do the 

people of Connecticut actually benefit from this 

budget? Will businesses in our state see this budget 

as a change in direction that makes Connecticut more 

attractive? I don't think so. How about millennials? 

The first reaction I have when I look at this is the 

mountains of debt that are going to be piled on 

young people who stay in our state. Why would they 

want to stay here and end up inheriting all of this 

debt and the taxes that will inevitably come with 

it? Then I think, what about jobs? I don't think 

there's going to be more business opportunities as a 

result of this massive increase in spending, and the 

continuation of the corporate surcharge, and so 

forth. 

 

I recognize that we have an influx of folks moving 

to Connecticut, but they are fleeing other states 

that have high taxes and irresponsible budgeting. 

But what about everyone else? Particularly seniors, 

and the many, many other people that I talked to who 

are still considering leaving Connecticut? 
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Clearly, this is a problem. And we cannot sustain 

the monstrous appetite of this government, without 

people here who are going to work and pay taxes? 

Will the policies contained in this budget be enough 

to cause anyone to reconsider moving away from 

Connecticut? I don't think so, Madam President. 

 

The question really is, what is wrong with 

Connecticut? What is wrong with the state? What is 

our problem? Why do we have a deficit? Why are 

residents contemplating and actually moving to other 

states, mostly southern states, red states with 

lower tax burdens? While we are simultaneously 

gaining illegal immigrations, illegal immigrants, 

and also jobs that go to low-wage workers? 

 

Why is Connecticut still known, despite the fact 

that I've been here for ten years, hearing how we 

are going to fix this problem? We are still known to 

be notoriously hostile to businesses. There are 

loads of reasons. And we could talk quite a while 

about all of the individual policy decisions and 

votes that got us here. And we can revisit many of 

the debates that took place in this circle just in 

the last several weeks, to identify many of those 

reasons. 

 

This budget is just more of the same, bringing us 

down the same tired path and likely to result in 

more and more huge deficits, to be addressed with 

more taxes. But it's not that hard to figure out the 

answers. Mr. President, if I had to pick one phrase 

to boil it down, I would simply say, we are not 

competitive. If you ask your constituents, "What's 

wrong?" They'll tell you it's not a secret. 

Everybody knows. It's too expensive to live here. 

There's too many taxes. Energy costs too much. 

 

And many of our friends and neighbors are asking 

themselves over and over, year after year, is it 

going to get any better? How much longer can they 

afford to stay in Connecticut? 
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Businesses say it's too expensive. We hear it every 

day. That's not a secret either. So why does this 

budget make it even harder to do business in 

Connecticut? I know business owners that were 

looking forward to the sunset of the corporate tax 

surcharge. Mr. President, I have even had business 

owners in the state walk up to me and tell me, they 

fear us. They fear the people in this building and 

the people downstairs in the House. And who can 

blame them when they have to be concerned about the 

next thing we are going to do to them. 

 

College graduates, why would they stay here? They 

have the same problems. They know it's too expensive 

to stay here. No matter who you are, and how much 

you love this state, and I do love this state which 

is why I'm standing here before you, Mr. President, 

I make the same commitment, "Every two years, I am 

going to stay and fight." That's why I keep running 

for office. That's why I keep standing up and saying 

these things over and over again. But you cannot 

help but recognize that we are not competitive. We 

are losing our edge. And we will continue to until 

we change direction. 

 

If the problem is that it's too expensive to be 

here, and there are just too many taxes and 

regulations, then the answer must be to work on 

those problems. How do we do that? Again, it's 

simple. You can just ask anyone. And they will tell 

you. We need to make it clear that we intend to make 

it so that you are not better off in Texas, so that 

you would not be better off in South Carolina or 

Florida, or even Massachusetts. 

 

Whether you are single person, or a growing family, 

a retiree, or small business, or a huge corporation, 

we need to let every one of those folks know that we 

want to make Connecticut more competitive, and that 

staying in Connecticut will be a smart decision. But 

every two years, there's another budget that looks 

like this. 
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And it's sad, Mr. President, because every one of us 

in this circle understands exactly what I'm saying. 

And that that's exactly what the problems are. And 

they also know how to fix them. It only requires the 

will to do so. We need to address our long-term 

obligations. And yes, that means reining in public 

sector employee unions, and the pension debt that is 

threatening the financial future of Connecticut. 

 

This is not the direction that my constituents are 

asking for. More than anything, people will tell you 

we just need to cut spending and taxes. But as I 

have pointed out, Mr. President, that is not what 

this budget does. It does the exact opposite. This 

budget taxes and spends more than $1 billion more 

the first year, and more than $2 billion more in the 

second year. The moment I heard that, I was an 

automatic no vote. 

 

Just for comparison's sake, compare with the 2019 

budget, which was also awful, and filled with a 

mountain of new spending and taxes. That budget 

raised spending nearly a billion dollars, more each 

year. A huge increase, to be sure, but not even half 

of what this budget proposes to do. I hope my 

Republican colleagues are listening because I want 

to say it's awful odd that it was enough for 

Republicans to vote no in 2019. And yet we're 

doubling the increase in spending this time. And 

many of my Republican colleagues in the House 

thought this budget was worth voting for. I hope 

that is not the case in the Senate today. 

 

My opinion, Mr. President, is that the state spent 

in tax too much on the day I was first elected back 

in 2010. Coincidentally, the same day, Governor 

Malloy was elected. And I have watched and voted no 

on every budget since then. With one exception, that 

was the Republican budget that passed in 2017. That 

we worked very hard on that legitimately raised no 

taxes, and cut no funding for education. And no, it 

wasn't a perfect document either. But compared to 

the one that ultimately passed, after Governor 
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Malloy vetoed it, it was a tremendous start down the 

right path. 

 

And I often reflect and ask myself how much better 

off we would be if we were living under that budget, 

or one like it today. But sadly, every budget passed 

into law since 2011, since I got here, has raised 

spending and taxes substantially. They were all also 

all out of balance on the day that they were passed, 

and they all had projected deficits in the third 

year. 

 

I've heard some of my colleagues today say that 

there are, 'policy reasons' for these huge new 

spending figures. What's the reason, we need even 

more government? To me, it's just proof of 

mismanagement. The only way forward for our state's 

economic future is growth. It's the only way to 

create jobs and opportunities, encourage businesses 

and people to choose Connecticut. It's also the only 

way we are going to pay off our long-term debts and 

obligations. 

 

And that growth is only going to come with public 

policy that makes our state more attractive as a 

place to live, work, and retire. That means reducing 

spending and cutting taxes, reducing regulations, 

lowering the cost of living, the exact opposite of 

what has been done and the exact opposite of what is 

contained in this document. 

 

For me, Madam President, I don't believe that there 

is more than one way to fix these problems. There's 

only one way. It's the ways I've just described, 

making Connecticut more attractive by reducing the 

burden on the citizens and businesses that are here. 

And every day that we choose not to do those things, 

the situation will continue to worsen. 

 

I mentioned 2017. What ultimately happened after 

that Republican budget was vetoed by the Governor 

was that we passed something called the compromised 

budget. I didn't vote for that budget and I don't 
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really want to get down on my friends who did. I 

couldn't vote for it, but I understand why they did. 

 

Time seemed desperate. The Governor was threatening 

massive cuts to education and town aid. And it was 

an opportunity to actually pass some Republican 

items by giving them the majority, some votes.  

 

Things that would not have been included without our 

support, but like all budgets, it did good things 

and bad things. The good things were really good. A 

spending cap, a bonding cap, a requirement to vote 

on contracts. Those good things, particularly, the 

spending cap are sadly and cleverly being 

circumvented in the budget before us. 

 

I was going to talk at length about it, but I'll 

just say a few words about the notion of shifting. 

Shifting to me is a way to describe what's happening 

when you make a promise that you're only going to 

spend a certain amount of money in your state 

budget. And then when you went to spend more than 

that, you take certain items and you say, well, this 

is not included in the budget. We're going to spend 

that money, of course, but it's not in the budget. 

It's an off-budget expenditure. 

 

And we saw it all through the Malloy years when he 

took Medicaid, right out of the budget for the 

purpose of keeping our spending number, so it could 

be described as being beneath the spending cap. But 

in this budget, there are more things. Putting off 

payments that are supposed to get us on government 

or a GAP accounting. 

 

I forgot what the GAP stands for, government, 

something accounting principles. And anyway, those 

payments are going to be put off because if they 

were included, even one year's payment would put us 

over the spending cap at $85 million. That's how 

close we are.  
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That's not the only example either. Madam President, 

there are a number of ways this budget circumvents, 

the spending cap by moving things off budget. 

 

And the bad things that weren't contained in that 

compromised budget in 2017, continue to haunt us, 

not just the significant increases in spending, 

despite a struggling economy, a familiar situation 

that we desperately need to reverse, but we're still 

paying the $500 million bailout of the city of 

Hartford. 

 

We still have that elimination of the property tax 

credit on our income tax. We had talked about 

offering an Amendment on it. And hopefully we'll be 

able to draft something before this debate is over, 

because I believe that's something that we should 

draw attention to and remind our constituents that 

some of us are working for them. And we want to keep 

the promise that that temporary reduction in that 

tax credit was indeed temporary. And it should be 

restored today.  

 

I'm getting to the end of my remarks, Madam 

President, but I want to tell people that I do have 

it in me to compromise. A lot of what we say on this 

floor only comes when you have the desire and 

passion to get up and speak on something. But I work 

on a lot of Bills and Legislation behind the scenes, 

very well with my colleagues in both parties to make 

good things happen for the state and not everything 

we do here is bad though. It is mostly when I think 

things are going the wrong way, that I'm inclined to 

get up and talk about it.  

 

All of our constituents want us to work together, 

but I also don't think that means that they want me 

to simply vote for bad policies. I'm always willing 

to listen and find common ground, but what I won't 

bend on are the principles that I believe in or my 

responsibility or my oath to the people that I 

represent.  
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And I appreciate the desire to find common ground. 

But I think my colleagues that are finding common 

ground in this document are going too far. There's 

no viable compromise in this document that's before 

us.  

 

Compromising in this way, for me means moving away 

from the only correct solution. I wish I had taken 

the time over the years to write down some of the 

comments that were made in favor of the previous 

budgets passed over the last decade. Which one of 

these budgets was the one that was going to solve 

all our problems? Is it going to be this one? No, 

it's not. 

 

This budget will not be the one that solves our 

problems. We will be back here in no time addressing 

the same issues and more deficits and passing more 

Band-Aids, trying to keep businesses in our state, 

offering corporate welfare.  

 

We did one earlier this year for data centers. What 

we need to fix this mess and move our state forward, 

is much harder than this. Sadly, our ability to 

actually pass any kind of responsible budget was 

dramatically reduced, when the labor deal passed in 

2017, that locked us into expenses that are very 

hard to meet. 

 

This budget is in direct contradiction to the 

message we need to send as a signal to businesses 

and citizens that Connecticut has a bright future. I 

have said here several times, that every Bill needs 

to be measured against whether it makes us more 

attractive and competitive as a state. And if not, 

the answer should be a No vote. Funding our state on 

future tax hikes, federal grants.  

 

We could not do this without new syntaxes, is not 

worthy of a vote for me. It's also in direct 

contradiction to my beliefs as a Republican and as 

American, this budget just feeds the monster that 

has become our state government and I cannot vote 

for it. Thank you, Madam President. 
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CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Sampson. Will you remark further? 

Senator Formica. 

 

SENATOR FORMICA (20TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. I'm just wonder if we 

could stand at ease just for one moment please? 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Yes, we could stand at ease, sir. Senator Formica. 

 

SENATOR FORMICA (20TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. I appreciate the 

courtesy. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Thank you. Will you remark further on the 

legislation before us? Good afternoon, Senator 

Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you. Madam President. When I look through this 

budget, one of the things I like to do is understand 

it. And there's a lot of things that in this budget 

that I don't understand, and I'm going to kind of 

make my way through it. Sorry about the allergies. I 

forgot my allergy medicine this morning. 

 

When I go through it, I'm just going to ask some 

questions because one of the things that I find in 

here is something that bothers me when I look at my 

own budgets and its other expenses. And I hope that 

somebody has a more detailed report that can just 

explain to me what the other expenses are?  

 

Because I'm sure people have questions on these. The 

same as I do. I will try to go through and use line 
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items, as I do this or page numbers as well. So just 

to kind of get an idea and it actually starts on 

page two. So through you Madam President for the 

proponent of this Bill. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

You may proceed. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you. And its line T6, on page two, where, 

under personal services and it says other expenses 

and it's $15 million this year, and $16 million the 

second year. If I can get just an idea of what other 

expenses are? 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much, Madam President. This is the 

line item where we include expenses relative to 

running that particular organization for purposes of 

buying paper or having an electric bill or you are 

also First Selectman mayor in a city that has those 

rather than detail out. This is how much we pay for 

paper. This is how much we pay for pencils. This is 

how much we pay for the minor things necessary to 

support a larger organization relative to the small 

incidentals that take to run a large agency. Through 

you, Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. All right. And I 

understand that. I think it would be a lot more 

paper if we started printing that up. But we 
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actually have in the budgets that I've reviewed and 

know pretty well, this is for paper, this is for 

envelopes. And I understand because of the size of 

this budget that we can do that. So I'm pretty much 

going to go through these and I'm going to skip that 

because I was going to ask that on every single one 

of these. So I will accept that as an answer. 

 

Saved yourself a lot of space here. Sorry, ma'am. 

All right. If we can, through you again, Madam 

President, I'm looking at page 27 and it's the 

tourism fund, but it actually is going to go on the 

next page. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Please proceed. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President on T918, it says various 

grants. Do we have any idea of what those grants 

are? That's $393,856 each year. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. What line item was that, sir? 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

It is T918. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 
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SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. Madam President. This is 

relative to DECD and some of these grants are very 

small, but these are even smaller grants relative to 

local arts organizations that are not detailed out. 

This includes the Amistad and some other much 

smaller than the $20,000 or $30,000 that are here 

for other organizations through you. Madam 

President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. All right. I'm going to 

probably touch back on this page a couple of times, 

because I noticed that some of these programs are in 

other locations throughout this budget, which 

basically completely expands the amount of monies 

that we're talking about. But I do understand that 

answer and thank you. On line, I'm sorry. On page 37 

Through you again, Madam. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Please proceed. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Sorry. Page 37, line 311 to 313. It says up to $40 

million to the department of social services for 

Medicaid for the fiscal year ending June 30th, 2022 

for nursing home settlement. What settlement is 

this? 

 

CHAIR: 

 

And Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

4615



at/bm/lo/pg/rr 95 

Senate June 9, 2021 

 

Thank you very much. This is relative to the 

settlement with the nursing home staff that were 

going to strike if we didn't increase their pay. And 

this is a $40 million carry forward for the 

temporary rate increases of 10%. Through you, Madam 

President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President has this already been 

paid out? Through you president? Has this already 

been paid out or is this going to start being paid 

out on the beginning of the fiscal year? 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. Madam President, nothing in 

this budget has already been paid out. Through you. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne, 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you. And on line 314 through -- through you 

Madam President. On line 314 through 316, it says 

$2,500,000 for the deposit into the Passport to 

Parks account established pursuant to and so on. Is 

this a pass through of the monies collected from the 

registrations, or is this an infusion of money into 

this account? 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 
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SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. Madam President and what this 

is, is Senator Miner talked about this a little bit 

in his comments and questions and what this is, is 

recovery. It's dollars that are used in the Passport 

to Parks program. Seasonal employees have assessed 

that it's not on there.  

 

It's not assessed to them directly, but it's 

assessed in the accounts of how the comptroller 

assesses the unfunded liability in the past that 70 

years of us not paying it is assessed for, is 

assigned to each one of the employees in the entire 

state doesn't reflect on their paychecks is an 

accounting thing from the comptroller's office 

relative to the unfunded liability.  

 

And they're charging seasonal employees, this 

assignment. And this is an attempt to make sure that 

the Passport to Parks program is not assigned 

unfunded liability costs relative to that 70 years 

of past debt. And it deals with that particular 

issue in over the summer.  

 

Should we finish the budget today and finish the 

other documents that we have to? There will be some 

work done to the unfunded liability to change how 

the assignment of the debt is accomplished in the 

budget.  

 

So you don't see this in the design of the Passport 

to Parks program was to put the dollars into the 

programs and the parks themselves to do upgrades in 

those parks. And that is the goal of this. And this 

is dealing with that particular issue this year, 

while we know we have to deal with it in the future, 

through you, Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Osten. Senator Champagne. 
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SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President, I'm going to take that 

this was an injection of the funds. Thank you. 

Actually I went ahead of myself a little bit so 

section 29, this is where these are all included, 

and this is all -- this is, I'm sorry, this is on 

page 36. This is all unexpended balances of funds. 

So this is, and if I can, correct, this is over $400 

million out of all these funds that we're talking 

about, and what we've done is we've taken these 

savings and basically spent them.  

 

And to me, when I see unexpended funds, I would 

think about paying off some of our debt to make it a 

better long-term solution. And I guess that's why I 

had some of these questions as well.  

 

Just making sure that instead of paying off debt to 

the tune of over $400 million, that we're not 

spending it where we shouldn't be. So I'm going to 

ask a couple of questions on page 38. Through you 

Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Please proceed. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

And these are payments. This is line 31 all the way 

to actually, all the way, basically to the end of 

the page. Where we're making payments to the 

colleges, 321 to 323, we're giving $22,165,000 to 

the Connecticut state colleges and universities and 

the community tech college system.  

 

Why are we giving them actually, I'm sorry, it's 

21,332,962 for the first fiscal year? And the second 

is 22,165,000 for the second fiscal year. Why are we 

giving them that money? And what is it for? 

 

CHAIR: 
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Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much Madam President. Again this is 

relative to the unfunded liability that we just 

talked about with the Passport to Parks. The 

unfunded liabilities, instead of being paid directly 

out of the comptrollers, are assigned to each state 

employee. So when someone says a state employee is 

worth, for example $100,000, and that person earns a 

salary of about $35,000.  

 

The Delta of that change is because they are 

assigned the cost of employees that left sometimes 

as far back as 70 years ago.  

 

So we did not pay our liabilities under Governor 

Weicker or Governor Rowland or any other Governor, 

no matter their party affiliation. We were not 

paying our liabilities. It was on a pay as you go 

system. And when it became apparent that we were not 

accurately accounting under Governor Malloy, it 

started to be accurately accounted on what we owed 

on our pension systems.  

 

Actually if you go to president Bush in the Patriot 

act, part of that said, you need to start accounting 

for your pension systems correctly. And Governor 

Malloy was one that took it very serious, and he 

started accounting for what we actually owed on our 

pensions.  

 

And the comptroller pays that off by saying, you 

Senator Champagne, are an employee and you're paid 

$28,000 or whatever we're paid a year, but you're 

assigned a cost of double that amount, which is your 

portion of that 70-year-old debt.  

 

And this is covering that debt so that the money 

that they have in, within their block grants are 

used for the services that the block grants were 

designed for, teaching young people in colleges. So 
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that's relative to that. Through you Madam 

President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. So these are basically 

the pensions that we're catching up on through you, 

Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. Madam President. It's a little 

bit more than that. It's the obligations of our 

pension have been assigned to different agencies, 

and this is covering that cost of our unfunded 

liabilities relative to things, it's slightly more 

complicated than the way you said it slightly more 

complicated than the way I am saying it.  

 

I'd be happy to show it to you on a spreadsheet 

someday, if you're interested in that kind of thing. 

But I would just like to say that this is relative 

to all of these line items. They're all the exact 

same thing through you, Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you. Madam President, does this also pay for 

the medical liabilities that we face as well through 

your Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 
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Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. Our medical -- we don't have a 

70-year-old debt relative to our health care costs. 

Our healthcare costs have continued on the state 

employee side, go down every year. We're actually 

paid about a hundred million dollars less this year.  

 

And I've seen a relative savings based on the 

policies that were passed in the SEBAK agreements 

over the last two or three SEBAK agreements, where 

we have changed the way we were paying for 

healthcare. In addition to that employees now are 

putting money aside for healthcare costs. So this is 

something that we've been working on. This is not 

relative to any medical costs. Through you Madam 

President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. I've seen something like 

this and the accounting rules have changed over the 

past couple of years, and that requires us to put 

extra monies aside for both pensions and for other 

liabilities associated with retirement, depending on 

what they are. So that would basically cover that 

whole page. Well, actually, I'm not quite sure about 

that. Can we look at lines 342, 344?  

 

These are and I'll say actually 339 through 344, 

because it's talking about operating expenses for 

the University of Connecticut and the University of 

Connecticut health center. Is this something 

different because, I mean, if this is an operating 

expense, isn't this something that would happen year 

after year? Through you, Madam President. 
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CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. Madam President Yukon health in 

fiscal year 2022, in fiscal year 2021, and actually 

fiscal year 2020 saw a revenue loss relative, and 

this is covering some of that revenue loss, through 

you, Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. So and would that be 

true for the lines 345 through 348 as well? Through 

you. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. Madam President, this program 

was designed a number of years ago and was being 

forwarded to online only, and many of the veterans 

in the state requested that this continue to go in 

person. And this covers that program going in person 

through you, Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. I wish these had more 

detail. I wouldn't have to ask so many questions. 

I'm sorry. In lines 349 through 352. What is the 
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purpose for the two and a half million dollars, for 

the operating expenses under this line item? Through 

you, Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. This program is a circuit 

program, which currently operates through the 

University of Connecticut in Fairfield county, in 

new Haven, relative to climate change. And this is 

forwarding that program up farther up the coast and 

inland to make recommendations to municipalities on 

climate change. And that's what this is relative to. 

Through you, Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. And that's interesting, 

that it's passing this on to municipalities. Is this 

something that we also have access to? And do they 

provide those numbers to the legislature as they 

present them to the municipalities? 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

I just want to make sure we're understanding each 

other Madam President, but this is not fostered onto 

municipalities. There are municipalities that are 

dealing with climate change issues relative to their 

communities, to how they are going to further design 

things like sewer systems, or do you have a bridge 

that is flooding all the time because of the rise of 
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water? Or are there other ways that you can deal 

with some of the situations relative to flooding in 

your particular community?  

 

And this program gives them services that they don't 

have to pay for. This is not a cost to 

municipalities. This is a program relevant to some 

of the municipalities right now. It's being taken 

advantage of by mostly Fairfield county.  

 

There is federal grants that they apply for also. So 

this is to bring that program and provide resources 

to other communities that are not necessarily in 

Fairfield county going up to New Haven.  

 

So that as you well know, some of our inland 

communities are seeing required changes to upgrade 

drainage or how we handle outflows into our rivers 

and our Brooks and how we handle those kinds of 

things. This program is designed to provide 

resources to municipalities that they don't have to 

pay for. Through you Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. And again, I find that 

very interesting and basically, what I was asking 

is, as they're doing that, can they just give us an 

update, here at the legislature is what they're 

doing?  

 

So if they're redesigning bridges because the water 

level's getting high, I would find that interesting. 

And I think it would be great information for us to 

know, because we may have to, at some point in time 

provide monies to raise bridges or to redesign the 

sewer systems or something like that.  

 

So if they would keep us in kind of in the loop, we 

get little pamphlets from a lot of different 
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organizations. And I think it would just be 

interesting and it would keep us up to date on 

what's going on with our climate seeing as how we're 

giving them a lot of money. Through you, Madam 

President. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much -- 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten, we're all getting tired. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much, Madam President. We often ask 

people who receive grant dollars to provide us with 

resources and many of these have inside the 

documents please report back to us on how the 

dollars were spent.  

 

This particular one, I talked with Senator Cohen 

about this and said, we would need to know this is 

one of those that is funded for two years. But 

unless we know how that program is going, it would 

not be funded after this two-year timeframe. So this 

is one of those programs that we're looking at it as 

a report coming back to us, is this successful? Is 

this meeting needs?  

 

Does this have -- is there a way for us that we 

should deal with this or not deal with this as the 

case may be, but we are asking for a report back on 

this particular organization through you, Madam 

President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Osten. Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 
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Thank you, Madam President. And I hope that's made 

available to us, even if it's online. Like I said, I 

would love to read that. Lines 359 through 361. It 

says up to 1.7 million to the department of 

correction for community support services for each 

of the fiscal years June 30th and June -- I'm sorry, 

2022 and 2023. Do we have any idea what those 

community support services are? Through you, Madam 

President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. This is relative to community 

services that have long been a part of the budget. 

And the administration asked us to call them out and 

move them over and pay them through upper funds. 

It's relative to re-entry programs that someone 

returning to the community may take part in. Through 

you, Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator. Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President again, I hope we get some 

sort of information back from that as well. I think 

that's it for that page. On page number 40 lines, 

385 to 388, it says up to $5 million to the 

Department of Energy and Environment Protection for 

solid waste management for the fiscal year ending 

June 30th, 2022, to establish and administer, a 

program to support solid waste reduction strategies, 

including a redemption center grant program.  

 

And then on page 42 lines, 453 to 456, and it's item 

33 listed there. It says up to $5 million to the 

Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 

for solid waste management for the fiscal year 
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ending June 30th, 2022, and made available to 

establish and administer a program to support solid 

waste reduction strategies. That's $10 million that, 

we're going to study solid waste management. It may 

be two different directions, but it's in here twice.  

 

That's a lot of money for a study. I would even say 

$5 million is a lot of money for a study for 

anybody, but we're basically doing two different 

studies, studying kind of the same thing, except one 

goes one direction. But for the most part, it's 

studying the same thing. Is there a reason that 

we're doing this twice through you? Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Champagne. Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. Madam President appreciate it. 

The first program is, neither one of them are 

studies to be clear. One is directly called out in 

the Bill referred to as the Bottle Bill, and that is 

to provide a grant to build up redemption centers, 

primarily in those areas where redemption centers 

are not currently available.  

 

And the other one is a grant program for 

municipalities to deal with some of the other items 

that were in the bottle Bill relative to changes on 

solid waste through you. Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator. Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President, and you are correct. My 

notes were wrong on that and I apologize, but again, 

that's $10 million and hopefully they can get those 

get both of those done for a little cheaper, and 

maybe we'll be putting some more of that money back 
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into the budget and other programs later on. Right 

on number -- I'm sorry, page 40 lines, 398 to 402. 

 

There's two sums of money there. And it's to the 

Department of Economic Community Development for 

other expenses to be made available in said fiscal 

years for grants to flagship producing theaters. Is 

this basically going more money to the theaters and 

are any of the theaters anywhere else in this budget 

going to be included or is these different theaters. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. Madam President, there's 

several items here relative to theaters. These are 

all different kinds of theaters. And the goal is to 

provide them with a two year grant with no grant 

coming in the third and fourth years.  

 

These are those programs that have been directly 

impacted by COVID they're closing down, don't have 

the ability to, in many cases, the administration 

has said you need to do fundraising, but some 

theaters have no ability to, they don't have clients 

that come in, relative to the wealth that some 

places do.  

 

So, while not respective of this particular line 

item in some of the other theaters, there's a small 

theater in Norwich that does not have the deep 

pocket people who go to the theaters and those 

theaters have also been closed. So this is a way to 

deal with a section of our economy that we certainly 

don't want to lose our theaters at a great rate. And 

this is attempting to deal with that issue, but it 

is just that two years and will not be seen in the 

third or fourth year or the out years of our 

spending packages through you, Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 
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Thank you, Senator Osten. Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. All right. Basically, 

the question that I was asking, basically is, these 

grants, before any grants are given out, are they 

going to look to make sure that, if they had been 

received other grants within this budget, are we 

going to compare to make sure that we're not 

doubling up on the funds, if there's other theaters 

who have not received anything and need that help 

through you? Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator. Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. Madam President, we always 

check all grants. Anyways, the department that 

handles that, is the Department of Economic and 

Community Development and these will help stabilize 

the different types of theaters. And there is a 

bucket on lines 412 to 415, that deals with some of 

those smaller theaters of about $3 million to deal 

with some that may not have gotten grants. Through 

you, Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator. Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. Okay. Like I said, I 

just want to make sure that when this money is 

distributed, it's distributed even, and we're not 

leaving anybody out. So that would probably answer 

my say that would be the same question I would've 

asked for well, most of these. On line 4 -- I'm 
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sorry, page 41, line 428 through 431, it's item 

number 26 on this list.  

 

It says up to $1 million to the Department of 

Emergency Services on public protection for other 

expenses for each of the fiscal years ending in 

2022/2023 for the Western Connecticut School Safety 

program. Is this a school that Western Connecticut's 

school safety program, or is this a program that 

goes into the schools? I'm not sure what this is. 

Through you, Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. This is West conn, the state 

university. There is a program there that teaches 

municipalities how to do school safety programs, 

relative to looking at their particular schools to 

see if they're addressing any school safety issues 

relative to programs on teaching teachers, how to 

teach children on school safety issues. It's a 

program overall brought to the attention through 

Senator Kushner. Through you, Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Thank you. Senator Osten. Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. So is this available to 

all communities to send somebody there for this 

training? Or do they send people out to the school 

districts to train them? Through you, Madam 

President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 
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SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you. This is a program that goes out to the 

different schools relative to that. And this is 

mostly a pilot program because it would not fit 

through the whole state of Connecticut. And if it 

works out, there may be other mechanisms to deal 

with that, but we first need to see if this is 

actually going to work and benefit those particular 

communities. And it would be on the Western end of 

the state. Through you, Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Osten. Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you. Madam President. On page 42, line 444 

through 446. It's number 30 on this list. It says, 

up to $150,000 to the secretary of the state for 

other expenses, for each of the fiscal years ending 

2022/2023 for the cost of an election monitor for 

the city of Bridgeport. Is this one person making 

$150,000 a year, or is this multiple people or is it 

a combination of benefits and one position. Through 

you, Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Thank you. Senator Champagne. Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

This cost of the election monitor for the city of 

Bridgeport, was given to us by the secretary of the 

state to continue a program on election monitoring 

in Bridgeport. And it would be relative to any needs 

that they may have to go to the different polling 

sites and check out the absentee ballots are done. 

So it would be run through the secretary of state's 

office. Through you, Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 
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Thank you, Senator Osten. Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. Okay. So it's just the 

total cost of taking care of the program. Right. On 

lines 457 to 459, same page up to $100,000 to the 

department of children and families for other 

expenses. And it's for the fiscal year ending 2022 

and made available for the Care line up upgrades. Is 

this the when you call in to make a report about a 

possible child endangered? Through you, Madam 

President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator. Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. And yes, indeed. This is 

technological upgrades. It's a, one-year only 

expense on the technological upgrades to the system, 

through your Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. I'm hoping that this 

technology will actually make it, so you don't have 

to wait for long periods on the phone when you, when 

you call the Care line. But thank you for that.  

 

On lines 462 to 465. It says up to $5 million to the 

secretary of the office of policy and management, 

for other expenses for the fiscal year ending 2022, 

for costs associated with legalization of cannabis.  

 

The secretary shall transfer funds to the affected 

agencies. Under this, I see, it's a one-time 
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expense. Will we, in the future or any more expenses 

going to be brought before this body for the 

taxpayer to pay in relation to marijuana? 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator. Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. And originally, when we got our 

state budget, the Governor had all of the expenses 

or potential expenses for the development of a 

cannabis program and those dollar amounts were 

around $20 million. And on looking at that, the 

appropriations committee at large felt that that was 

an overreach on expenses. It's why we want to design 

the system.  

 

This would be one of those ways to carry cannabis 

revenue and expenses. The revenue would offset the 

expenses before any revenue went, any place else to 

anything else, so that you would see that net 

difference between expenses and on revenue coming 

in. And why have this here first? Because revenue 

doesn't come in first. So this is those startup 

costs. 

 

In other times we have said for other programs that 

the startup costs would be repaid, but because all 

the money is coming in and out of the general fund 

then we don't need to in quotes, repay it back, but 

this would be a way to make sure that we're 

detailing out those expenses. And would people know 

about those expenses? Yes. All expenses and revenue 

will run through the normal mechanism and we would 

net out those expenses for this particular revenue 

source. Through you, Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator. Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 
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Thank you, Madam President, and out of that $5 

million, is there any money, out of that $5 million 

going to train police officers to detect marijuana? 

Operate -- I'm sorry, drivers under the influence of 

marijuana, drug recognition experts? Through you, 

Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten? 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

I actually have put in a Bill for the last four 

years on DRES or drug recognition enforcement 

officers, or experts to expand this program, which 

already exists in the state of Connecticut and part 

of any training relative to that, would be in this 

particular $5 million. Although some of that won’t 

go to –- we’ll need to actually get some revenue in 

to expand the program to the level that I think, 

we’ll feel comfortable with. Through you, Madam 

President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. Well, I'm hoping 

somebody does and I've talked about this in the past 

because I put in to send two officers to training, 

just to get a cost estimate of what it would cost. 

And the cost was over $13,000 for two officers to 

get through the entire program quite expensive. And 

the truth is, we're going to need more out there.  

 

And hopefully, before anything takes place. And the 

other reason that I had that question is because I 

noticed that the funds in the Bill that we passed 

were earmarked somewhere else. 25% went for 

rehabilitation and 75% went to another fund, which I 
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had asked if it went into the general fund was told 

yes, but it wasn't available.  

 

It wouldn't be counted towards our expenditures. So 

that's why I had asked this, I didn't want the 

taxpayers to be on the hook to spend their money on 

this. And I was hoping that if this program does go 

up and running, that it would basically pay for 

itself in some way or fashion. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much, Madam President. I'm sorry, I 

didn't hear the question. Through you. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. Could you repeat that please? 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Sorry, everything I just said, but basically, the 

question was out of the 75 is going since going one 

way. 25 percent is going the other way. Out of that 

monies, which percentage is going back to pay for 

the program and everything associated with it. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

The appropriations committee designed the system 

that all expenses relative to cannabis, no matter 

what those expenses are, whether it's rehabilitation 

programs or department of consumer protection 

programs, or any of the other programs relative to 

training that that would net those expenses with the 

revenues.  
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So that all expenses relative to cannabis will be 

paid out of the cannabis revenue coming in through 

you. Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. Just for clarification 

on page 43, 490 through 493, that $21 million is 

deposited at the state employees’ retirement fund. 

This is paying off some of the debt. Is that 

correct? 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Through you, Madam President. No. This was a request 

by the Governor, to put dollars aside for possible 

payoffs of those inactive employees, vested 

employees, but not at the level of getting a 

payment.  

 

So this is to take somebody who might be vested 

tenure, left state service has their pension sitting 

inside the pension account, but to take them off the 

books completely. And this is a program that the 

Governor is working on to take them off the books by 

offering them a payout. So to speak through you, 

Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 
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Thank you, Madam President, That's an excellent 

idea. We just started doing that in the town where I 

live and it's being, it's quite successful. We 

definitely should do that. All right. I have some 

questions on what starts on page 43 and it's 494 

into the following two pages and yeah.  

 

And it's the department of economic and community 

development for other expenses to be made available 

for the following grants and said fiscal years. 

There's a lot of programs here. And how, how do you 

choose which of these programs get funded?  

Do they have to put in for the grant? Do Legislators 

ask to pay these? If I could just get some 

information on that. Through you, Madam President. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. Madam President and excellent 

question. So for example, there's a program on here 

right now, often confused with other programs. So 

it's T942 EMERGE. EMERGE Is a program that we have 

long funded for decades. It's a program for re-entry 

of inmates and often gets confused with a democratic 

state led democratic women's political campaign, not 

the same thing at all.  

 

They just happened to have the same name. So I just 

wanted to make sure that that's clarified. But all 

of these programs are relative to what they've been 

seen as an agency or a nonprofit that has done good 

work in communities. They come from all over the 

state and what they are is like Upper Albany is in 

Hartford. They do a lot of work with the community 

to turn problematic situations around.  

 

It's that kind of thing. So I'll use AHM, Andover 

Marlborough Hebron is a mental health and family 

stabilizing, great program. Work with three 

communities, actually they work with for now.  

 

They work with the schools. So these are all 

programs that have been throughout time, they show 

up over and over again. I actually feel like I know 
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most of them now because of my work on 

appropriations.  

 

They have been historically provided some grants 

sometimes. Some years they get nothing, some years 

they get a small dollar amount this year. There is 

more of them that I've seen dollars that have been 

increased. Through you, Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator. Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you. Madam President, I asked this question 

two years ago and I'm going to ask it again today 

because I've looked at some of these groups and I 

see some interesting things and I realized the 

amount of money that's going to be to sent to these 

groups. And in some cases, the amount of money is 

more money than they've ever had in a certain year.  

 

So and in other situations they're an all-volunteer 

group and they're doing work and I'm not 

understanding exactly where they're spending the 

money. So for any of these groups that we've sent 

out money to them, do we get responses back from 

them? 

 

Essentially, how is it going if they deal with 

clients, how many clients have you seen? Is it 

working? Is it worth the taxpayer's money to invest 

in that group again? And looking at them, most of 

them are, but I just want to know, do we do that? 

Through you, Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator. Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 
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Thank you very much. Madam President. Madam 

President. Yes. We do get reports back from the 

organizations on the work that they're doing through 

you. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator. Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

And, is this some information available that I can 

look up as somebody who has to vote on a budget, 

that I can look up, and see the results of that. And 

I don't know, I'll just pick, I can just pick well, 

I can pick any of these, but I guess, 'the House of 

Bread' that would be some sort of food distribution 

or am I wrong on that. You know, how many clients do 

they see? And what kind of results? 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

I thank you very much. Madam President, if Senate 

could stand at ease? 

 

CHAIR: 

 

The Senate could stand at ease while you get that 

answer. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. Madam President, I had to 

double check to make sure I was giving the right 

answer. I knew it was a program in Hartford, but it 

is a social service agency that handles food 

distribution and other things within the community. 

Through you, Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 
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Thank you, Senator Osten. Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. And I don't need to know 

the exact number, but do we get how many clients 

they've seen? How many people come on a weekly 

basis? How much food was distributed? Just showing a 

metric of how successful they've been? Through you, 

Madam President. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you, Senator. Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. Madam President. And with any 

of these, many of these organizations are receiving 

other dollars through the department of social 

services. And yes, we get reports from many of these 

organizations.  

 

The detail of which I may not have, but the fact 

that they're giving out a thousand pounds of food 

each week would be something that would like this 

particular organization that you're talking about is 

something that would be available. Through you, 

Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator and Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. That is something that, 

like I said, two years ago, I asked for something 

like this, because I like metrics. I like to look at 

something and I like to make sure that if we're 

going to spend taxpayer money year after year, that 

it is getting the results. And again, like I said, I 

read through these, I look through a lot of them.  
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Some of them, like I said, are getting more money 

than they've ever had when you look at their 990's 

and I think it would be good for the taxpayers, if 

they ever wanted to view that information too. I'd 

like to ask a question about T-949 Youth Service 

Bureaus and Juvenile Review Boards. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Pose your question, sir. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President, and through you. It's 

$500,000. Is that for all the communities to put in 

for a grant to get money, to run their Youth Service 

Bureaus and Juvenile Review Boards? 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. This is for all you service 

bureaus, we just increased in this budget. The 

number of Youth Service Bureaus by one adding in 

summers, but all the current Youth Service Bureaus 

and that one would receive additional dollars in a 

per cap basis through this grant. Thank you very 

much, Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you Madam President. And one more question on 

this sheet or on page 44, and that is the parent 

trust fund. That was a Bill passed in 2001. And it 

talked about getting RFPs to provide those services. 

And I'm just wondering, do we continue to get 
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current RFPs every year for this trust fund. Through 

your Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten? 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. Madam President. Could the good 

gentlemen, please repeat that question? 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. It is a parent trust 

fund and it was a Bill passed in 200, setting up 

this fund and at the time it talked about getting a 

RFP to provide services for this. And I just wanted 

to make sure that we are current on our RFPs. And do 

we do it every year? 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

The answer for that would be yes. Through you Madam 

President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. I just didn't see 

anything newer at the time. All right. On page 45, I 

noticed that there was a big amount on line number T 

964 for the Lebanon library, a million dollars. 
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That's kind of one of the biggest numbers that I saw 

under this list here. Can you just explain what the 

million dollars will be doing? 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten? 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Yes, I'm very familiar with that particular line 

item. That is a grant for the library. They had had 

a grant in 2015 bond. They had to contact the 33 

landowners of the Lebanon Green. There were 

complications revolving around that they then had to 

work with the OT and the Attorney General's office 

relative to where the parking would be.  

 

Ultimately the parking had to be moved across the 

street in the current parking lot. Then they had to 

move the septic systems that were between the 

library and the church that's on the same property. 

They went over the timeframe and the grant.  

 

They just had just gotten the contractor to build 

it. And the grant expired on June 1st. This is just 

referencing that grant so they can put out the 

construction program. Through you, Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Osten. Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

So essentially the million dollars is what was left 

on the grant and we're just allowing them to use it 

through this? Is that what it is? 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 
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The grant had never been put out. A million dollars 

was the original grant, and this is making sure that 

they can use those grant dollars, because the grant 

lapsed in the other account. Through you, Madam 

President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. And that makes sense. 

Thank you so much for that answer. Actually I have 

nothing else on that page. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

So Madam President I'm just wondering if the Senate 

could stand at ease for one minute. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

The Senate may stand at ease. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. Thank you very much, Madam 

President. I apologize. And thank you for your 

indulgence. Thank you, Senator Champagne. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

No, no worries. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Madam President, and absolutely no 

worries. You've been answering a lot of questions 
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for a long time now. So I want to go to page 46, 

section 31. The amounts appropriate section one of 

this act to the judicial department for youth 

services prevention.  

 

Where did these several pages of items, where did 

this originate from? Who put in for this? Was this a 

grant? Did they apply for it or were there 

Legislators that put these forward? 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten? 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. Madam President, this is grant 

dollars assigned by the black and Puerto Rican 

caucus relative to those specific Legislators. 

Through you Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. And how much does each 

one of the Legislators in that caucus get to spend? 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. $150,000. Through you, Madam 

President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 
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Thank you. Madam President. Is that an increase? I 

thought it was a $100,000 the last time I stood 

here. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much, Madam President, to my 

knowledge, that is not an increase. Through you, 

Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. The paperwork that goes 

along with each one of these. Is this an application 

that has to be filled out with an explanation as to 

what the money is going to be spent on?  

 

Do these parties reach out to their Legislators to 

ask for this money? Exactly. How does this unfold? 

Through you, Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. These are actually somewhat of 

our more stringent grants that get rolled out. Each 

organization has to fill out an application through 

the judicial department. It's all monitored through 

the judicial department.  

 

They all have reports that have to be submitted. 

It's actually a very controlled environment, so it's 
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not like the Legislators would get a check and they 

deliver it to them. This is an application process 

through the judicial department. Through you, Madam 

President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. So the Legislators, do 

they reach out to the organizations and say, Hey, 

you should fill this out and, and tell them how much 

to apply for?  

 

Because, or do they give the money up like that? 

Because they get $150,000 each. Through you, Madam 

President. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. As they, and you and I know 

what our communities need. We often know which grant 

programs which programs need a little bit of an 

additional assistance. And so these are originally 

identified by the Legislators, but then there's an 

application process that happens after that to make 

sure they're worthy of the grant.  

 

And on top of that, make sure that they comply with 

the reporting mechanisms surrounding them. So the 

Legislators initially identify them within that 

$150,000. They then turn that recommendation over to 

the judicial department in a spreadsheet, much akin 

to this, and then the organizations have to file a 

prescriptive paperwork to get this. And then there's 

a reporting after the program. Through you, Madam 

President, 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator. Senator Champagne. 
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SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. And where are those 

applications listed? If a Legislator wants to view 

them. So that we can judge, if we should pass this 

budget or not. Through you, Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

This is handled through the judicial department 

through you, Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. So we contact them and 

they would provide us this information. Through you, 

Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. Yes. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. So I noticed that 

throughout this list I found a couple that appear to 

be repeats. And when I looked at page 47 line T999, 

I noticed that it had been listed on page 44. The 
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name was a little different, but it's the same 

location.  

 

And that is T940, under T940, it's $200,000 over two 

years. And under T 999, it adds an additional 

$10,000 in. And I think this is kind of what I was 

talking about with the doubling up on different 

efforts. And because of this is these two 

applications handled by two different agencies. 

Through you, Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. The 940 is the one-time grant 

handled through, I believe this one's handled 

through DECD and the other one is handled through 

the judicial department and both will be applicable. 

The ones handled through DECD are one-time expansion 

of the other grant program.  

 

The one handled through the judicial department 

often has the same organization year after year. 

Through you, Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator champion. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President, I guess my concern is, 

when the application is made, did they list that 

there is a possibility they were going to get 

$10,000 from one, and when they made that 

application for the $10,000, did they say that they 

got the 200,000 coming in or a hundred thousand 

dollars a year under the other? But either way, like 

I said, I want to make sure that we hit as many 

organizations as we can, but we're hitting multiple 

organizations in different parts of this budget.  
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All right. No, I have a lot of questions and I was 

going to ask a lot of questions about each one of 

these line items. Are you aware of the makeups of 

these businesses? I know I've looked up quite a few 

of them including 990's, or should I just leave it 

up to going through the judicial department. Through 

you, Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. Madam President I've looked up 

many of these organizations, but the vetting process 

is not done that way. So if the good gentleman wants 

to ask me specific questions, he can and that's 

entirely up to him or he can work with the judicial 

department, which may be able to provide more in 

detail representation through you, Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. I'll just ask a couple 

questions. On page 48 line T1065. All it says is 

steam train. What steam train. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. Madam President of Senate could 

stand at ease. 

 

CHAIR: 
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The Senate will stand at ease. Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. Madam President, the steam 

train. This is a steam train in Essex. I think 

that's the only one in the state of Connecticut. I 

just had to make sure I was speaking correctly 

through you, Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you. Madam President on page 49, T1074. It 

says steam train. Is that the exact same steam 

train? 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Well, thank you very much. Yes, Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you. So it's repeated twice and each time it 

got $15,000. If this is the same grant and it's 

being handed out twice for the same amount, is these 

two different lawmakers that covers the Essex steam 

train or is this one lawmaker? 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten 

 

4651



at/bm/lo/pg/rr 131 

Senate June 9, 2021 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. It could be two different 

lawmakers. Through you, Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. And then on page 49, 

T107, I'm sorry, 1075 and T 1076. Northern 

Middlesex, YMCA both lines for $2,000, I guess 

that's going to be the same question. Could it be 

two different lawmakers? 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. Madam President, the answer 

would be the same, yes. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Okay. In line T1077. Is that Central Connecticut 

State University? And if so do they have a special 

program that that's going to deal with Youth 

Services Prevention under the department? I'm sorry, 

under the judicial department? 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much, Madam President. There was a 

program at CCSU relative to judicial work called the 

IMRP. They've been doing a lot of work relative to 

different violence programs across the state. 
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They're actually eventually moving from CCSU over to 

Yukon Hartford. Through you, Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. I guess, I'm still not 

quite sure how CCSU fits into under this grant 

program. Okay. All right. I had M the T I'm sorry, 

page 50. The T1115 the MLK scholarship for $15,000. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

And then -- 

 

CHAIR: 

 

I'm sorry. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

I'm sorry. That's okay. And then on page 49, T1098, 

the Dr. Martin Luther king Jr. Scholarship trust 

fund are those the same? 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Well, thank you very much. If I could hear the 

second number again? Through you, Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 
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SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you. Madam President. One is T 1098, and the 

other just lost my specs, hold on. It's T1115 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. Madam President. I believe 

those are two different organizations. And if I 

could go back for the IMRP, just to give the 

gentlemen some additional information. It's the 

Institute for Municipal and Regional Policies, and 

they have developed policies working with different 

groups. 

 

They also do the work. I think you might've seen the 

report that I referenced all the time on the 

sentencing commission, that did the report on how 

many inmates are chronically mentally ill. They work 

on policy statements and do the research relative to 

that.  

 

And it's called the Institute for Municipal and 

Regional Policy. IMRP. Through you, Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Mr. President. But isn't these grants for 

Judicial Department for Youth Services Prevention. 

How does that fit in with that? Through you, Mr. 

President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten, would you care to response? 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 
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Well, thank you. And I really liked that you gave me 

an opportunity to choose whether to respond or not, 

but the policies that they design and the policies 

that they work on do help out with youth violence 

initiatives. They've done a lot of work relative to 

the JJPOC. So they do develop policies to mitigate 

youth violence in a variety of ways. Through you, 

Madam -- Mr. President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Mr. President. Thank you for that answer. 

That answers it right there. Okay, under I'm moving 

to section 32 now, page 51 and I noticed another one 

that's repeated and it's T1157 Hoops for Life for 

$5,000 under section 32. And it's also located under 

T1133, in the previous section.  

 

Well, let me start with my first one. How do you -- 

under section 32, how are these grants awarded? 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. Madam -- Mr. President. I'm 

completely blocking on that. I'm sorry. These grants 

are awarded the same way through Legislators, and 

Hoops for Life is a program which provides boys and 

girls between the ages of 10 and 18 in the Naugatuck 

valley in Waterbury area and surrounding suburban 

and rural communities to develop a foundation and 

teaching skills and concepts. Through you Mr. 

President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 
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Thank you, Mr. President which Legislators under 

section 32 are able to give this money out? Through 

you, Mr. President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. So this is a continuation of 

the youth violence initiatives through the black and 

Puerto Rican caucus through you, Mr. President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Mr. President. So under this T1174, 

Bridgeport city hall for $375,000, that's above the 

$150,000 mark. How did this one get into section 32 

then? 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. It might've been a combination 

of people down in the Bridgeport delegation. There 

are I think, five or six different Legislators. 

Through you, Mr. President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 
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Thank you, Mr. President and Hartford nights. T1178 

for $375,000. The same thing? Through you, Mr. 

President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

That would be exactly the same thing through you. 

Mr. President, just a different delegation. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Mr. President. And what is the Hartford 

nights. Through you, Mr. President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

If the Senate could stand at ease, please. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

The Senate will stand at ease. Senate will come back 

to order. Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. It's a youth organization in 

the city of Hartford through you, Mr. President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Mr. President. Do you know what they do? 

Through you Mr. President. 
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CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten? 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much, Mr. President. It mentors young 

people who are at risk to commit violence to sort 

of, this is one of the programs that would 

intervene. If, for example, if there's violence 

against a family, this would intervene with that 

family to make sure that they did not retaliate in. 

 

It's a method methodology that's been working very 

successfully in some of the urban areas to try to 

stop that retaliatory behavior that happens between 

situations that happen in communities, through you, 

Mr. President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Mr. President. Do we know if this 

organization works with the other organizations that 

deal with the violence? I know there's an 

organization that we just expanded under one of the 

other -- it's already in New Haven and we expanded, 

I believe to Waterbury and I forgot the name of it. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Project longevity, sir. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Yes. Do we know if they work together? Through you, 

Mr. President. 

 

CHAIR: 
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Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much, Mr. President, and I apologize 

for interfering there, but I figured I'd answer the 

question before you asked it. And all of these 

organizations have a loose network in order to 

expand the programming relative to these particular 

situations. So while they may not be in constant 

contact, but certain situations allow for that 

intervening. Certain situations require more in 

depth work.  

 

So project longevity is an excellent program that is 

then working in a variety of communities to -- it 

has at their heart people who are involved with the 

criminal justice system in order to stop that from 

moving forward to try to get young people to 

recognize paths that they were traveling down in and 

intervene before it got too far through you. Mr. 

President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Osten, and no need to apologize. 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Mr. President, and thank you for that 

information. I was hoping that's what you would say. 

Give me one second for my next one. Actually, under 

section 34 page 52, municipal stabilization grants. 

I always like whenever we see something like that, 

we would get the previous year's amount. And I wish 

our budget, when it's presented to us would always 

do that.  

 

But it doesn't even, even for all the grants we just 

talked about, it'd be great if it was somebody who 

is receiving a second grant, if there was a column 

that would say that you know, the 2021 budget and 

what was awarded under that, but under section 34, 
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did these amounts go up or down or did they stay the 

same? Through you, Mr. President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. Mr. President these stable 

stabilization grants in some cases go up in some 

cases go down. Are relative to a formula that is 

addressing areas that would not be covered by pilot.  

 

These communities generally are not receiving the 

dollars that are in the pilot program at the level 

that they are, but in some cases deal with those 

particular situations and is just stabilizing the, 

the different communities, through you. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Osten. Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Mr. President, and thank you for that. 

I'm going to ask the same question for actually, 

yeah. Section 35 as well. Did those numbers go up or 

down or did they stay the same? 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much, Mr. President. These numbers 

relative to the different communities are the car 

tax grants, and they may go up or down relative to 

those communities that have mill rates. I think it's 

over 45 mills. So that the car taxes are not higher 

that 45 mill rate.  
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And so it depends on how far above your mill rate, 

the differential between what you would be charging. 

So this is part of the original MRSA grant from 2015 

through you, Mr. President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Mr. President, and thank you for that. 

You already told me about the next one. On section 

41, These are the funds that were distributed from 

the federal funds to the state under the American 

rescue plan and are all under the American rescue 

plan. So, are all of these funds new to this budget. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much, Madam President. And I'll try 

not to call you Mr. President, but no promises. And 

I believe your question, sir, was, are these due 

grants to these particular organizations. Through 

you, Madam. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne? 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Yes. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 
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Thank you. And the administration asked us to move 

some off of the general government budget into ARPA. 

They qualify for ARPA funds. So for example, the 

senior food vouchers, I talked about earlier, this 

is an increase for the senior food vouchers. So this 

is relative to current expenditures and would not be 

repeated in the next biennium through you, Madam 

President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President, I noticed that we have a 

line item or an amount under fiscal year, 2024. In a 

couple of these, is there a reason that we have 

something under 2024? Or is it because this is the 

length of the grant? Through you, Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. This is because the ARPA funds 

go to 2024, and this is relative to that timeframe. 

Through you. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. And thank you for that. 

Under respite care page 63 T1577. Is this new, I've 

heard of respite care in the state before, but is it 

new under the department of social or developmental 

services? 

 

CHAIR: 

4662



at/bm/lo/pg/rr 142 

Senate June 9, 2021 

 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much, Madam President and through 

you. This is increased costs for respite care 

through this in this biennium. Through you, Madam 

President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. Okay. None of the cost 

contained here is offsetting the budget is under 

section 41, is it? 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. Madam President. If the good 

gentlemen could repeat his question? 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Anything under section 41. Is any of the monies here 

offsetting what would normally be in the budget? 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 
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Thank you very much. Madam President. No Senator 

Champagne. Thank you. Madam President. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

And how were these allocated? Was this a request 

from Legislators? Was this an application to the 

Governor's office? Or did the individual place his 

request, these grants? Through you Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten? 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. Madam President, this is a 

compilation of a different, a variety of ways. Some 

come through Bills that had associated expenses that 

were not going to be ongoing beyond the biennium, 

some were directly relative to the COVID such as T 

1627 legal representation for tenant eviction too. 

That's also a Bill and some are relative to the 

Governor's programs. 

 

 So you'll notice that the summer camp scholarships 

for families, that $3 million is a program that the 

Governor put forward. He's been announcing it on TV. 

You know, that's relative to that. Some of the grant 

to RAM for manufacturing is a piece of equipment for 

a drill for the ram manufacturing program, which 

would be a one-time expense to get equipment that's 

needed for that program. 

 

Some are relative to expanding the workforce 

programs like the women in manufacturing at the 

Platte tech regional vocational technical schools 

for two years to increase the ability for those 

programs to get workers out some are for like the 

community health workers on T 1631 it will be a 

grant applied for by the community action agencies 

of $30,000.  
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Each relative to supporting training and additional 

supports for community health workers who work in 

those particular groups to increase their training 

community health workers are used to access 

communities. So for example, TVCCA in the Norwich 

area does a lot of work in cities of Norwich in New 

London and go into the minority communities where 

very large populations of both Asian Americans and 

Haitians are just to bring data to them.  

 

When we were looking to expand, for example vaccine 

information to communities that may or may not have 

English as a first language. So English language 

learners. So this is just a variety of different 

programs who have variety of mechanisms. Through 

you, Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. I want to start with 

Batterson Park for $10 million. Is that the park 

owned by the city of Hartford, but is in, I believe 

new Britain in Farmington? Through you, Madam 

President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. Yes. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 
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So I guess my question is where we're spending $10 

million to fix the park up in Hartford, just 

basically left it because they didn't have the 

resources to take care of it. Are we fixing this 

park up and then Hartford is going to walk away from 

it again?  

 

Or do we have guarantees from Hartford that they're 

going to basically, maintain this park? Or do we 

have other plans? Through you, Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. As you know, our secretary of 

the office of policy management was formerly in 

Hartford and she knows full well the situation in 

Hartford, I would point out that there are so many 

reasons why Hartford ended up having some of the 

problems that did, but primarily for the reason that 

we are correcting in this budget.  

 

When we look at the pilot payments you know, 

Hartford is a more than 50% tax exempt and we had 

not really ever covered our costs relative to that. 

We have certainly have assurances through Hartford 

that this work would be done. And this is much akin 

to the WPA program that was back in the Roosevelt 

era, that we started building up a variety of parks, 

roads, bridges, schools.  

 

And I look forward to the Biden administration, 

providing us with significant infrastructure grants, 

my personal opinion. I would love to be able to fix 

or expand water and sewer lines around the areas. 

Matter of fact, I worked on a large listing of such 

things and sent a letter to Congress, woman DeLauro 

and asked for some $360 million for Eastern 

Connecticut relative to fixing some of those. So I'm 

hoping that we can do that, but this is just like a 

WPA program through you. 
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CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator. Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. I hope that's true 

because once that park is put back, the beautiful 

park that at once was, I definitely don't want the 

residents to see it fall apart again. So as I went 

down this list, I did notice something that was in 

the budget last time that had been moved over to 

these one-time funds. And I thought we were not 

allowed to do that under the grant program from the 

federal government. And that's the department of 

transportation, the Groton water taxi.  

 

I remember my question exactly. And my question was, 

we're spending a hundred thousand dollars on the 

water taxi. How many people ride the taxi a year? 

That's why when I looked down and I saw that, it 

reminded me that that was in the budget before. You 

don't need to answer any questions on that. I'm just 

pointing that out that, we do want to be careful 

that we're not moving budget items over to this 

grant. Madam President. I am done asking questions. 

I am going to close at this point. This is a long 

budget. There's a lot of money going a lot of 

different directions. 

 

And when I looked through this and I see this going 

in different directions, I do have concerns of the 

expenditures. You know, we have $400 million 

leftover and we immediately turned around and found 

ways to spend it. My idea would be to take care of 

long-term debt to try and change things around, to 

try and slow down our spending. You know, I 

understand we support a lot of community activities 

through, through this budget process.  

 

But again, you know, we need to make sure that all 

of these community groups work together in a fashion 

that can turn around and save us money. As state 
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taxpayers, we're taxed in this state is one of the 

highest tax groups in, in the country. I am 

concerned about diverting monies from taxes into 

separate funds and not through the budget process.  

 

In this budget right here, it should have contained 

something with the marijuana expected revenue and we 

should have as a legislature voted that, and it 

should have been as part of our spending cap. As I 

believe right now. And what I'm told we are above 

the spending cap.  

 

If you take into account the other things that were 

put in other areas, and trying to find a unique way 

around the spending cap, isn't going to save this 

state. We needed to find a unique way to lower our 

spending. And I wish this budget did that. I wish it 

did it a little more, and I want everything to be 

transparent.  

 

As I went through this budget, I explained the 

transparency. We need people to understand where 

their money's going. They're paying taxes, they're 

working hard, and many people are paying a lot. And 

I, for one, when I look at a budget, I want to be 

able to understand that budget. I could have asked 

probably another two hours of questions on each one 

of those items probably longer, because I don't 

understand them in the ones that I did look up.  

 

I have some concerns about, I have concerns about a 

couple of those items where I see that lawmakers are 

part of those organizations. And there may be some 

that are actually receiving pay from those 

organizations. That's a problem, but again, I think 

this budget is better than the budgets that 

originally came out, but we're missing transparency. 

And I believe we're above the spending cap, no 

matter how we try to package us. Thank you, Madam 

President. 

 

CHAIR: 
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Thank you, Senator, will you remark further on the 

Bill before us? Good afternoon, Senator Anwar. 

 

SENATOR ANWAR (3RD): 

 

Good Afternoon. Madam President. Hope you're having 

a fruitful and good afternoon. 

 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Delightful. 

 

SENATOR ANWAR (3RD): 

 

Excellent. Madam President, I rise to make a few 

comments on HB 6689. Madam President. I first wanted 

to thank Senator Osten and Senator Fonfara for their 

work. As we look at the depth and the detail of this 

document, it's very clear that a lot of hard work 

has gone into making sure each and every aspect is 

looked at and is covered.  

 

So this is something that is an important document. 

It's, as I stated before, is the most important 

document that we look at over two-year duration and 

I appreciate your work. So thank you through you, 

Madam President for both of the chairs.  

 

I also wanted to recognize and thank Senator Miner 

for his comments, that he's made about the budget 

because in these conversations, it takes a lot of 

effort and some of the parts that he actually talked 

about that he appreciated in the budget were 

something that resonated with me as well. 

 

SENATOR ANWAR (3RD): 

 

I think one of the senators earlier had made a 

comment and I wasn't planning to speak, but actually 

those comments made me want to come and speak. Madam 

President. This was when one of the senators earlier 

had said that, when he heard that the word of the 

budget was started with these are the values. He 
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said, that's the first time that he has heard about 

values in a budget and Madam President, the budget 

is about values.  

 

One of our responsibility over here is that we are 

responsible for the communities we represent, but 

also as a state. And we have a responsibility of 

allocating resources accordingly. And this is what 

this budget does is allocation of resources based on 

our values.  

 

And for somebody to be surprised at the word value 

is going to be used in this budget process is and 

that person was surprised is a surprise to me as 

well. Madam President, in the details of the 

conversation that we had for the past two hours, we 

lost track of some very basic things. And I want to 

bring us back to normalcy if you will. And then look 

at the bigger and important aspects that I think are 

worthy to be talked about.  

 

One, this budget is resulting in the highest rainy 

day fund in the history of the state of Connecticut. 

And I will repeat this because people in the 

community who are going to listen to mixed messages, 

they need to hear this reality. This budget is has 

the highest rainy day fund in the history of the 

state of Connecticut, and one of the highest in the 

country. And also in the earlier year, we have paid 

our earlier debt about a bulk payment of $63 

million.  

 

And we are going to be able to pay $1 billion, $1 

billion of our debt. Madam President, something like 

that may have happened some 75 or so years ago. So 

this is a part and something to be celebrated. And I 

cannot imagine rather than having a celebration, 

some of the people are saying what values?  

 

These are the values as well because, of the fact 

that we are going to have a fiscal responsibility 

and actually pay our debt and also have our savings 

account, have some money is what this is about. Then 

we are still within our spending cap and then that's 
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critical as well. So we are also within that 

responsibility and we are giving resources, money to 

our municipalities who are in need.  

 

Many of the municipalities have been hurting with 

what's going on in the last 14 months. So Madam 

President through this budget, we are in the process 

of trying to address those needs as well. I think 

that's something that we need to be aware of and 

madam president, I want to talk about the values 

again. With this budget, we are investing in our 

seniors with this budget.  

 

We are investing in the most vulnerable in our 

state. And with this budget, we are also investing 

in our children. The ZERO TO THREE program that 

Senator Osten has talked about as well, is a program 

that is going to take care of our children with 

developmental challenges in the state of Connecticut 

each and every one of them would be helped.  

 

And then ask a parent who has been impacted, ask a 

parent who has a child with a developmental delay, 

and then ask them if the state was going to help 

you? This is life-changing for those individuals. 

And we actually have put our value into it, and we 

are actually going to put our investment into this, 

and then education, Madam. Well, before that, let me 

also talk about some of the other aspects of the 

children. We are investing in preventing suicide in 

our state with children. And that's a value. We are 

putting resources in suicide prevention strategies.  

 

We are helping our children who are DCF children, 

our state children, to have communication systems 

for their protection. We are also working on 

education and making sure that we are supporting 

that and then enhancing that, and then helping the 

municipalities make that into easy for them to be 

able to achieve those goals. And then the higher 

education, this debt-free college is critical, 

healthcare, Medicaid.  
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One of the critical part that we have seen in the 

last year has been that we needed more resources in 

Medicaid, and we have been able to put more 

resources into this Madam President. And this is 

something that's a part of the value. And all the 

individuals who have been working in the healthcare 

field, the ones who have been some of the lowest 

paid people in our state, we are putting resources 

back into to be able to have them have reasonable 

pay so that they can actually have a, a life and be 

able to not have to work two or three jobs to 

survive.  

 

That is a value as well. And we are putting value 

into that and investing in the people. Workforce 

development again, is a critical piece and this 

budget does that. So Madam President, I'm going to 

share my final comments. And the final comments are 

that we have two budgets. This is one budget, Bill 

number 6689. I want people to see that this is the 

document that we have. First one, this is the budget 

that we have, that we are talking about.  

 

And the second budget is this one. This is the 

second budget. And I'll just show you the pages of 

the second budget. There is no second budget. There 

is no second budget. And right now just being saying 

no, and no, and no. That's not a strategy. Let's 

join in and do what needs to be done. And then do 

something about this. I am really concerned about 

the fact that we are here spending so much of the 

time, about $2,000, $12, $15.  

 

When we have a budget of $46 billion, and we have 

Bills that we have to address. And then we obtain 

saying that, the first time they're ever hearing 

about values in a budget. That the first and the 

last step about a budget is about values. And this 

is what we are seeing as the opposing values. Madam 

President, I urge my colleagues to support this 

budget. Thank you. 

 

CHAIR: 
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Thank you, Senator Anwar, will you remark further on 

the legislation before us? Good afternoon, soon to 

be evening Senator Miner. 

 

SENATOR MINER (30TH): 

 

Thank you. Madam President, Madam President. When I 

spoke earlier about the budget itself I talked about 

the many items in the budget that I felt were good 

for the state of Connecticut and some that may not 

be in this budget. At least at the level of funding 

that I had hoped they would be in based on the 

appropriations budget that we had passed out of the 

appropriations committee. Madam President, early on, 

I spoke about the level of unemployment.  

 

I spoke about the number of businesses that had 

closed those that continue to struggle as we move 

forward out of the COVID pandemic. And one of the 

residual problems of being shut down for almost a 

year is that through no fault of their own employees 

and employers, are put in a bit of a situation where 

many of my constituents have benefited from 

unemployment, they benefited from what I call a plus 

up unemployment from the federal government and the 

employers.  

 

No matter what we pass here in legislation, in terms 

of reconstructing, a repayment schedule on that are 

going to be left, holding the bag. They are moving 

forward out of this pandemic. Many of them having 

borrowed money, many of them having made commitments 

just to try and stay open and no matter how you 

slice it or dice it they're facing about a $1.2 

billion debt for the unemployment compensation fund.  

 

And so, as I said, in my earlier comments, the 

appropriations budget made a rather significant 

contribution to the unemployment compensation fund. 

This document that we're being asked to vote on 

today makes about a 50 percent of that contribution. 

And therefore Madam President the clerk has an 

Amendment and it's LCO 10718. I ask that he call it 

and I be allowed to summarize the Amendment, please? 
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CHAIR: 

 

Mr. Clerk. 

 

CLERK: 

 

LCO number 10718 Senate Schedule "A". 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Miner. 

 

SENATOR MINER (30TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. Madam President, what 

this Amendment seeks to do. It leaves all the line 

items that are in the document on pages one through 

five, actually one through six in place.  

 

With the exception of the number T85 unemployment 

trust fund. Madam President, what that number is 

changed to is $415,520,000. The revenue for that 

line item is what I understand to be a significant 

portion of the balance yet to be appropriated from 

the ARPA funds and I move it to option. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Miner. And the question is on 

adoption. Will you remark on the Amendment before 

the Chamber? 

 

SENATOR MINER (30TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. And I forgot to ask if I 

might please, when the vote is taken on this 

Amendment, I will ask that it be done by roll. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

And it will be taken by roll, sir. So will you 

remark on the Amendment, Senator Osten? 
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SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. Madam President and I have a 

great respect for my colleague Senator Miner and at 

this time respectfully, I would request that my 

colleagues oppose the Amendment, but I look forward 

to continuing to work on this issue. Through you, 

Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Osten, will you remark further on 

the Amendment before the Chamber? Good afternoon, 

Senator Somers. 

 

SENATOR SOMERS (18TH): 

 

Good afternoon -- Good evening. Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Good evening. 

 

SENATOR SOMERS (18TH): 

 

Nice to see you. I rise in support of this 

Amendment. I have overwhelmingly heard from the 

businesses in my district who have suffered through 

this COVID pandemic and are now just beginning to 

crawl their way out of what has been an 

unprecedented time for help and relief there. And 

this Bill would help share up that unemployment fund 

to provide that help that our small businesses in 

particular need.  

 

If not, I remember this as a business owner, I think 

it wasn't July of 2008, when all of a sudden the 

mail, we got this big assessment from the state of 

Connecticut, something that was unexpected, that 

wasn't anticipated. And for something that we had to 

be able to come up with the money for many of our 

small businesses are literally just surviving week 

to week.  
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They're just getting their feet back on the ground 

and to have a situation where the unemployment fund 

is not shared up and as robust as it possibly could 

be really puts them in a very, very vulnerable 

situation.  

 

I think this is a great use of these funds and I 

would hope that people in the circle, especially 

those who have worked with small businesses, have 

small businesses in their districts or our business 

owner themselves will also agree that this is a very 

good use of these funds for our economic development 

and prosperity here in the state of Connecticut. 

Thank you, Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Thank you. Senator Osten, will you remark further on 

the Amendment? Senator Hwang. 

 

SENATOR HWANG (28TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President, and through you, a 

question to the proponent of the Amendment. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Please proceed. 

 

SENATOR HWANG (28TH): 

 

Thank you very, very much through you. To the good 

Senator from the 30th district, we are looking at 

using the American Rescue acts, what we call ARPA 

money to be able increase that amount that had been 

held in reserve in order to pay down the 

unemployment account, is that reflected in line or 

T85 in which the dollar increases have been 

increased to nearly 260 million? Through you, Madam 

President, the proponent. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Minor. 
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SENATOR MINER (30TH): 

 

Thank you. Madam President, Madam President line 

T85, the unemployment trust fund is increased to 

$415.52 million 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Hwang. 

 

SENATOR HWANG (28TH): 

 

Just for clarification that as we look through the 

Amendment and people may be confused that all of the 

other very important categories that have been 

allocated funds and justifiably does not get 

affected.  

 

The only issue, the only category that has been 

impacted using funds that have been set aside on 

reserve so that this does not take funds from any 

other valued and important entities that this is 

from the reserve fund of the ARPA. Would that be 

correct? Through you, Madam President. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Miner. 

 

SENATOR MINER (30TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President, stealing a word from my 

former colleague and friend Eileen Daily. Yes. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Senator Hwang. 

 

SENATOR HWANG (28TH): 

 

Through you, Madam President. I think many a people 

could claim to that, but that's the way you say much 

more effectively, I dare say. With that being said I 
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appreciate, and I earned support of this Amendment 

and I appreciate the good proponent of the Amendment 

for clarification. This is reserved money that could 

be put to use to help our small businesses.  

 

I know we've passed some initiatives in this session 

addressing it, but I know there were some concerns 

about potential shortfalls. This would be a step 

forward and using the reserve fund to a better 

cause. So I urge support this Amendment. I want to 

thank the proponent for raising it. Thank you. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Hwang, will you remark further on 

the Amendment Senator Formica? 

 

SENATOR FORMICA (20TH): 

 

Good afternoon, Madam President, I rise in support 

of the Amendment. These federal funds that have come 

our way have been most helpful in many aspects in 

areas of the budget and provided an opportunity to 

support ongoing expenses.  

 

Anyone knows who has done budgets for many years, 

understands that, one time expenditures, and one 

time revenues are designed best for one time 

expenditures. And there'll be a bit of a cliff 

moving down the road, but you know, that is today 

and that is tomorrow, but this to me seems like a 

good use and one time use of these revenues to help 

shore up this fund.  

 

Madam President, I think it's a simple way to use of 

these funds and I support the Amendment. Thank you. 

 

CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Formica. Will you remark on the 

Amendment before the Chamber, will you remark 

further on the Amendment? There has been a request 

for the roll call vote, so I will open the vote. Mr. 

Clerk, if you would please call the roll vote. 
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CLERK: 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate. Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in 

the Senate. Senate Amendment “A” of the House Bill 

6689. Immediate roll call vote in the Senate. 

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate. This is 

House Bill 6689 Senate Amendment “A”. Immediate roll 

call vote in the Senate on Senate Amendment “A” of 

House Bill 6689.Immediate roll call vote in the 

Senate. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Have all the Senators voted? Have all the Senators 

voted? The machine is locked. Mr. Clerk, please 

announce the tally on the Amendment. 

 

CLERK: 

 

Senate Amendment “A” of House Bill 6689 

 

Total number voting  35 

Total Yay  12  

Total voting Nay  23 

Absent, not voting  1 

 

(Gavel) 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

The Amendment fails. Will you remark further on the 

Bill before the Chamber? 

 

Senator Formica, you’re on that.  

 

SENATOR FORMICA (20TH): 

 

Good afternoon, Madam President.  
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I want to speak a little bit about the budget and my 

appreciation for the opportunity that we have here 

to have this kind of conversation.  

 

You know, listening to some of the discussions 

around here you know my grandfather who emigrated 

from Sicily many, many years ago used to say if 

Watch the pennies, the dollars will follow. And, you 

know, he was very right. And so that's something 

that we have tried to do.  

 

Madam President, this is an interesting budget cycle 

in the sense that we have so many things happen both 

to us and for us as a community, that have never 

happened before.  

 

We just went through -- I don't have to remind 

everybody a very difficult and trying year, both for 

people and families and businesses throughout our 

state. You know, it was devastating for some 

difficult for others.  

 

And as a result of that, Madam President, we have an 

opportunity through the federal government to 

receive Billions upon Billions of dollars. And you 

can argue whether you like or dislike that policy, 

you think it's a good policy or a bad policy, 

whether it's going to help or hurt.  

 

But the fact of the matter is, Madam President 

without those dollars, this would have been a very 

difficult process to move forward. There are a lot 

of things in this budget that help a lot of people 

that have suffered greatly over the last year.  

 

Now, as I talked before, during the last Amendment 

opportunity that failed, one time revenues present 

both benefits and detriments.  

And the detriment to one time revenues is if you 

depend on it for the current budget or opportunity, 

then you need to defend it or find it for the next 

budget or opportunity. And otherwise, we're going to 

have a bit of a cliff.  
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But sometimes we just have to stay in the moment and 

do what we can do to move forward as a result of the 

place and the situations where we are.  

 

This budget, I think, Madam President, you can find 

many things, if you were looking hard not to like, 

and I think you could find many things, if you were 

looking hard to like. 

 

There are a number of things in the budget that have 

been supported by both parties. And a lot of work 

has gone into this budget under very difficult 

circumstances. We've found ourselves operating as a 

legislature in ways that have never happened before. 

And through all of that, we've been able to come to 

this day, five or six hours from the end of our 

constitutionally appointed end date.  

 

You know, I've had the good opportunity over the 

years that I've been here to work on appropriations 

for six years, this is my first year that I've not 

been on appropriations.  

 

And Madam President, I never thought I'd tell you 

this, but I miss it. And I miss the opportunity. And 

I had great relationship with the Senator Osten, who 

I would just like to commend personally, because I 

don't know anybody who works any harder is more 

detailed than Senator Osten.  

 

This budget, Madam President, as we know, like all 

budgets are estimates, they're not perfect. We're 

not sure where they're gonna end up. But here we 

are. 

 

As a First Selectman back in East Lyme, and prior to 

me being here, I was responsible for seven budgets. 

They were balanced, and, you know, they were within 

a percent or a percent and a half of the budget that 

followed it the year before.  

 

This is a little bit above that. The spending is a 

little bit above that. But again, we have unique and 

different opportunities in this budget that we have 
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to make sure that we maintain and support because, 

Madam President, people are coming off very, very 

difficult times.  

 

This budget does support cities and towns and 

education. And many of the things that each of us 

hold, dear.  

 

So I just want to say that -- as well as let me 

mention the terrorism fund. I'm grateful that that 

that was made whole because that is a -- not so much 

an expense.  

 

Madam President, as we've talked about this before, 

but an investment that has a return at a multiple of 

whatever the investment is. So there are some 

opportunities and in this budget.  

 

But, Madam President, I'm not going to talk long. 

I'm not going to go through the budget. I think that 

I’m just gonna say thank you for the opportunity to 

be here.  

 

And it's been a difficult session. And I appreciate 

all the hard work that has gone into this budget.  

 

Thank you, Madam President.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Formica. Will you remark further 

on the legislation before us? Good evening, Senator 

Duff. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Good evening, Madam President, and thank you for the 

opportunity to be able to address Senate tonight and 

our, you know, what is one of our most important 

votes of the session, which is our budget session. 

 

And, Madam President, I want to thank everyone who 

has been so involved in our budget this year and 

working very diligently to get us to this point. 
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I want to thank Senator Osten for her tireless work. 

She works seven days a week and 24 hours a day if 

need be. And she is, really has budget inside out 

and just does wonderful work. 

 

Senator Fonfara who his work over the years has 

allowed us to talk about so much money going into 

the budget reserve funds, so much money going down 

to pay down pension debt.  

 

He continues to bring great ideas not only to our 

caucus, but to the legislature that has have proven 

to have great effects in the short term, the medium 

term and long term and his work should be celebrated 

as well.  

 

Senator Looney for all his efforts and guiding the 

caucus to a place of support his vision and the 

pilot program, and getting that through which is not 

an easy task, and only through his determined 

leadership was that able to happen. 

 

And Governor OPM secretary, the House Speaker, House 

Majority Leader and others who have worked and of 

course our able staff, who we could never ever do 

this without such great staff people. So I want to 

thank them, as well for their work.  

 

Madam President is a year ago, maybe even more a 

little more than a year ago, when we were staring 

down the barrel of a colossal budget deficit brought 

on by a pandemic that nobody saw coming. 

 

Back up even a year before that, we were finally on 

track with surpluses of full budget reserve fund, 

also known as a rainy day fund, and felt like the 

wind was at our back, for 10 years of very, very 

difficult decisions. 

 

There were cuts, unfilled positions. There were 

deadlocked in rooms for months. And we had really 

made some very difficult decisions for what I 

believe was long term growth, and getting and paying 
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down debts that had accumulated for 70 or more 

years. 

 

And that wasn’t easy, it took discipline. And we 

were criticized, took a lot of heat. Campaigns were 

ran against us, because of long term decisions that 

were made, but people were trying to look at that in 

the short term.  

 

And yet, so we finally got ourselves, what I thought 

stabilize a pandemic hits, looking like we're going 

to hit very difficult times. 

 

Thankfully, we had the budget reserve fund. And yet, 

just a year later, thanks to the hard work of the 

Governor, the Legislature and others who have 

managed to be able to get us to this point where now 

we're looking at surpluses. 

 

We have a large surplus, so much so that we're our 

budget reserve fund is full, and we're now paying 

down long term pension that as Senator Osten said, 

which has never ever happened, thanks to the 

volatility cap of Senator Fonfara, and what was put 

in that bipartisan budget at his lea -- with his 

leadership and his vision. 

 

So Madam President, where we were to where we are 

now is night and day. And I'm so glad that we're 

able to now be able to write some of the wrongs that 

were made during very difficult times, very 

difficult decisions. 

 

Where we're able to have a budget that makes the 

investments that we know we need to make in human 

services, our nonprofits, our nursing home workers, 

our group home workers, places where we had to make 

some difficult decisions over a long time.  

 

And we're also still able to invest and keep some of 

the promises that we've made in the past, such as 

our debt free community college.  
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We’re able to finally put more money, as Senator 

Formica said, into our tourism Fund, which we know, 

as somebody who sat on appropriations before I was 

in leadership.  

 

When we spend $1, you get about $7, back and it -- 

and there's lots of jobs in that area. And that's an 

area for sure, that needs our help after the 

pandemic. 

 

We're looking at cost free communications for our 

incarcerated persons, we're looking at Community 

Reinvestment, and we’re looking at money for project 

longevity. 

 

And the, really, I believe the best part of this 

budget, is how we're funding our communities all 

across the state.  

 

This, I'm sure our legislature like many other 

legislators always has the best hopes and dreams 

that we possibly can have, for our state. 

 

Sometimes delivering on that is we fall a little 

short. And we fallen short over the years, with our 

pilot, funding our payment lieu of taxes. And that 

has hurt our communities, our local communities. 

 

We have cities like Hartford in New Haven, 

Waterbury, New Britain and others that have almost 

half of their property, that's not taxable.  

 

How does the community succeed, when you have almost 

half of your property, that's not taxable? 

 

And we know that that doesn't work. Communities, 

like our cities, that are small, relatively to 

cities all across this country, need the state's 

assistance. 

 

They need help educating our children, they need 

help paving the roads, they need help with our 

social services, and they need help in a number of 

different ways. They can't be on their own. 
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But we have really, in the past, despite many great 

efforts and a desire to do it, we have fallen short 

on some of the promises that we've made. 

 

Again, thanks to Senator Looney and his leadership, 

we have a budget that has pilot funding for our 

communities that will provide resources to them that 

they have never seen before. 

 

We talk a lot about equity and justice. And I think 

that we have worked very hard this legislative 

session on those issues.  

 

And this budget, when we talk about our values, as 

we said earlier, points to what our values are, when 

it comes to our funding, those who need the funding 

the most. 

 

We're talking about funding our cities that have 

high property taxes, funding areas that need gun 

violence prevention, funding our community colleges, 

so everyone has access to higher education, because 

in this state, we have jobs that require people to 

have an advanced degree. 

 

We wanna fund our tourism so that people can come in 

from out of state or in state and see all the 

wonderful things that are in Connecticut, we don't 

want to just be the great place between New York and 

Boston. Connecticut is a wonderful place to live and 

work and raise a family all on its own. 

 

So Madam President, I'm glad, what I think will be a 

bipartisan vote on this budget tonight. Because it 

takes that step in keeping those promises that we 

have made for our state, and really helps to put us 

on that path after so many years of very disciplined 

and difficult decisions, to make some of those 

investments that we can make now for a future that 

will be bright and hopeful for our state.  

 

Thank you, Madam President.  
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THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you so much, Senator Duff. Will you remark? 

Good evening, Senator Kelly. 

 

SENATOR KELLY (21ST): 

 

Good evening, Madam President. Reasonable minds can 

always either disagree or agree. And I think when we 

look around this circle, we each have very unique 

and different districts. 

 

And we represent those unique and different 

districts. And so when confronted with a budget, I 

think it's reasonable for each person that confronts 

this, to look at it from the perspective of their 

district. 

 

And from that districts perspective, it may be 

reasonable to both agree and disagree, as to whether 

or not this budget is good for their constituents.  

 

When I looked at this budget, I looked at it and 

thought from the outset, how did we get to this 

point? Because I think it's, it's important to put 

this budget in a in a framework. 

 

It starts when the governor proposes what his vision 

of Connecticut should be, then it moves to the 

legislature for their version and vision. And then 

we end up with a negotiation and a final product.  

 

This happened in the context when Connecticut has a 

$500 million surplus in the current fiscal year. We 

have $7 Billion of federal aid coming to our state, 

and a historic $4.5 Billion Rainy Day Fund, which is 

the result of a 2007 bipartisan budget that imposed 

or infused many of the structural reforms, financial 

reforms, like the volatility cap, the spending cap 

and the bonding cap that have brought Connecticut to 

where it is today. 

 

The rainy day fund in particular, has been 

instrumental in paying down debt, and thereby saving 

4687



at/bm/lo/pg/rr 167 

Senate June 9, 2021 

 

money that has fallen to the budget in a positive 

way. 

 

So with that in mind, the governor initially 

proposed a budget with $630 million of taxes. Taxes 

on gas, mileage, health insurance. The Appropriation 

Committee proposed a budget with $3.2 Billion of new 

taxes. And there were other Members of the majority 

who even proposed more taxes. 

 

The Republicans pushed back on that. We believed all 

along that in the context of the current fiscal 

health of the state of Connecticut, the fact of the 

federal money and the surplus in the rainy day fund, 

that no new taxes were needed. That we could put 

together a budget without those taxes. 

 

And so we took that message to the streets across 

the state of Connecticut. We went right to the 

people that we represent.  

 

We held 10 rallies across the state got more than 

12,000 individuals to sign a petition. Thousands 

more made phone calls to this capital. 

 

And we use social media and grassroots organizations 

such as Peter Sasser, and the notollsct.com, to get 

the message out to every day working class 

Connecticut families, that taxes were not necessary.  

 

They made their voice known. That is why we are 

where we are today. This budget is good for 

Connecticut families, because there's no new taxes 

in this. Connecticut families didn't need more 

financial burden. What they needed was a financial 

break. 

 

There are concerns in the budget, no doubt, and one 

of the Amendments that we ran, dealt with that 

issue. That small business, the economic engine that 

creates jobs in our state, a state that's dead last 

in the nation and job growth, needs help with 

regards to the looming debt that's been cost with 

regards to the unemployment Trust Fund. 

4688



at/bm/lo/pg/rr 168 

Senate June 9, 2021 

 

 

We wanted to see more money put there because that 

money that's put in that trust fund is going to 

equate directly with jobs.  

 

Jobs, like I said, in small business that is going 

to give our families across the state the 

opportunity to move ahead.  

 

Better jobs and more jobs is going to increase 

personal income growth. Another place where 

Connecticut is dead last.  

 

This is how we get our state moving forward. And I 

would have liked to have seen that Amendment pass, 

so that we could actually get that relief, that 

added relief for Connecticut families. 

 

I also saw that there was a lapse, a sweep of a 

lapse from the Connecticut Home Care Program. Now 

that lapse has been there for a few years year over 

year, and that in essence, it's not a cut of the 

benefits and programs and services that the 

Connecticut homecare program provides. 

 

But I would have liked to have seen that 

reprogrammed into opening up category one, which is 

the single point of entry to make aging in place 

initiatives, more of a reality for more families in 

Connecticut. 

 

I was pleased, however, nonetheless, to see that 

there was a lot of money put back into long term 

care services, albeit in the nursing home venue. 

 

But there were differences that I think we could 

have come to. But I wouldn't want to see the perfect 

become the enemy of the good. 

 

This budget does impose or increase funding for 

pilots to many of our towns and cities across the 

state of Connecticut. 
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It increases funding in the ECS formula, another 

element of the bipartisan budget that Republicans 

insisted on that we look at educational funding from 

a formula based on need in each of our school 

districts across the state of Connecticut, and we 

increase those totals so that the kids get what they 

need so that they have a brighter future. 

 

As I said before, I'm very satisfied to see the 

statutory rate increases for nursing homes, ICF and 

boarding homes.  

 

The increase in funding to nursing homes and the 

separate line item for staff who worked through a 

pandemic, mindful of what its consequences could be 

still went every day to work to serve the people in 

nursing homes, who were very, very negatively 

affected by COVID. And obviously increases for home 

health and waiver services. 

 

We increased funding for nonprofits that help 

seniors and the disabled. But I think one of the 

things that I'm -- I've railed on in each of the 11 

sessions I've been here is the personal needs 

allowance. 

 

I have talked about that every single year, for the 

past decade. And I'm very happy to say that this 

year, I don't have to rail on that because it is in 

the budget.  

 

And that that is more as I said, every single one of 

those 10 sessions about dignity than anything. And 

so I'm very pleased to see that in our budget today. 

 

On the whole once again, we all have to look at what 

works and what doesn't. What I'm happy to see this 

budget omits, what's not in this budget, are many of 

the ideas that were floated. 

 

There's no consumption tax, there's no income tax, 

no gas tax, or digital advertising tax. No statewide 

tax on our homes or commercial property.  
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There's no mansion tax, there is no health insurance 

tax. And there's no tax for those of us who don't 

vote. That these were all ideas that rightfully 

didn't make its way into the budget. 

 

So, on the whole, in looking at this budget, we all 

need to look at this budget, through the lens of 

what it is and then look at whether or not it works 

for each of our respective the districts. 

 

And Madam President, I would ask my colleagues to do 

that, that as they look at this, reflect on whether 

or not this budget works for their district and the 

people that live there or it doesn't, and to discern 

whether or not this budget is best for their 

constituents, and vote accordingly. Thank you very 

much. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Kelly. Will you remark further on 

the budget before us? Good evening, Senator Looney.  

 

SENATOR LOONEY (11TH): 

 

Good evening, Madam President, rising to speak in 

support of this budget Bill, which I believe is an 

extraordinary achievement for the people of our 

state. 

 

For many of the reasons stated earlier, I would 

begin by thanking Senator Osten for the Herculean 

effort that she has made, and not only in this 

budget cycle, but in each year that she has been 

Chair of the Appropriations Committee.  

 

This year, in particular, because of all of the 

difficulties of, of harmonizing and dealing with the 

various funding sources, not only for the general 

fund, but with the infusion of the of the federal 

money, and deciding what were the priorities to be 

paid for out of each of the sources available to us.  
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Her counterpart, my dear friend of nearly 40 years 

from New Haven, Representative Walker, the two of 

them, once again, inspired great confidence in both 

Chambers by their labors and wanted to thank the 

Governor and you, Madam President, for your work and 

labor in this. 

 

The Governor's Chief of Staff, the Secretary of the 

Office of Policy and Management, Melissa Macaw. And 

of course, Speaker Ritter and Majority Leader Rojas 

and my dear friend and partner in this Chamber, our 

Majority Leader, Senator Duff.  

 

There is of course, as I said much to celebrate here 

because what we are doing under this budget with the 

resources now combined, healthy general fund with an 

infusion of new revenues because of the -- primarily 

because of the performance of the stock market in 

recent years, and the infusion of federal money is 

the opportunity to address needs that have gone 

inadequately addressed for a number of years out of 

necessity in previous budgets. 

 

One in particular is meeting the needs of many of 

the nonprofits in our state, the nonprofits who 

provide social services to a vast array of clients, 

many of whom are referred to those nonprofits, by 

state agencies, and provide services in effect as 

surrogates for state government.  

 

And they have been underfunded and have been 

operating on a shoestring budget, without adequate 

resources for years, we are playing catch up in that 

area, and it's something that has been a need for a 

very long time. 

 

Structurally, as has been pointed out, we have now a 

full Rainy Day Fund and the capacity to place more 

money into our pension funds a largest single 

payment in about 75 years since we first started 

with the with the state pension funds and the 

chronic underfunding that went on from that point 

on.  
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We reached the 15% threshold on the rainy day fund, 

allowing a bulk payment of about 63 million toward 

our unfunded liability. 

 

So again, we're starting to meet commitments that 

are long overdue, because of the lengthy fiscal 

crisis that we have, that we have faced. 

 

Another chronic problem has been mentioned earlier, 

of course, is the property tax in our state. When 

people complain about high taxes in our state, and 

you talk to them a little bit more, you find out 

most of the time, they are not complaining about any 

tax levied directly by the state because we have 

moderate rates of income taxes in the state. 

 

But the tax that people complain primarily about is 

the local property tax, which is generally high, 

whether you measure that tax as a percentage of the 

value of the property in many communities or as a 

percentage of the income of the owner of that 

property. 

 

In many cases, those taxes are high. By 

reconstructing and in effect, doubling the amount of 

payment in lieu of taxes funds available for his day 

property, and college and hospital property, we are 

also addressing that issue this year. 

 

Because Madam President, while there are a 

relatively small number of communities, who have a 

very significant amount, pilot eligible tax exempt 

property, but although in some cases that amount is 

more than 50%, as in the case of Hartford and New 

Haven. 

 

There are many other communities that have 

relatively low net groundless per capita, whether or 

not they have a great deal of pilot eligible 

property. 

 

And this number devise pilot formula will address 

that for the first time by creating three tiers of 

reimbursement and thereby having the overall level 
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of pilot funding virtually doubled from about 158 

million to over 300 million. 

 

A substantial move in the direction of addressing 

the property tax and inequities in our state. 

 

Madam President, there were a number of choices that 

go into the making of this budget.  

 

The overall philosophy that behind it, of course, is 

that the state government has an obligation to help 

meet the needs of the people of the state. 

 

We believe that state government should be a partner 

it should recognize need, it has an obligation, we 

are not going to let people just sink or swim.  

 

And we try to redress inequities when we can, 

through our tax code, through our spending 

decisions.  

 

And it is necessary I think, for the there's often 

kind of the fundamental divide in philosophy that 

you see in this Chamber, and in the House is, what 

level of engagement is the proper role of state 

government.  

 

And I happen to believe in active state government 

and active, enlightened, committed state government, 

I believe, can do a great deal of good in the lives 

of people just as the same is true of the federal 

government. 

 

And in fact, I'm so pleased to see that President 

Biden's early initiative is probably the third long 

one of the three great domestic policy initiatives 

that we have seen historically, in the last century. 

 

The first being the New Deal, the second being 

President –- under President Roosevelt, the second 

being President Johnson's Great Society program, and 

now the major initiative of President Biden in the 

wake of the COVID crisis, which is now coming to the 

states and municipalities as well. 
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So that a year ago, when we were all wondering 

whether we would all be facing a cataclysmic crisis, 

we now find that we had a more complex budget than 

we anticipated.  

 

And that complexity was caused by the significant 

increase in money coming from different sources, and 

decisions had to be made as to which pot of money, 

various things were to be paid out of so.  

 

And of course, we have to look to the federal 

government in times of crisis, because it is the 

only level of government that does not have the 

mandated balanced budget requirement and is the only 

level of government that can spend to meet the need 

in a crisis to the degree necessary. 

 

And thankfully, President Biden is there to lead us 

in that in that regard. 

 

But Madam President, again, there are there are so 

many areas here that needed to be addressed.  

 

We have the debt free community college initiative 

that we've been talking about for a couple of years 

 

It is now being funded to the tune of 14 million in 

fiscal year 22 to 15 million in fiscal year 23.  

 

The expansion of the open Choice Program and Danbury 

in Norwalk. 

 

Greater support for students with the dyslexia, 

funding for the Roberta Willow scholarship fund that 

allows low income Connecticut residents to be able 

to get additional help for college so that they come 

out less burdened by student loan debt, which is the 

bane of the lives of so many young people in our 

state. 

 

And again, that the theme of the direct support for 

nonprofits, an additional $50 million in support 

from the fiscal 21 surplus to the nonprofit 

4695



at/bm/lo/pg/rr 175 

Senate June 9, 2021 

 

providers of health and human service contracts in 

our state. 

 

Again, the Bill that we passed last night expanding 

the Medicaid coverage to undocumented children under 

the age of eight, this is a critical thing to do in 

an expansion. 

 

And what it early been talked about only in terms of 

perhaps prenatal care or care up to the age of one. 

It is important and humane, and ultimately cost 

effective to provide that coverage for those 

children. 

 

And I hope that we will move beyond that age of 

eight and move toward 12 and ultimately two to 18 in 

future years. 

 

There's funding for staff positions to implement the 

Jennifer’s law program and for a grant to provide 

legal representation to applicants for restraining 

orders. 

 

That is a significant thing as well, Madam 

President, we know that poor people are at a great 

disadvantage in using our legal system and the 

criminal justice system in particular.  

 

That there are so many self-represented frightened 

women seeking protective orders very often in a very 

difficult situation trying to go into court to 

protect themselves in that way. 

 

Similarly, we've established the fund to help pay 

for legal representation for low income tenants in 

eviction proceedings.  

 

So these are all worthy social purposes of the 

increased spending that we are able to do in this 

budget to meet need a long standing problem was the 

cost of telephone communications with families by 

incarcerated persons. 
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As we all know, every criminal justice study that we 

have seen says that people who are able to make 

contact with their families while in prison have a 

much better record of avoiding recidivism when they 

come out, reconnecting with society. 

 

For years, we have used the prison phone calls as a 

profit center to pay for other aspects of costs 

within the prison system. And now we're changing 

that this year, drastically reducing those costs. 

 

Sometimes, unfortunately, it takes a long time to do 

that. That problem was first identified by former by 

Representative Ann McDonald 24 years ago when she 

was the House Chair of the Finance, Revenue and 

Bonding Committee.  

 

And finally, it is taking place this year in this 

budget. 

 

And Madam President, we have, as Senator Kelly said, 

an increase in the personal needs allowance, which 

is important as well. 

 

We have an expansion of the Connecticut homecare 

program to reduce the 9% copay to assist seniors and 

living at home with critical needs such as bathing, 

dressing and eating increase in the temporary Family 

Assistance Program. 

 

So many programs that have been struggling with 

underfunding. Now, there's a catch up that will not 

say that they are abundantly funded, but at least 

closer to adequately funded. 

 

Another element in the history of this process, 

Madam President, wanted to mention that the work of 

Senator Fonfara over the years, the architect of our 

volatility Cap, in the 2017 budget. 

 

And again, Madam President, this evening, we are 

passing this budget with about five and a half hours 

to go until adjournment, as opposed to 2015 when we 

passed it about 20 minutes before adjournment in 
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2017, when it was four and a half months after 

adjournment of the regular session. 

 

But what Senator Fonfara did in that time is carved 

out and structured away to recognize that one of the 

problems that we had seen in budgeting was that the 

capital gains dividends and interest portion of our 

state income tax, which of course is paid in 

estimates and finals people would pay quarterly, 

there was tremendous volatility in that from year to 

year, made it very hard to budget.  

 

So we had a boom and bust roller coaster type cycle. 

And by structuring the volatility cap and saying 

that, in that category of income tax, only a certain 

percentage will be actually budgeted, and the rest 

based on rolling -- on an average over several 

years, and the rest will be held aside from being 

directly appropriated, has now put us in the 

position where we have the fully funded Rainy Day 

Fund and the surpluses that we have here.  

 

Again, that points out the stark differences in the 

way the sources of income for people in our state.  

 

An OFA study I once pointed out that for those who 

earn under $100,000, in Connecticut, more than 90% 

of their income comes from regular wages and salary.  

 

But for those who make $2 million a year 80% of 

their income comes from capital gains, dividends and 

interest and only 20% or less from earned income. 

 

So there are tremendous disparities not only in 

income, but in the sources of income, and how the 

aggregate of income for families is put together 

based upon overall wealth. 

 

So Madam President, this is a budget I think to 

celebrate, it is one that puts us in a position to 

meet the needs of the state of Connecticut.  

 

I think it reflects the fact that Connecticut has an 

obligation to help people who are in need, who are 
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struggling, Government needs to be a partner and 

friend. 

 

There are those of us who don't believe in 

government at all, and believe that it should be 

virtually invisible and virtually no help to anyone.  

 

There are others of us who believe as I do, that a 

vigorous, active, efficient government can be humane 

and beneficial to the people.  

 

So Madam President, I want to once again, commend 

this budget to the Membership and hope that we will 

have a strong bipartisan vote here this evening, as 

the House did overnight, because this budget 

deserves that kind of vote, because it is one that 

indeed does meet the needs of the time. Thank you, 

Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Looney. Will you remark further? 

Will you remark further? If not, I will open the 

vote. And Mr. Clerk if you would please call the 

roll call vote. 

 

CLERK: 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate.  

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate. This is House Bill 6689. House Bill 6689. 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate on House Bill 6689.  

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate on House Bill 

6689.  

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate on House Bill 

6689.  

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate 
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Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate, House Bill 6689.  

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate on House Bill 

6689. 

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate, House Bill 

6689.  

 

Immediate roll call in the Senate.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Have all the Senators voted? Have all the Senators 

voted? 

 

Ladies and gentlemen, just admire this bipartisan 

board for a moment. Let us take it all in. Because I 

will lock the vote now and ask Mr. Clerk to please 

announce this very impressive tally.  

 

CLERK: 

 

House Bill 6689. 

 

Total number voting  35  

Total number voting Yay  31  

Total voting Nay  4 

Absent, not voting  1 

 

(Gavel) 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Congratulations. We have a budget that has passed. 

Mr. Clerk. 

 

And the Senate will stand at ease a moment and then 

continue.  

 

Chamber will come back to order. The Clerk kindly 

call the next item.  
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CLERK: 

 

Senate Agenda. No. 1 House Bill No. 6690. AN ACT 

AUTHORIZING AND ADJUSTING BONDS OF THE STATE FOR 

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS, TRANSPORTATION AND OTHER 

PURPOSES ESTABLISHING THE COMMUNITY INVESTMENT FUND, 

2030 BOARD AUTHORIZING STATE GRANT COMMITMENTS FOR 

SCHOOL BUILDING PROJECTS AND MAKING REVISIONS TO THE 

SCHOOL BUILDING PROJECT STATUES.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Moore. You have the floor and you have our 

concern.  

 

SENATOR MOORE (22ND): 

 

Thank you.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Please proceed.  

 

SENATOR MOORE (22ND): 

 

I'm gonna do my very best. I want to see this 

through to the end.  

 

So Madam President, I move acceptance of the Joint 

Committee’s favorable report and passage of the Bill 

concurrence with the House of Representatives.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

The motion is on acceptance and passage, madam, will 

you remark?  

 

SENATOR MOORE (22ND): 

 

Yes, Madam President. First, Madam President, I 

really want to thank my leadership.  

 

I want to thank John Fonfara who's the chair of 

revenue finance and bonding. But I also want to call 

4701

BourqueAn
Underline



at/bm/lo/pg/rr 181 

Senate June 9, 2021 

 

to attention my new co-chaired representative 

Dorinda Borer and my Ranking Members, starting with 

Senator Martin and then Senator Hwang. 

 

And I am so proud that we were able to work together 

on this initiative. Listening to all the concerns of 

all Members, all Members. 

 

But not just the Members of, of the Committee, but 

different organizations, state agencies, and the 

community.  

 

And I don't want to leave out a representative 

Piscopo. This is my first year working with him. And 

we work together as a team on this.  

 

I just like to cover with you some of the Bond 

highlights. This Bond Bill authorizes critical 

projects for the state of Connecticut, our cities, 

our towns and nonprofits, the environment, clean 

water, housing, higher education and economic 

development.  

 

It makes a historic investment to try to tackle the 

physical issues of inequity.  

 

We will invest in our neighborhoods and our 

communities that have been ignored for too long. 

 

This is another piece of the puzzle that we have 

been trying to solve for over the last 12 months to 

bring equality and opportunity to all of 

Connecticut.  

 

It fully funds our school construction program. It 

expands our municipal aid that is crucial for the 

operation of our cities and our towns. And it is 

fiscally responsible.  

 

This Bond package stays below the authorization cap. 

It authorizes only 83% of the debt limit, and both 

years of the biennium.  
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This is far below the 90% limit of the authorization 

Cap. I'm proud of our most Important in major 

investment in housing $300 million.  

 

I'm proud of our investment in baby bonds to support 

those born in difficult economic situations, to have 

a better future to look forward to the future.  

 

I often talk about the children in urban centers, 

who are the victims of violence or have witnessed 

violence, and I say, what is their hope?  

 

When I see a Bill like this with the baby bonds, I 

say, this is part of the package of bringing hope to 

our children, those not born here, currently, but 

for future generations.  

 

And I'm very proud about our investment in gun 

violence prevention. There's $12 million to help 

find a solution to the plague of gun violence on the 

streets.  

 

And this has been my number one priority. And of 

many of my colleagues watching it pour out from 

Stanford, to Hartford to Waterbury, and to 

Litchfield County, no one can escape this, but we 

must deal with this problem as a community and as a 

state.  

 

And I'm hoping to see that funding, be approved to 

and be able to do more work in communities. And this 

bond package is responsible, it will help build a 

better future for all of the residents and state of 

Connecticut.  

 

I urge my colleagues to support it. Thank you.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Moore. Will you remark? Will you 

remark further? Seeing – someone. Yes, Senator 

Martin.  

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 
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Thank you, Madam President. I got out-voted here. So 

I will lead the charge  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

With watching that.  

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 

 

I have reviewed this -- first of all, let me thank 

Senator Moore and Representative Dorinda. And 

Senator Hwang, and my good friend from my district 

Representative John Piscopo.  

 

Thank you for the good job. I know it's a meticulous 

job. You're listening to a lot of requests and the 

scrutinizing that needs to be done.  

 

Great questions on that sub-Committee level when we 

are zooming at the time. I thought some good 

dialogue. We had some presentations from various 

agencies who came and made their asks.  

 

The decisions that were made by Senator Hwang and 

Senator Moore, along with Representative Borer and 

Representative Piscopo wasn't easy. It's never easy 

when you got to say yes to some and no to others.  

 

I just want to make some comments, because I made 

some comments earlier last week, or maybe it was a 

week before. 

 

In particular, and I forget what Bill that we were 

talking about. But it had to deal with some housing, 

and I shared the story or the -- what I experienced 

in Bristol when I bid on a project.  

 

It was a housing project. It was an existing current 

nine unit for the homeless. And it was back out to 

bid four years ago, and first – let’s go back 20 

years. 
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I had bid on that same project, from scratch is 

breaking ground, it was of roll-in. And I bid on it. 

I remember it because I was a second low bidder, and 

you always sort of remember those, but it had gone 

out to rebid. And I think they had to come out here 

come up to the Capitol for some reassurance or I 

think they were waiting for the issuance, they had 

already got authorization by they were waiting for 

issuance.  

 

So it just went on and on for six months awaiting 

for that funding. And I want to share this story 

again, because I want to look at some more of the 

details regarding some of these projects that we 

have.  

 

And maybe we can start looking at ways of reducing 

some of the expenditures that we that we have in 

this these bonding packages so to speak.  

 

This one I'm highlighting because it's nine units 

and they were converting they were converting it 

because the homeless. It was St. Vincent DePaul, who 

was the organization they couldn't fund it anymore, 

and they just couldn't support it.  

 

So Now they were back to the – there was an 

agreement with the City of Bristol as a city 

councilman at that time. And they were looking to 

hand it over back to the city.  

 

So the city worked something out, they got a 

nonprofit to come in. And the idea was to provide 

housing for the veterans.  

 

All right, good idea. So fast forward, I was elected 

to state Senate, and to my second year, I see this 

project going back out to bid. 

 

And it was for the veterans. It was constructed, the 

shell was existing. There was -- it had to be gutted 

on the inside, but there was the foundation was 

there, they were using the outside of the building, 
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there was nothing being change there, may be some 

facade. And there's some minor site work.  

 

But what caught my eye on this was the cost of this. 

You're talking about nine units, and the project 

cost started out at over $3 million. And I think at 

the time, the Governor Malloy’s staff, or staff saw 

that and said, well, you got to do better than that. 

 

And the number came down, like to $2.7 million? 

Well, when we do projects, you start off with the 

back of an envelope. And it's pretty easy. When 

at2.7 divided by nine units, that was $300,000, a 

unit. I was floored.  

 

I could build nine units at 700 square feet a unit 

for probably $80, a square foot. And even at $100 a 

square foot that's $75,000.  

 

If you go to $200, a square foot, that's $150,000. 

And I've only covered half the cost of what this 

project that was before us that got built for $2.7 

million.  

 

We need to look at some of these -- costs of these 

projects. And we got to do better than what these 

numbers are being provided with.  

 

Got to look at the specs. There's something that 

we're not doing right. So I'm just bringing that for 

us here in the circle in the hope that that we 

start, whoever's on the Committee's, or whoever's in 

finance, or whomever is involved with these projects 

will start maybe sharpening their pencils up and 

saying, we've got to do better than this. 

 

I wanted to bring that up. There's only two other 

things that I want to share with you. And that is 

the 50 -- I think it’s 48 million or $50 million 

that the UConn wants for us to hire five or 10 

million. They want five or 10 million – I thing five 

or ten new faculty Members. 

 

4706



at/bm/lo/pg/rr 186 

Senate June 9, 2021 

 

They want to start and an entrepreneur ecosystem 

where we are hiring the best in the country to come 

here, and to entice them to come here and develop 

this entrepreneur ecosystem.  

 

I'm all for different ideas. I thought that we were 

sort of doing that through the DECD through CI. And 

I know, I can't -- I don't know all the details on 

you know, I feel like a novice and for seven years 

here, but part of CI part of DECD is 

responsibilities is to develop economic development 

here. And I know there's some funding within CI or 

maybe it's advance something.  

 

But part of their task is to develop this 

entrepreneurship within those programs and to 

connect with the higher education system.  

 

So I see this entity over here. It's their 

responsibility and we're funding that, and yet here 

we have UConn who, who is -- who always asked for a 

lot of money. And I think the section of the 

document, the Bill, the section before that 

addresses the needs of, of UConn and all the capital 

improvements that they were looking for. And I know 

we expanded the amount of the original to one T or 

2000, something, and we allocated them an X amount 

of money. And now we expand the aggregate amount. 

And that program has been going on for almost, I 

think, two decades now.  

 

So there seems to be -- it appears and I don't know 

enough about the program. But it seems like it's a 

revolving type of a bonding that we're providing for 

them. 

 

I get that we need to take care of our buildings. 

I'm in construction, and I am into real estate. So I 

understand, you just don't build a building, and 

then you're good forever.  

 

No, you've got to be disciplined and making sure 

that you're at annually taking care of the 

maintenance of that building, you're checking your 
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HVAC system. You're checking your, you know, your 

roof, I get it.  

 

And then sooner or later, you've got some renovation 

work to do. And sooner or later, you've got another 

idea that Gee, I like to do this and you have made 

need to do a major capital improvement and to do an 

addition or new building.  

 

It's a big machine. What I don't get, what I don't 

get is this $50 million that they want us to fund. I 

see that as an operational expenditure. In n my 

opinion, you don't borrow money to operate. If 

you're doing that you're doing something wrong.  

 

At the Committee level, I don't recall if it was the 

sub-Committee level. But I brought out the fact that 

it could have been maybe when we're passing the Bill 

or passing the Bill out of Finance Committee. 

 

But I brought up the fact it wasn't my idea I had 

heard it in our caucus is why are they not using 

their endowment fund? If it's a good idea, I know. 

It's a good idea, why are they not investing in 

themselves.  

 

And then maybe it's an idea that they want that they 

come up with within their student body or within the 

faculty member, hey, I have an idea. Let me go CCI 

for some help, or DECD for some funding or maybe 

here for additional funding for that idea.  

 

When I have an idea, I go to a bank. It's more than 

a pad of paper or back of an envelope. But it's a 

plan. It's an idea.  

 

And I tell them okay, this is what I'm doing. This 

is how much I'm gonna need. And they always ask me 

for how much do you put into the skin in the game? 

Madam President, you've heard me say that numerous 

times.  

 

But how much of my skin do I put in the game? That 

is part of good financing. They want to see what are 
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you made up? What are you made of? Are you willing 

to put your money into this project?  

 

I can't recall a project that I have that I've 

received 100% financing. For that idea. I've had put 

up some type of collateral. And for the most part, 

I've won more than I've lost and I have lost.  

 

UConn is a big machine. And what they're asking for 

here is 450 million dollars for over a four or five 

or six-year period for us to go solicit human 

capital to come back here.  

 

And this funding would be to operational 

expenditures, for their salaries. I don't get it. We 

should not be funding operational expenditures.  

 

I had a discussion with the transitional President. 

And we talked a little bit about UConn health, and 

their unfunded legacy costs.  

 

And we talked a little bit about that, because I had 

asked them if, you know if, if that was taken care 

of, and I think Senator Fonfara you know, wanted -- 

early in the session, you know, there was a 

discussion, I think of trying to get the unfunded 

liability away from them, and bring it back to the 

general fund.  

 

I think that's probably a good idea. But if we're 

going to do it there, if we're going to do it for 

UConn health, we also need to do to do it with the 

special transportation fund, because we bought 

brought legacy costs to them.  

 

So that the conversation went on to can you operate 

without those costs? It's sort of -- I think they 

would be close.  

 

So eventually, we got to UConn. And then this $50 

million ask. And I told them how I felt. And I 

shared with them the same story that I just shared 

with you. And then I took it a little step further. 

And I felt that, you know, we've got this deficit. 
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We know that into the next biennium budget, not this 

one that we're addressing tonight. But the next one, 

we already know, we're already a Billion dollars two 

Billion over the next biennium for now.  

 

But looking back, you know, before the pandemic, we 

were talking about a $3.3 Billion deficit. But now 

it's taken regarding this budget.  

 

And then past years, we've been addressing budget 

deficits since I was elected -- Senator Moore, you 

and I arrived at the same time.  

 

And prior to that, they were dealing with budget 

deficit, so we're not doing something right. And we 

have to identify what it is that we're not doing 

right. And then have the courage to fix it, to say, 

these are the disciplines for us to, to put our 

state in the right path.  

 

We need to develop and identify what needs to be 

fixed, the courage to fix it, and then be 

disciplined after that.  

 

But I shared with them, you are the Flagship 

University of our state, and one of the top 

universities in the country.  

 

We have this business aspect of the school. Why are 

you not involved with fixing our state? Why are you 

here asking for $50 million but yet, I get the idea 

that we have to stimulate our economy, and there are 

going to be multiple different ideas on how to 

stimulate it.  

 

But that's not part -- that is only part of how we 

turn the state around. But my comments to them, and 

he got it. At least he said to me, Senator Martin, I 

do get it. I do get it.  

 

And I was asking him, I don't want you to ask for 

$50 million. I want you to show us how to do it. If 

you have a good idea, then bring it to us develop 
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the program and show us -- show your students how to 

make money.  

 

And I almost feel like they're showing the students 

how to borrow money, other people's money and not 

making -- and making money.  

 

So I was told, Senator Martin, I got it. I get it. 

I'm a little surprised. I guess, he said politely I 

hear you. And then still did. What they asked was, 

for $50 million.  

 

The last item -- the last item is the Baby Fund. I 

just have a quick question, Madam President or I may 

have a couple actually. 

 

Madam President, through you. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

You may proceed with the question, sir. 

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 

 

Thank you. Is this a brand new program?  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

To you, Senator Moore?  

 

SENATOR MOORE (22ND): 

 

Through you, Madam President. 

 

Yes, it is. It’s a program of the Treasurer for the 

state of Connecticut.  

 

He originally asked for a different amount, but we 

came to an agreement to do the $50 million a year. 

And it's my understanding, we'll evaluate the 

program as we go down the road.  
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But it is a new. It puts away money for every child 

who's born, who's on Medicaid and puts money aside 

for them for the next 10 years.  

 

So when they turn 18, or of some age, they will have 

this money to either go to school, or continue to go 

to school, go to college or to buy property – home 

ownership.  

 

Thank you.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Moore. You have the floor, 

Senator Martin. 

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. And Senator Moore, 

please don't stand when -- if you know, in answering 

the questions, you can stay seated.  

 

So are we -- I think I read that it was $1,000 to 

open up the account. If it's not, you can correct 

me.  

 

But my question is, whatever the deposit amount is, 

are we doing that on an annual basis? 

 

Through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

To you, Senator Moore. 

 

SENATOR MOORE (22ND): 

 

Through you. Yes. It's every year.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you. You have the floor, Senator Martin. 

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 
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Okay, so we're going to be depositing $1,000 from 

the birth of the child who qualifies in the Husky 

program – sorry, Medicaid. 

 

So we're looking at a potential of $18,000 a child? 

 

Through you, Madam President.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

To you, Senator Moore.  

 

SENATOR MOORE (22ND): 

 

Through you, Madam President, I'm sorry, I want to 

correct it. It's $3,000 initial investment, and then 

the money grows over the course of the year.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Moore. You have the floor, 

Senator Martin.  

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 

 

Through you, Madam President.  

 

So it's a $3,000 initial investment. And that is 

all. And then they earn interest on that money? 

 

SENATOR MOORE (22ND): 

 

Through you, Madam President. That's correct.  

 

Thank you, Senator Moore. You have the floor, 

Senator Martin.  

 

SENATOR MARTIN (31ST): 

 

So we're looking at -- I don't know, 10, 15, 20 

years, but maybe it's on $1,000 over to age 18. 

Maybe they're making 270 $300. So maybe they're 

making 1000 for the $3,000 initial investment.  
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So I’m not going to say a whole lot. I think we all 

want to help.  

 

We all want to fix the racial disparity, the racial 

-- disparity within income levels. I think we all 

want to fix that.  

 

I don't know -- just two things. I'd like to see us 

encourage our educators to do basic bookkeeping, 

basic banking, basic finances at the elementary 

level, starting with a savings, little piggy bank, 

and going on to middle school, and learning how to 

learning how to earn  an allowance, moving on up to 

getting a job in high school, and learning how to 

balance a checkbook.  

 

When Senator Kennedy was here, he introduced the 

Bill, which I was on banking at that time. And it 

was to allow the -- to include in the curriculum of 

our State Department of Education, financing.  

 

And we left it up to the districts to decide whether 

or not they would have that part of their 

curriculum.  

 

I don't know we if there's no follow up, but it's 

unfortunate that we have we have a generation or 

maybe even two generations of students, of people 

that have that are not fiscally disciplined.  

 

So I would rather take that approach and encourage 

us to develop more education in financing. I'd 

rather not give it away. Which is what this Baby 

Bond does.  

 

Like I said, I think all of us want to help. But we 

have to keep in mind, this is not our money. This is 

money that belongs to all of the people in the State 

of Connecticut, and in some way or form, they are 

paying for this.  
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And I don't feel that this is our job to make that 

decision for them when we start providing money for, 

for a particular program of this sort.  

 

So thank you, Senator Moore. Thank you for doing 

what you've been or what you've done this session 

regarding the financing and putting the bonding 

package together.  

 

I really do appreciate it. I want to help. And I 

think in time we are – we’ll figure this out. And 

hope I hope sooner than later than later.  

 

Senator Fonfara, thank you for everything that 

you're doing. I know you’re dug in with being 

fiscally responsible here in the state, and I think 

I've told you and I want to help cure our deficit 

here and put us on a path where we all in few years 

to now can say, hey, look what we did? 

 

Together, look what we did.  

 

So, Madam President, thank you for the time.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Martin. Will you remark further? 

 

Senator Fonfara, you have the floor sir.  

 

SENATOR FONFARA (1ST): 

 

Good evening, Madam President. It's great to see 

you. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And good evening to you, sir.  

 

SENATOR FONFARA (1ST): 

 

Madam President, I rise in support of the Bill and 

would like to address one aspect of Senator Martin's 

comments, in particular the UConn initiative.  
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And it's my hope that the day will come when we will 

not look at the University of Connecticut as somehow 

a separate institution far off in the hills of 

Storrs, Connecticut, that is somehow an independent 

company that should be able to survive on its own 

and should be able to fend for itself.  

 

Anywhere in the country, anywhere in the country 

that you see a thriving economy, particularly in the 

new economy, the knowledge economy, there is a first 

rate research university driving that economy. 

 

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, a city down on its luck, 

after the steel industry collapsed, revitalized, 

revitalized, to the point where its residents are so 

high on their city, their home because of Carnegie 

Mellon University and University of Pittsburgh 

embracing their role as leading research 

universities. 

 

Driven by faculty, driven by students in 

entrepreneurship and innovation and 

entrepreneurship, that has led to spin offs that now 

has totally transformed that city totally 

transformed it. Because of the beginnings of the 

work of those two universities. 

 

Google is got a major presence in there. Several 

other corporations are there because of this effort 

to reach to turn a city that was -- essentially it 

was a steel town that was you know, left to rust 

essentially, as the steel industry collapsed. 

 

Austin, Texas, Chattanooga, Tennessee, I don't have 

to mention Boston. I don't think I have to mention 

Silicon Valley in California. Those are the places 

that people that rolls off your tongue. 

 

But there's so many places elsewhere that you see 

this revitalization of the knowledge economy, 

replacing older industries as technology advances. 
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As I said earlier on the budget, our country is on a 

pace to lose, anticipated to lose 70 million jobs 

before the end of this decade, because of technology 

because of robotics. 

 

We have to advance. And that is going to come 

primarily because of the University of Connecticut, 

in my opinion, this effort is to advance that. 

 

Put it on steroids to attract the best and brightest 

professors through the University of Connecticut 

that will attract the best and brightest students 

that will, through their innovations through the 

support of entrepreneurship, develop businesses 

here, startups here. 

 

Connecticut has the oldest companies, 

chronologically, in the northeast, why is that 

relevant? Because there's a misnomer that most of us 

often repeat that small business is the engine, the 

job creator in our economy. In fact, it's young 

businesses, which happened to be small, initially. 

 

But young businesses are -- and you think of the 

trajectory of businesses that you've been in 

Representative Martin. The rise of hiring initially 

in the company until it reaches a plateau and stays 

there, and hopefully it stays there, if not decline 

and ultimately, they decline because they want to 

become more efficient.  

 

When you have the oldest companies chronologically 

in the northeast, as we do, that means they're not 

hiring. They've done what they're going to do in 

terms of hiring. They're satisfied with where they 

are, for the most part.  

 

We have to change that as a state. We have to find 

our new path, and Connecticut has a long history. 

Senator Hartley knows this better than anyone.  

 

A long history, in manufacturing of smart people, 

right here in Hartford, Cole, Pope, Pratt, Whitney. 

These are people who I think government helped in 
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one way or another, if nothing else to get out of 

the way.  

 

But I suspect it helped in other ways. Many 

companies did very well, because there was a war of 

one type or another.  

 

But nonetheless, somebody had an idea and they took 

that idea and made it something. And it led to -- we 

have Cole Park here in Hartford. We have Pope Park, 

here in Hartford. Why? Because those individuals, 

Albert Pope, Colonel Albert Pope, the Cole family, 

particularly, Mrs. Cole, said, “We need more 

workers.” And these were factories, they hired 

thousands of people based on an idea. That's what 

we're trying to rebuild in our state, in the 

University of Connecticut. 

 

I hope and I pray that we can get to the point where 

we see the university, not that it would no longer 

do liberal arts and other aspects of what the 

universities -- the great work that universities do 

in this country.  

 

But in addition to that, that it is creating an 

environment where young people want to come from 

around the country and around the world because they 

know that there's an environment here where their 

idea, they can be with a professor who will help 

them hatch that idea will help them grow that idea 

to something. 

 

And they don't have to go to Silicon Valley to get 

funding. They don't have to go to Boston to get 

funding. I had someone that worked for my company as 

an intern initially. Who -- he's already had two 

apps that he created. He went out to Silicon Valley 

and he said, “John, they throw money at you there. 

They throw money.” 

 

And he's a mama's boy, he'd love to stay here in 

Connecticut, but he's gonna go where the resources 

are. And we're not there yet.  
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But this investment here is -- well, I'll put it 

another way. Somebody had an idea that in sports, 

that University of Connecticut can be a lot more 

than what it was.  

 

When I was there. You had a leaky roof in the Field 

House, literally, they put buckets out to catch the 

rain. And we were nothing and somebody had an idea 

and transformed that university in terms of sports 

program to where it's internationally known, and has 

drawn more students from around the world to sleepy 

Storrs, Connecticut, which is no longer sleepy, but 

it was when I was there.  

 

That’s what can happen in terms of innovation and 

entrepreneurship led by this research university, 

there is only two in Connecticut. 

 

The other one, we can't tell what to do, Yale. And 

for the most part, they really don't want much to do 

with the state of Connecticut.  

 

Capitalists, state of Connecticut unless it benefits 

them, but we can and we have a partner in UConn. And 

I hope that by advancing this proposal, we will see 

the kind of engagement that will put you UConn on 

the map for entrepreneur --and it is, it's rising 

nationally.  

 

Senator Martin, it's rising nationally, in 

publications that measure how schools are performing 

in terms of innovation and entrepreneurship, we're 

moving up the ranks. 

 

That was not true 10 years ago, not so much five 

years ago, I'm disappointed that President 

Katsouleas is leaving his vision on what UConn can 

be is something that I was very encouraged by. 

 

I'm hoping the next President will bring a similar 

vision for what the university can be to build -- 

rebuild Connecticut's economy, to rebuild our 

economy. 
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That's the proper role of that university, along 

with so many other things that is rightfully their 

place in developing young people in this state and 

in this country.  

 

Thank you, Madam President.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator. Will you remark further? Will 

you remark further?  

 

Senator Hwang, you have the floor, Sir. 

 

SENATOR HWANG (28TH): 

 

 

Thank you, Madam President, in less than five hours 

to sine die. It's kind of exciting.  

 

But good evening to you, Ma'am. I want to thank you, 

and I rise to acknowledge the efforts of the Finance 

and Revenue Bonding Committee, and the Sub-Committee 

leadership that crafted this bonding Bill tonight. 

 

This was quite an unusual year for this legislative 

session that was impacted by the lingering 

precautions and procedures of COVID-19. And indeed, 

our Sub-Committee was no different. 

 

We met by zoom meetings. But at the same time, we 

were a relatively new team. We were led by the 

experience and the guidance of Senator Moore, the 

most experienced Member with two years as the Chair.  

 

We had Chair Representative Borer, who was appointed 

in mid-session, because then Representative, now 

Senator Miller's election and appointment to the 

Senate. 

 

We have Representative John Piscopo, as Ranking, 

even though with over 30 years of experience, it was 

his first year as a Ranking Member.  
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And also for me, with the support of Senator Martin, 

I was in mid-stream brought on to be the Ranking 

Senator on the Sub-Committee. 

 

I must say, I dug into the books, the OFA 

professionals that we have in this building are 

second to none in this country. 

 

I learned so much in understanding the vast 

complexities and the impact of our bonding 

initiatives.  

From issues that we're so accustomed, to 

infrastructure, housing, education, all aspects of 

what we do in the state of Connecticut. 

 

And having been an Appropriations Committee Member, 

I was equally impressed by the coverage and the 

impact of the Bonding and Revenue Committee. 

 

You don't hear about it enough, because we generate 

the revenue side. But the experience I learned this 

year was the coverage is equally expansive and 

impactful. 

 

I want to also extend that, with the new team, and 

with the complexities and the challenges that we 

had. All of this was made to craft this product, 

because of the tremendous graciousness, the 

welcoming, but also the willingness to collaborate 

and work. 

 

I must extend directly to Senator Moore, for us to 

have Saturday meetings, for us to be able to get the 

impact and get the perspective of our respective 

caucus colleagues.  

 

Thank you, Senator Moore, for your graciousness. 

 

We also recognized that we worked very closely to 

hearing the viewpoints and the perspectives and the 

contributions from the Governor’s staff. 

 

Every agency offered their perspective and answered 

every question that we had. Every entity was 
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cooperating and working with us and understanding. 

It really was a truly team effort. 

 

I also want to take a moment to acknowledge the very 

good Chair, Senator Fonfara, and the Ranking Member 

of the Senator and the House Chair, Representative 

Scanlon, for you to allow us as a Sub-Committee to 

do the due diligence, and to allow us to be able to 

support your role, complementing the work of the 

Ranking Member, Senator Martin, and Representative 

Cheeseman. You gave us the opportunity to contribute 

to the blow that you had, so I thank you. 

 

As we look at this Bill, I am really proud of the 

product that we put together. Did we cover 

everything? Are we going to leave some people out? 

Are people going to be sometimes unhappy? 

Absolutely. 

 

But we did the best we could, and we put the best of 

our best into that effort. We have had tremendous 

successes in the Finance Committee. 

 

One such example is what you saw in the 

collaboration and the innovation of the volatility 

Cap that we talked about so much. 

 

But that was literally four years in the making. 

That has led to our new initiative of retaining 

money into the Rainy Day Fund, and to be able to pay 

down our looming and escalating pension liabilities.  

 

That was a result of the support and the brainchild 

of Senator Fonfara, but it also had the bipartisan 

support of all the colleagues in the Committee to 

push that through. 

 

We didn't always agree with some of his innovative 

thoughts. But if you don't try anything new, you're 

gonna be stuck in the same place over and over 

again. 

 

But we had a challenging and vigorous debate with 

things that we may not agree with. But you know 
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what? We can be very proud in the Finance and 

Revenue Committee that the volatility Cap was born 

out of that same debate, that same type of 

interaction of thinking differently. So that's 

important. 

 

I didn't think of it but I wanted to also extend 

Senator Fonfara’s love of UConn.  

 

I knew he liked it, I knew he was very proud of 

UConn, but sometimes when you work in a Committee 

and you hear that repeatedly, you understand he 

truly believes that UConn is not just a school in 

Connecticut. It is the very fabric of our state. 

 

It is what other people in the country when they 

hear of Connecticut, think of. Not just for our 

great sports teams, maybe not for the ice cream 

either, But he wants UConn to be the standard bearer 

to the rest of the world, as we know UConn is.  

 

So I thank you for that. I thank you and I want to 

acknowledge your support of UConn. 

 

I could go on and go piece by piece on this Senator 

Moore. But no, I promise you I won't.  

 

But I also want to acknowledge all the Legislators 

that reached out to us in the leadership role, to 

get their viewpoints, to speak for their advocates, 

their community leaders, their nonprofits, their 

infrastructure needs, to be able to present the idea 

in a context that we can evaluate, prioritize and be 

able to allocate. 

 

So as I close and urging support for this, I spent 

most of my time acknowledging and thanking the 

people that crafted this package.  

 

And that's just. Because for all the Legislators 

that have contributed to this package, for those 

that are consistently and will continue to offer 

ideas and viewpoints as an extension of representing 
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their community, That is the true essence of 

representative government. 

 

True essence for our role as Representatives and 

Senators is we're representing their voice up here. 

We're fighting for them. We're trying to get a piece 

of the community to be better. 

 

 

 

So I'm Want to thank Senator Moore again for our 

graciousness, and her patience. But I also wanted to 

thank the staff that supported all of us because, 

the information and the complexity is overwhelming.  

 

I felt like I was a freshman crunching for final 

exams, when I had to read all the vast numbers and 

impact that we have.  

 

So I want to thank the teacher and the mentor, 

Senator Moore, and the graciousness of classmates 

that helped us and helped me manage this process.  

 

So I urge support and I want to thank all my 

colleagues. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Hwang.  

 

Will, you remarked further?  

 

Senator Fonfara, you have the floor, Sir.  

 

SENATOR FONFARA (1ST):  

 

Very briefly Madam President, I want to rise and 

recognize Senator Moore who's not only challenged 

tonight in terms of her normal dexterity, but to 

recognize the work that she -- as an alumnus of the 

of the club of the Bonding sub-Committee, former 

Chair of the Bonding Sub-Committee, I know the -- I 

know I don't like using this word, because it's 

maybe not taken in the way it's meant. 
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But it's a thankless job very often. But you have 

such opportunity to make a difference in this state 

with this responsibility. 

 

And for all the Members, I will say I it's a 

challenge with this Governor in terms of his general 

reticence about Bonding. He's made representations 

that will change. I pray that's the case.  

 

A lot of work goes on by the Chairs, by the Ranking 

Members, by the Members quietly out of the 

limelight.  

 

But it's so important work. So important, and we 

need to do more, we need to invest more, and I just 

want to express my appreciation to you, Senator 

Moore for taking on this task, and for being here 

today when most of us would not be we'd be somewhere 

else right now. But thank you very much for all 

you've done.  

 

Thank you, Madam President.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Fonfara.  

 

Will you remark further? Will remarked further?  

 

If not, will the Clerk please announce pendency of 

roll call vote and the machine will be opened.  

 

CLERK: 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate. This is House Bill 6690.  

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate on House Bill 6690. 

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate, on House 

Bill 6690.  
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Immediate roll call vote in the Senate. 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate. This is House Bill 6690.  

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate, House Bill 

6690.  

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Have all the Members voted? Have all the Members 

voted? Please check the roll call machine to see 

that your vote is properly recorded, if so the 

machine will be locked and the Clerk will announce 

the tally. 

 

CLERK: 

 

House Bill 6690.  

 

Total number voting  36  

Total voting Yay  34  

Total voting Nay  2  

Absent, not voting  0  

 

(Gavel) 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

The Bill is passed.  Senator Duff. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Senate stand at ease, please? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senate will stand at ease. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Madam President. 
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THE CHAIR: 

 

Mr. Majority Leader. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Thank you Madam President, and Good evening, good to 

see you.  

 

Madam President, if the Clerk would call the next 

two items on our goal list. Calendar page 14, 

Calendar 387, House Bill 6378 mark go. 

 

Followed by Calendar page 34-- 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. 

 

Followed by Calendar page 34, Calendar 267. Senate 

Bill 658. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

Thank you, Mr. Majority Leader, Mr. Clerk.  

 

CLERK: 

 

Page 14, Calendar 387, House Bill number 6378. AN 

ACT CODIFYING PREVAILING WAGE CONTRACT RATES. As 

Amended by House Amendments Schedule “A” LCO No. 

7702. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Good evening, Madam, you have the floor. Senator 

Kushner.  
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SENATOR KUSHNER (24TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. Nice to see you up 

there. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Likewise. 

 

SENATOR KUSHNER (24TH): 

 

Madam President, I move acceptance of the Joint 

Committee’s favorable report and passage of the Bill 

in concurrence with the House. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

The motion is acceptance and passage in concurrence 

with the House. Will you remark, Madam? 

 

SENATOR KUSHNER (24TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  

 

I just want to start my remarks tonight, by saying 

how much I appreciate the hard work of the men and 

women in the trades, who construct buildings and 

bridges and roads all over our state. 

 

And it's because of their work, particularly this 

last year, under difficult circumstances during the 

pandemic, that we can feel confident that we have a 

safe and well-constructed state. 

 

These building trade jobs really offer opportunities 

for going into the middle class for living a good 

family life here in Connecticut. 

 

And I want to also say this year, we have really 

looked to our trades to help us move forward in 

Connecticut, when we passed Senate Bill 999, for 

renewable energy projects. 
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We knew we were bringing into the future, jobs that 

would be there for the men and women in the trades, 

and that these would be good jobs with good 

benefits. 

 

I also want to take this opportunity because I may 

not have another chance to say this, this session. 

 

But I particularly want to thank our Senate 

leadership, Senate President, Senator Looney, and 

also our Majority Leader, Senator Duff, for all the 

good labor Bills that we have done this year. 

 

It's really a tribute to how we stand by and stand 

with working families in Connecticut. And to all my 

colleagues who have voted for the Bills we've passed 

up here, I appreciate you, I thank you. And I look 

forward to doing great things next session with you.  

 

In terms of this Bill, this Bill does two things. 

And it's quite simple. Connecticut has a prevailing 

wage law. And that law lays out the times in which 

we will ensure that workers in the trades are 

probate paid a fair and decent wage. 

 

However, the process has been complicated at times. 

This Bill does two things.  

 

One, it provides autonomy for our Connecticut 

Department of Labor to establish the rates for 

prevailing wage.  

 

And two, it codifies the way in which they have made 

those determinations in the past. 

 

And I think this is going to make for a smoother 

government process. But it also is gonna really 

speed up the amount of time it takes to get a 

prevailing wage rate from the Department of Labor.  

 

So I'm very excited about this Bill. I'm happy that 

our colleagues in the House passed it I thank my Co-

Chair, Chair Porter, for bringing that Bill out and 

getting it passed there. 
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And I do want to point out that there was bipartisan 

support for this strong passage in the House. And I 

look forward to my colleagues here in the Senate 

doing the same thing. Thank you very much, Madam 

President.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Kushner. Will you remark further? 

Will you remark further?  

 

If not, I will open the voting machine and Mr. Clerk 

Would you please call the vote. 

 

CLERK: 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate. This is House Bill 6378. House Bill 6378.  

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate on House Bill 

6378. House Bill 6378.  

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate on House Bill 

6378.  

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate. 

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate.  

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate, on House 

Bill 6378. 

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate of House Bill 

6378.  

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate. House Bill 

6378. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Have all the Senators voted? Have all the Senators 

voted? 
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The machine is locked. Mr. Clerk Please announce the 

tally. 

 

CLERK: 

 

House Bill 6378  

 

Total number voting  36 

Total voting Yea  25 

Total voting Nay  11 

Absent, not voting  0  

 

(Gavel) 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Legislation is adopted. Mr. Clerk.  

 

CLERK: 

 

Page 34 Calendar No. 267. Substitute for Senate Bill 

No. 658. AN ACT REQUIRING EMPLOYERS TO RECALL 

CERTAIN LAID OFF WORKERS IN ORDER OF SENIORITY.  

 

As Amended by Senate Amendment Schedule “A” LCO 

Number 9247, and House Amendment Schedule “A” LCO 

10402. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Good evening, Senator Kushner.  

 

SENATOR KUSHNER (24TH): 

 

Good evening again, Madam President. Oh, you weren't 

there last time. Good evening for the first time 

today. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

It's good to have many Madam Presidents.  

 

SENATOR KUSHNER (24TH): 
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It's wonderful.  

 

Madam President, I move acceptance of the Joint 

Committee’s favorable report and passage of the Bill 

in concurrence with the House. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And the question is on passage.  

Will you remark?  

 

SENATOR KUSHNER (24TH): Thank you, Madam President. 

This is a Bill that will provide certain recall 

rights for certain workers that were laid off during 

COVID. 

 

It is a Bill that we discussed at length here in 

this Chamber; it went to the House and was amended. 

And so we are back here with this Bill with a number 

of changes.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Very good. Will you remark further on the Bill 

before the Chamber? 

 

SENATOR KUSHNER (24TH): 

 

I would just summarize briefly to say probably one 

of the changes that is most notable is that the 

period of time for which an employee could qualify 

for recall is now changed to be instead of at the 

end of 2024, it will be in May of 2022.  

 

It also, the Bill previously required certain 

information be provided if the worker with the most 

seniority is not recalled, and in this just as -- it 

will be limited in terms of the information that is 

provided. So, I think that it's a good Bill and that 

we should pass it. 

 

THE CHAIR: 
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Thank you. Thank you, Senator Kushner. Will you 

remark further on the Bill before the Chamber? Good 

evening, Senator Sampson. 

 

SENATOR SAMPSON (16TH): 

 

Good evening, Madam President. I rise in opposition 

to Senate Bill 658, as amended by the House. Just to 

be clear, we are talking about the proper language 

before us. 

 

Just like to confirm through you, Madam President 

that we are indeed discussing LCO number 10402, 

which is a strike all Amendment “A” adopted by the 

House which will now become Senate Bill 658, and 

that's how we have it before this Chamber. I just 

want to make sure we're talking about the right 

language through Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Kushner. 

 

SENATOR KUSHNER (24TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. Through you, that is the 

correct LCO number. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Sampson. 

 

SENATOR SAMPSON (16TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. As was just stated, this 

is a Bill that came to the Senate. I believe it 

passed on a party line vote. I spoke against the 

Bill at that time. And I believe I highlighted many 

of its shortcomings and significant concerns. 

 

So it went to the House and I believe it met with 

some opposition there and has been modified and it 

is now back before us in its modified form. 
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I’ll state from the outset that the Bill is 

significantly better than it was when it left this 

Chamber the last time and I am thankful for that.  

 

However, Madam President, I would still say that 

this was a bad Bill the first time I saw this, and 

it's still a bad Bill. And I'm going to just go 

through it very quickly and talk about what it is.  

 

The Bill is titled “AN ACT REQUIRING EMPLOYERS TO 

RECALL CERTAIN LAID OFF WORKERS IN ORDER OF 

SENIORITY.”  

 

And that is more or less what it does, is it uses 

the government, and its ability to regulate free 

enterprise and private companies, through business 

regulation, to force them to recall certain laid off 

workers in order of seniority, is what the Bill is 

proposing to do. 

 

I objected to this the first time on the basis that 

I don't believe that this body has the right to make 

that sort of determination for a private business. 

And that this Bill goes pretty far in undermining 

the system of at will employment that exists in our 

state. 

 

And at the end of the day, I just want to remind my 

colleagues in this Chamber, that we do not own or 

manage the businesses that are affected by this 

Bill, and we should not be writing laws as if we 

did. 

 

I think that it is very presumptuous. I also think 

it is in direct conflict with our duty and 

responsibility, which I will remind everyone is to 

work as representatives of our constituents. We are 

not their bosses, we are not their masters. And we 

are not the managers of their businesses. We are in 

fact, their representatives.  

 

And I would also point out that far too often in 

this Chamber; most recently, we are passing 
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legislation that takes aside in almost every 

interaction between our constituents. 

 

And in this one, it is an interaction between 

employers and employees. And in this particular 

case, we are drafting a law. 

 

I say we, I mean the majority has put forth this 

law, our proposal for a law that would in fact, take 

the side of the employee over the employer, and I 

don't take sides, Madam President. 

 

I want to write policy that is mutually beneficial 

to every citizen of this state, and for the purpose 

of creating the most prosperous Connecticut that we 

can have. 

 

And I believe that the most prosperous Connecticut 

will come from freedom and the opportunities that 

people have to enter into business agreements, 

employment arrangements, and make their own choices 

about how they're going to do business in this state 

and therefore, create jobs opportunity, and a better 

way of life for all of us. 

 

And this type of Bill is something that I will stand 

up against every time and point out why it is 

damaging to the concept that America is defined by, 

which is that all people are free, free to make 

their own choices, and to pursue their own 

happiness. 

 

This gets in the way of that, Madam President, 

because it essentially sets up rules and 

requirements that stand in the way of that freedom 

to choose and to pursue as one might wish. 

 

There is a few changes to this Bill, unlike was 

described from the outset, the gentle lady mentioned 

that the period that COVID-19 would be considered. 

It was changed from 2024, now only through May one 

of 2022. 
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But there are quite a few other changes in the Bill. 

The very first one I noticed, I believe, is on line 

32, which is in subsection six of section one. And I 

would just curious to ask through you, Madam 

President, why is it we are defining enterprise to 

not include Cruise Line companies? Through you Madam 

President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Kushner. 

 

SENATOR KUSHNER (24TH): 

 

I would have to check on that. That was in the 

underlying Bill. I don't believe that question came 

up at that time. But if you want to give me a 

minute, can we take a short pause? Stand at ease?  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Chamber will stand at ease. Senator Kushner. 

 

SENATOR KUSHNER (24TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President, through you, that was 

the Bill -- that was the way the Bill was crafted in 

Committee after taking public testimony and hearing 

and it seemed appropriate to the Committee to not 

include cruise line, as a staff, as enterprises.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Sampson. 

 

SENATOR SAMPSON (16TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. I have the Bill that 

passed the Senate and went to the House before me. 

And looking at the same section, subsection six of 

section one lines 29 through 32 of the LCO, which 

was, I think 9247 is the one that passed out of 

here. And that language was not there. 
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So this language, that enterprise does not include 

cruise line companies was added by the House. And 

that's why I was asking, since we're here, 

attempting to pass a Bill that has already passed 

one Chamber, been modified and has come back. 

 

Those modifications are the critical component of 

our conversation tonight. So I think that's why I 

was trying to focus on that. 

 

I guess I didn't frame that in the form of a 

question, but I'd still like an answer to why we are 

not including cruise line companies, and why the 

House saw fit to make that change? Through you Madam 

President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Kushner. Senator Kushner. 

 

SENATOR KUSHNER (24TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President, through you, I can't 

tell you what was in the mind of the House and doing 

that it's a House Amendment that is before us, and 

they obviously deliberated over it and made that 

determination. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Sampson. 

 

SENATOR SAMPSON (16TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. I appreciate the answer. 

I mean, you initially had indicated to me that 

that's what was in the mind of the Committee. But 

the Bill that we passed out of this Chamber 

initially did not contain that. 

 

So it did, in fact come from the House. And I don't 

know either, but I'm afraid that you and I are going 

to have to cast a vote along with the rest of the 

Members of the State Senate without understanding 

4737



at/bm/lo/pg/rr 217 

Senate June 9, 2021 

 

the reason why cruise line companies were not 

included. 

 

In the same section, it says 15 or more employees. 

And I remember asking the last time why we chose 

that number? This affects only certain types of 

businesses, enterprises as they are defined as 

hotels, lodging House, food service contractor, 

building service enterprise, with only 15 or more 

employees. 

 

And I think that's a very narrow definition, which 

I'm thankful for, Madam President, that this Bill is 

not going to affect many more individuals and 

businesses in our state. 

 

But it strikes me that if we believe that there is 

good policy here before us, why would we be limiting 

it in scope to only businesses with 15 or more 

employees or only these particular businesses, and 

specifically, not including cruise companies. 

 

It says to me that someone's not comfortable enough 

with this policy to actually put it into effect. And 

they shouldn't be, Madam President, because this is 

lousy policy. 

 

Another significant change is in subsection 11. And 

this is something that we had a great deal of 

conversation with the last time, which was the 

notion that this original legislation extended 

beyond those that were laid off as a result of 

COVID-19 and the Executive Orders that were issued 

by the Governor as a result, and included other non-

economic disciplinary reasons, and I remember asking 

about what those were, I'm thankful, Madam 

President, that that was removed in the House. 

 

So now this Bill is limited only to individuals who 

are laid off due to a lack of business or a 

reduction or furlough of the employers workforce due 

to the COVID-19 pandemic, including the Executive 

Orders, and I will use this as an opportunity to 

remind the Members of this circle and anyone 
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watching that, generally speaking, it is only 

because of the Executive Orders. 

 

Some businesses were classified as essential and 

allowed to continue working, and other businesses 

were considered non-essential. 

 

And the governor is the one that made that 

determination, and the results, the layoffs that 

resulted here, If they are a result of the COVID-19 

pandemic, including Executive Orders, then I believe 

that it's the Governor of the state of Connecticut 

that is responsible for those layoffs and not 

necessarily the laid off employer. They were simply 

trying to survive as a business in our state.  

 

There's also a question that I asked the first time, 

which I think is very, very important, because in 

this section, laid off employee means any employee 

who was employed by the employer for six months or 

more in the 12 months preceding March 10, which is -

- I guess, what we're considering the beginning of 

COVID-19, and whose most recent separation from 

active service or whose failure to be scheduled, and 

so on, was due to the lack of business, etc. 

 

And I had asked whether or not this apply to 

individuals who quit, or were fired. Through, Madam 

President, would the gentle lady know if this 

applies to the people who quit their jobs during 

this period as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic or 

the Executive Orders or they were fired? Or is it 

simply folks that were actually issued a pink slip? 

Through you Madam President.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Kushner. 

 

SENATOR KUSHNER (24TH): 

 

Through you Madam President, this Bill talks about 

laid off employees and there's a general knowledge 
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of what laid off means it does not include people 

who quit or were fired. 

 

Although I assumed that if it was being litigated, 

one might want to look at to make sure that it 

wasn't constructive discharge, that could have been, 

in fact, a layoff.  

 

But clearly, the idea of a layoff is someone where 

the work is reduced, and the employer no longer 

needs as many employees. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Sampson. 

 

SENATOR SAMPSON (16TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. I don't disagree with 

that, the lady's response other than to say that 

there are other options beyond laying someone off 

when there is a reduction in the workforce required 

because of a lack of business or because the 

Governor, you know, puts forward an executive order 

that closes an operation or part of it. 

 

That might include a termination, which I'm not sure 

even after that response, would be included. But we 

had this conversation on the first Bill and I do 

have some concerns that this will extend beyond 

people that are specifically laid off and offered a 

pink slip.  

 

In line 66 through 69, subsection 15, it defines 

COVID-19 as a respiratory disease by, designated by 

the World Health Organization. But then it goes on 

to say, “And any related mutation thereof recognized 

by said organization as a communicable respiratory 

disease.”  

 

What concerns me about that, Madam President is that 

I don't think the World Health Organization should 

be making law for the state of Connecticut. 
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And essentially, a section does exactly that. It 

puts them in charge of determining what particular 

respiratory diseases will fall into the category of 

requiring this new law, if this becomes a law passed 

by this Chamber and signed by the Governor. 

 

I just, I don't -- I think we should be more careful 

going forward in determining that we, in fact, the 

elected representatives of the citizens of our state 

make those determinations and not some foreign 

entity. 

 

I also noticed that there is another new section 

that was not mentioned in the list of changes. And 

that is something somewhat shocking to me. And that 

is line 70 to 72, which is subsection B, subsection 

one of section one which says, “Not later than 30 

days after the layoff an employee before May 1 2022, 

an employer shall submit to the Labor Department an 

affidavit stating the reasons for the decision.” 

 

And I just find this shocking, Madam President, that 

in a state where we have at will employment, that we 

are now going to require employers to not only 

specify the reasons for a layoff, which they are not 

required to do under our laws currently, because it 

is an at will state. But not only do they have to 

have a reason, they have to actually submit that 

reason to the Labor Department, and they have to do 

it in the form of an affidavit. 

 

I find it absurd actually, that we're even debating 

this Bill, on the final night of the legislative 

session. 

 

There's a reason why this Bill has been jammed up 

and is taken, it's time to get back to us. And I 

think it's because everybody knows that it's 

somewhat problematic and goes far beyond what our 

current labor law and the state is. 

 

This Bill goes on to say that, not later than five 

days after a job becomes available at an employer, 
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the employer is now required to notify all of its 

laid off employees. 

 

And it goes on to talk about who is qualified for 

the position. Lines 80 through 82, specify that 

where more than one employee is qualified for an 

available position. The employee shall employer 

rather shall offer the position to the employee with 

the greatest length of service at the employment 

site. 

 

Madam President through you, are any other items 

considered relevant, rather than just the greatest 

length of service, such as skill level, attendance, 

cooperation? Through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Kushner. 

 

SENATOR KUSHNER (24TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President through you, this Bill, 

and the Amendment contemplates using length of 

service as the determining factor in which worker 

would be recalled. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Sampson. 

 

SENATOR SAMPSON (16TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. I appreciate that. And I 

brought it up specifically since this is a common 

theme that we've seen this legislative session. 

 

And unfortunately, it's not been a consistent theme 

because we've had Bills come before this Chamber 

that go out of their way.  

 

Like there was a recent Bill regarding a mandate on 

employers about providing a space for breastfeeding, 
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pay gap. 

And I was very pleased, Madam President to see that 

we added in that Bill language that said that 

employers have to take into consideration someone's 

skill level, attendance, disciplinary record and so 

on. 

But yet in this Bill, it does not include that 

information at all. It says only the greatest length 

of service. So that means to me that if I run a 

business, and I'm forced to shut down by the 

Governor as a result of COVID, and I want to start 

bringing back my employees, now, I am going to have 

to bring back the person with the greatest length of 

service, even if I prefer to bring back a different 

employee, because they're more reliable, they're 

better skilled at the job I need them for. 

But no, this body is gonna say, forget all that. We 

don't allow you to make your own decisions. We are 

new managers in your establishment, and you have to 

do it our way and we're going to tell you exactly 

how you're going to bring back your employees. 

That doesn't sound like any America that I 

recognize. And as a result, Madam President, I have 

an Amendment. It is LCO 10732. I ask that it be 

called and I be given leave of the Chamber to 

summarize. Thank you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk, would you please call the LCO. 

CLERK: 

LCO number 10732, Senate Schedule “B”. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Sampson. 
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SENATOR SAMPSON (16TH): 

 

Thank you very much, Madam President. This Amendment 

would actually add in the language, that says, where 

more than one employees entitled to preference for a 

position, the employer shall consider each entitled 

employees skill level, attendance and disciplinary 

record, along with the length of service with the 

employer offer -- before offering the position to 

any employee. 

 

This is a common sense Amendment. I urge adoption, I 

move adoption. And I would like a roll call vote. 

Thank you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And the question is on adoption and we will have a 

roll call vote when we vote on the Amendment. 

Senator Kushner. 

 

SENATOR KUSHNER (24TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. I oppose this Amendment, 

and urge my colleagues to vote no. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you. Will you remark further on the Amendment? 

Good evening, Senator Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. I'm gonna stand in 

support of this Amendment. I think it's important if 

you have an employee who has a lot more time on, but 

that employee calls in sick every Friday, calls in 

sick every Friday before a holiday, doesn't get as 

much work done as everybody else. That's important 

when you're calling somebody back, because that 

affects your bottom line. 
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It affects the morale because you have other 

employees seeing that this employee isn't doing the 

work and they have to make up for it.  

 

I mean, it's common sense. We're telling a business 

owner you have to take somebody who really retired 

on the job, who isn't doing the job correct and 

doesn't want to be there. 

 

Because they take as many days off as they can. 

That's wrong. We should not be stepping in and 

telling an employer how to run their business. Thank 

you. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Champagne. Will you remark 

further on the Amendment “B” before the Chamber? 

Will you remark further? If not, a roll call vote 

has been requested. So I will open the vote. Mr. 

Clerk, would you please call the roll. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate. This is on Senate Amendment “E” of Senate 

Bill 658. This is on Senate Amendment “E” of Senate 

Bill 658.  

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate, on Senate Bill 658, Senate Amendment “E”. 

This is Senate Amendment “E” of Senate Bill 658.  

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Have all the Senators voted? Have all the Senators 

voted? The machine is locked Mr. Clerk, please 

announce the tally. 

 

CLERK: 

 

Senate Bill 658. This is Senate Amendment “E”  
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Total number voting  35  

Total voting Yea  12  

Total voting Nay  23  

Absent not voting  1 

 

(Gavel) 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Amendment fails. Will you remark further on the 

Legislation before the Chamber? Senator Sampson.  

 

SENATOR SAMPSON (16TH): 

 

Thank you very much, Madam President. I'm 

disappointed that Amendment failed since I thought 

it was a very common sense Amendment that we should 

leave it in the hands of employers when it comes to 

determining which laid off employees return to work 

that they might take into consideration that 

employees length of service along with skill level, 

attendance, and disciplinary record.  

 

But I'm afraid that I'm in the minority in that 

position. 

 

Just following through on the Bill, the next several 

lines, I also found to be somewhat absurd. It says, 

“A laid off employee is qualified for a position if 

the employee held the same or similar position at 

the enterprise at the time of the employee's most 

recent separation.”  

 

And then it says, Madam President, it says, “Or can 

be qualified for the position with the same training 

that would be provided to a new employee hired for 

such a position.” 

 

Madam President, Will you do me a favor and bang 

that gavel for me so that I can hear myself thinking 

here?  

 

THE CHAIR: 
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Senator Sampson, you do have a point, it is getting 

-- there are a lot of side conversations going. So 

we are going to ask people to give their attention 

to the debate so that we can finish this session. So 

therefore, Senator Sampson, please proceed. 

 

SENATOR SAMPSON (16TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. I appreciate that very 

much. I just wanted to keep my train of thought and 

I was having a little difficulty. 

 

So this section gives me great pause. Because I 

believe that an employer is the person that should 

be making the determination about who is actually 

qualified for the position, since it's the employer 

that creates that position, and also would want to 

fill that position. 

 

And to suggest that this body has the power to 

determine who is qualified versus the employer 

themselves, is absurd on its face. 

 

And to go so far as to say that this body wants to 

manage that business in a way that says that as long 

as that person can be trained, they're qualified. 

 

I think it's a ridiculous definition of qualified 

Madam President. And one of the reasons why I voted 

against this legislation before and I think why it's 

before us on the final night of the legislative 

session. 

 

Just going on subsection “C”, it says, “An offer of 

employment to a laid off employee pursuant to this 

section, shall be at substantially the same 

employment site.” 

 

And I don't know what that means. I mean, if someone 

moves their business, what is substantially is if 

they move it across the street, they have to hire 

the same employees back or if they move it to the 

next town over or what if it is in the same country 

but not, you know, on the same block? 
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I don't know who's going to make that determination? 

And as I have pointed out many times in this 

Chamber, it is our job to determine what the 

parameters are when we write laws. 

 

Our constituents deserve clear laws. They deserve to 

know. That's why we make the speeding limit some 

exact amount. Whether it's applied that way, or not 

as a different factor, of course, but we don't say 

around 55 miles an hour, we say 55 miles an hour.  

 

And we don't say substantially at the same 

employment site for a reason. But yet it exists in 

this Bill and it should not.  

 

Just moving on. There is a following section that 

says that the employer must give the employee not 

less than five days in which to accept or decline an 

offer. 

 

So you have a restaurant, for example, that's about 

to open back up, because the Governor's Executive 

Orders are allowing them to, and they've taken a few 

weeks and months to get their business up and going 

and ready again, and they're about to bring people 

back on board. 

 

And they've got to call people back. Now they have 

to wait five days to open their business to 

determine whether or not those employees are going 

to accept the offer. 

 

That's not fair, Madam President. I know how much 

people in this room like to use the word fair all 

the time, but that's not fair. 

 

It's not fair to the business owner, who is number 

one providing the employment for these folks to be 

put in a spot where he cannot proceed. 

 

In fact, we're also putting all of the other 

employees’ jobs at stake, because they need this 

business to be successful in order to have that job.  
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Another absurd section, Madam President, and I'm 

getting used to just talking about all the 

absurdities in this Bill, subsection “E” 113 to 117.  

 

Each employer that declines to rehire a laid off 

employee on the grounds of lack of qualifications, 

because maybe the position is different now, and 

instead hires an individual other than that laid off 

employee, get this, shall, in other words, must, by 

force of government provide to that laid off 

employee a written notice not later than 30 days 

after the date. 

 

This is an at will employment state. It has been 

that way forever; I don't understand why we are 

attempting to undo that with this legislation?  

 

Moving on, it says under 121, “The requirements of 

this section shall apply under any of the following 

circumstances.” 

 

And what concerns me, I know that we can see a 

difference between the Bill that passed the Senate 

earlier this year, and what has come back to us from 

the House. 

 

That there is a paragraph removed that says the 

ownership of the employer changed after the employee 

was laid off, etc. 

 

I see that was removed. But through you, Madam 

President, is it the policy in the Bill before us 

that a business owner would have to apply these 

requirements of this Bill including all of the job 

offers and notification and affidavits to the 

Department of Labor, et cetera. If they were a brand 

new owner of a business that had an employee that 

fit these qualifications? Through you, Madam 

President,  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Kushner. 
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SENATOR KUSHNER (24TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. Would you restate the 

question? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Sampson. 

 

SENATOR SAMPSON (16TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. I would be delighted to 

restate the question. I noticed that in the Bill 

that passed this Chamber earlier this year, there 

was a section that said that the terms and 

conditions of this Bill would apply in the case 

where the ownership of an employer changed after a 

laid off employee was laid off, but continues to 

conduct the same or similar operations. 

 

But my question is, even though that was changed, 

I'm not certain that that policy still does not 

exist because of lines 125 through 127. 

 

The question very simply stated, I'll try and make 

it a little more clear, Madam President, that is, 

would a business owner who acquires a business 

operation where an employee had been laid off under 

the circumstances laid out in Section -- subsection 

46 that describe -- subsection 11, which describes 

the laid off employee wouldn't have to apply to them 

also if they acquired a business, and there was a 

person laid off. Through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Kushner. 

 

SENATOR KUSHNER (24TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President, through you, the lines 

in the Bill do very specifically identify when that 

would continue to apply even if there was a change 
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of ownership. And that I believe begins on line 123.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Sampson. 

 

SENATOR SAMPSON (16TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. That's what I thought. I 

just found it remarkable that the House took the 

time to remove the language that says the ownership 

of an employer changed after a laid off employee was 

laid off, but the enterprise continues to conduct 

the same or similar operations.  

 

As if they were trying to get away from that as a 

policy point. But most possibly missed the idea that 

it's actually repeated using different words in 

lines 125 through 127, where it says, “This section 

shall apply, under all of the circumstances, 

including substantially all of the assets of the 

employer were acquired by another entity, that that 

conducts the same or similar operations using 

substantially the same assets.” 

 

Again, the word substantially and same or similar, 

all very, very vague, which I've already drawn 

attention to. 

 

But this concerns me, because I'm reading this to 

say that if a business went out of business as a 

result of the Executive Orders, as a result of 

COVID, and it was a Mexican restaurant, for example. 

And that owner sold all of his equipment and his 

location to a new employer who wanted to open an 

Italian restaurant. 

 

I would like to know through you, Madam President, 

whether or not the owner of the Italian restaurant, 

who's using this similar location and similar 

operation, another restaurant, albeit a different 

type of food, would have to hire back the same chef 

from the Mexican restaurant? Through you, Madam 

President. 
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THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Kushner. 

 

SENATOR KUSHNER (24TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. I believe this is clear 

that subs -- evolved as substantially all of the 

assets of the employer were acquired by another 

entity, then, in fact, they would have employees 

would have those rights. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Sampson.  

 

SENATOR SAMPSON (16TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. I'm speechless, Madam 

President. I hope there are people watching this; I 

really hope that the citizens of Connecticut and the 

press of Connecticut is watching what we are doing 

here. 

 

This law would tell someone that buyers, buys the 

assets of a failed business after COVID has to take 

employees from the previous business. 

 

And not only that, they've got to hire the Mexican 

chef to be the chef for their Italian restaurant. 

I'm Mexican cuisine, Madam President, just to be 

clear. I'm not talking about the ethnic background 

of the person; I'm talking about the type of food 

that they cook. So I just I can't believe that we 

would make a law like this. It shocks me to my core.  

 

Just moving on, subsection 1. An employer that 

terminates refuses to re employ or takes any other 

adverse action against any laid off employees shall 

provide to the employee at the time of the 

termination, a detailed written statements on the 

reason or reasons for the termination. 
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Our current law in this Connecticut, in this state 

does not require that. We are in an at will 

employment state. It says that if an employee wants 

to quit, they can quit, and if employer wants to end 

a business relationship with an employee, they can 

end it. 

 

This is going to change that to set a precedent that 

says that from now on employees are required to 

receive a detailed written statement. 

 

I don't know, Madam President if there's a fine for 

this, but I do see that the following section says 

that a laid off employee aggrieved by a violation of 

this section may bring a civil action in the 

Superior Court. 

 

You're creating a situation where someone can sue 

them now because that person who laid them off did 

not provide an appropriate reason in writing, in a 

state that historically has been a free state when 

it comes to employment, where employers and 

employees worked out the details of their employment 

situation together. 

 

I kind of went out of order on my Amendments, Madam 

President because I was waiting for them to be 

filed.  

 

But I'm going to just jump back quickly before we 

finish the Bill, because we're almost to the end, to 

offer another Amendment that I think is critical. 

 

And that is LCO No. 10734. I ask that the Clerk call 

this Amendment “A” and I be given leave of the 

Chamber to summarize. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Mr. Clerk. 

 

CLERK: 

 

LCO No. 10734. Senate schedule F.  
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THE CHAIR: 

Senator Sampson.  

 

SENATOR SAMPSON (16TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. This redefines the 

Section that we discussed earlier, sub-section 11, 

which defines what a laid off employee is subject to 

the Bill before us. 

 

Which is the person who was -- whose most recent 

separation from active service or whose failure to 

be scheduled for customary seasonal work by that 

employer occurred after March 10.  

 

And was due to a lack of business or reduction or 

furlough of the employer’s workforce due to COVID-

19, and the Executive Orders. 

 

And forgive me for reading it, I just want to make 

sure that it is very clear what the Bill says.  

 

This would add the language that says that also 

someone who did not already reject an offer after 

March 10. And before the effective date of this 

action, an offer of employment. 

 

Because I believe, Madam President, there are a 

great number of folks that would fall into that 

category, because we are now several weeks into the 

reopening of the state of Connecticut, and many of 

these businesses are now opening again. 

 

And I'm quite certain that these employers have gone 

back to many of these laid off employees, offering 

them jobs. But they are not considered in this Bill. 

 

And if they have already been offered a job and 

rejected it, so I think for clarification sake, 

there is no reason why we should be creating such a 

burden on an employer, number one, about all of 

these notifications, affidavits or written 

statements and the potential for civil liability 
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when they've already done the job of offering 

someone a job.  

I move adoption of the Amendment, Madam President, 

and I'd like a roll call vote.  

It's a very straight up vote if you believe that an 

employer's already done their job if that person was 

offered employment and rejected it, and they should 

not be subject to the requirements of this Bill, you 

vote yes. If you believe the employer is still 

subject to these things, even if they've already 

done their part, you vote no.  

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator. Will you remark further on the 

Amendment “B” before the Chamber? 

Senator Kushner, and we will have a roll call on the 

Amendment.  

Senator Kushner. 

SENATOR KUSHNER (24TH): 

Thank you, Madam President. 

I oppose the Amendment urge my colleagues to vote 

now.  

THE CHAIR: 

Will you remark further on the Amendment “B” before 

the Chamber? 

Senator champagne.  

SENATOR CHAMPAIGN (35TH): 

Thank you, Madam President. 

I rise in support of this.  
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I've been talking to many businesses and the 

businesses have been facing a major problem.  

 

They have been trying to get the employees to come 

back to work. And the employees are outright saying 

I'm making more money at home. I'm not coming in. 

 

I've been to quite a few restaurants in the past two 

months. And what I see are the owners waiting 

tables, the owners bussing tables, because they 

can't find workers.  

 

I have never seen more “Help Wanted” signs than I 

can ever remember.  

 

Because the employees are refusing to come back and 

what this Amendment does, it says if you refuse to 

come back, you said you didn't want the job.  

 

Without this Amendment, what we're saying is, we 

know the person was making more money. We know they 

said no, multiple times, but you know what we're 

gonna make you take them back.  

 

No matter how much you had to work as the owner of a 

business who you wanted to pay people to come in and 

do this. You have to take them back.  

 

That is wrong. Usually, when you offer a person a 

job, and they say no. At that point in any other 

time in our history, that's it.  

 

You're offered the job. And once you refuse it, you 

no longer work there. And if you tried to continue 

to collect unemployment, you wouldn't get it because 

they offered you the job and you said no.  

 

And some of these employers have gone out several 

times to get their employees back. And those 

employees have refused.  

 

This law at this time after we've kicked all of 

these businesses to the curb, with – and especially 

with other laws that have been passed is wrong.  
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This Amendment would fix that part of this I think 

it's important, and we should watch out for our 

businesses under this.  

 

Thank you.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Champagne.  

 

Will you remark further on the Amendment? Will you 

remark further on the Amendment? 

 

If not, a roll call vote has been requested. I've 

opened the vote. Mr. Clerk, would you please 

announce the roll call.  

 

CLERK: 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate on Senate Amendment F for Senate Bill 658. 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate on Senate Amendment F for Senate Bill 658.  

 

This is Senate Bill 658 Senate Amendment F.  

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate on Senate 

Amendment F. Senate Bill 658.  

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Have all the Senators voted? Have all the Senators 

voted? 

 

The machine is locked. Mr. Clerk Please announce the 

tally on the Amendment.  

 

CLERK: 

 

Senate Amendment F of Senate Bill 658. 

 

4757

BourqueAn
Underline

BourqueAn
Underline



at/bm/lo/pg/rr 237 

Senate June 9, 2021 

 

Total number voting  35 

Total voting Yay  12 

Total voting Nay  23 

Absent, not voting  1 

 

(Gavel)  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

The Amendment fails.  

 

Senator Sampson. 

 

SENATOR SAMPSON (16TH): 

 

Senator Sampson, thank you very much, Madam 

President.  

 

Again, I'm sorry to see my second Amendment, again 

fail on a party line vote.  

 

It was a very straightforward proposal which was we 

should leave out the employers that have made a good 

faith effort to go back to their employees that were 

laid off.  

 

But I do understand that this Bill has been around 

the block more than once now and its future would be 

uncertain at this late hour if we were to modify it 

and have to send it back to the House and once 

again. 

 

And it's unfortunate because I offered Mr. 

Amendments the first time around, and I implore my 

colleagues sometimes just to listen to the value in 

what I'm saying.  

 

You might disagree on much of it. But I'm hopeful 

that there is common ground. Every time I get up 

with an Amendment, it is with the sincere hope that 

folks will see the value of the compromise that I am 

offering.  

 

Just continuing with the Bill, the final sections of 
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the Bill have to do with the punishment, or the 

liability created for an employer who fails to 

follow what I believe are really over the top 

requirements that are contrary to our state's 

historical employment arrangement. Which is, as I've 

mentioned several times now is “at will” 

arrangement.  

 

I noticed in the final paragraph, something that I 

find very interesting, which is that this does not 

apply in cases where there is a -- what is described 

as a bona fide collective bargaining agreement.  

 

And I suppose this is a reference to something 

called supersedence, which is a policy that we have 

in the state of Connecticut that allows collective 

bargaining agreements, actually, to supersede 

Connecticut state statute.  

 

So if we all agree that something should be a law, 

and the House does, too, and we pass it and the 

Governor signs it, it's still not a law, if a 

collective bargaining agreement says otherwise.  

 

And that makes me wonder, Madam President, why such 

a contract would supersede state law but not an 

individual employment contract between an employer 

and an employee?  

 

I mean, would not that an individual have the same 

rights? And in fact, I made the argument many times 

on this floor, Madam President, that collective 

bargaining agreements don't have rights.  

 

And the employees as a group don't even have rights, 

but the individual employees do. Because there's no 

such thing as collective rights. Rights only apply 

to individual folks, and not to groups.  

 

But my question remains the same. Why on earth, 

would we say it's okay, to allow a collective 

bargaining agreement to supersede what I presume the 

majority who's going to vote this Bill into law 

thinks is good policy? 
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If it's such good policy, why would we allow a 

supersedence to exist in a collective bargaining 

agreement?  

 

That doesn't make any sense to me, Madam President, 

I think it's absurd on its face. We're either making 

laws that apply to every person equally, over doing 

something wrong.  

 

And in direct contradiction to our American system 

of laws and justice, the idea that a collective 

bargaining agreement would have more value in 

protecting the rights of those group of employees 

than an individual employment agreement between an 

employer and an employee, to me, is facetious, it 

doesn't make any sense whatsoever.  

 

If an employer or an employee, who are free people 

in our society come to an agreement about what the 

terms of that employment arrangement is, then what 

does the government have to say with it?  

 

Why do we need any of us here telling them what to 

do? Isn't that between them? That's the whole focus 

of much of the Labor Committee debate this year, is 

whether or not people are actually free, and they 

can make their own choices in employment 

arrangements.  

 

I believe that that's the way our country was 

founded, that I believe that is a core part of our 

value system.  

 

That that employer employee arrangement works best 

when it is just between people who are doing it 

because they want to.  

 

And I also believe that that is the reason why we 

live in the greatest country on Earth. Because when 

you allow freedom to continue, many, many great 

things happen, new ideas, new innovations occur 

because of that freedom.  
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But when we're telling people No, don't even bother 

getting involved in a business or don't buy that 

failed Mexican restaurant, because if you open your 

Italian restaurant, we're going to torture you with 

a bunch of bureaucracy coming from the state of 

Connecticut.  

 

It's bad policy. And so is this supersedence clause. 

Madam President.  

 

I have one final Amendment, and that Amendment is 

LCO 10735.  

 

I ask that the clerk very generously call it and 

permit me the leave of Chamber to summarize.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Yes, sir. Mr. Clerk, would you call that LCO, 

please. 

 

CLERK: 

 

Absolutely. LCO No.10735. This is Senate Schedule G. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Sampson.  

 

SENATOR SAMPSON (16TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  

 

This is a very simple Amendment that adds, at the 

very end of the Bill after sub-section K, a short 

paragraph, “notwithstanding any other provision of 

the general statutes, an employer that rehires a 

laid off employee pursuant to this section.” 

So we're talking about someone who's following this 

law shall not be held civilly liable for violating 

any prohibition on discriminatory hiring or for 

violating any affirmative action policy in 

connection with such rehiring.  
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I move adoption. And I'd ask for a roll call vote 

and an opportunity to speak in favor of the 

Amendment “A” after the others.  

So we will have a roll call vote on the Amendment 

“A” and the question is on adoption.  

Senator Kushner, will you remark on the Amendment? 

SENATOR KUSHNER (24TH): 

I oppose the Amendment “A” and urge that my 

colleagues vote no.  

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator. 

Will you remark further on the Amendment “B” before 

the Chamber? Will you remark further on the 

Amendment “B” before the Chamber?  

If not, I will open the voting machine. Mr. Clerk 

would you -- okay. We nobody's voted. Senator 

Sampson.  

SENATOR SAMPSON (16TH): 

Thank you very much, Madam President. 

I was hoping there was going to be some dialogue on 

this Amendment. But I will just simply encourage my 

colleagues to support the Amendment.  

It's something that applies only to people that have 

complied with the Bill before us. 

We don't want to see someone end up in trouble and 

become civilly liable because they follow these 

requirements, because I can see that happening.  

If someone has to follow this requirement and bring 

someone back based on seniority, they might very 

well find themselves in direct conflict with other 
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federal and state law require about discrimination, 

affirmative action, and so forth.  

 

And this is designed to protect the employer in 

those cases.  

 

Again, Madam President, I urge my colleagues to vote 

yes. 

 

A vote yes is to actually support people that are 

willing to comply with this law. 

 

A vote no, leaves them open to potential liability. 

 

Thank you.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you. Will you remark further on the Amendment? 

Will you remark further on the Amendment?  

 

If not, the machine is open. Please announce the 

vote. Mr. Clerk. 

 

CLERK: 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate. This will be Senate Amendment G on Senate 

Bill 658.  

 

Senate Amendment G of Senate Bill 658. 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate on Senate Bill 658. Senate Amendment G.  

 

This is Senate Amendment G of Senate Bill 658. 

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate on Senate 

Amendment G of Senate Bill 658. 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate on Senate Amendment G. Senate Bill 658. 

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate. Senate 
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Amendment G. Senate Bill 658.  

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate.  

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate on Senate Amendment G. Senate Bill 658. 

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate. Senate 

Amendment G. Senate Bill 658.  

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate. 

 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Have all the Senators voted the machine is locked 

Mr. Clerk, please announce the tally on the 

Amendment. 

 

CLERK: 

 

Senate Amendment G of Senate Bill 658.  

 

Total number voting 35 

Total voting Yay 12 

Total voting Nay 23  

Absent, not voting 1  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Amendment fails. Senator Sampson.  

 

SENATOR SAMPSON (16TH): 

 

Thank you very much, Madam President.  

 

Once again, I'm disappointed that my third attempt 

to improve the language before us failed on a party 

line vote.  

 

My efforts have been sincere, Madam President in 

trying to take what I think is a questionable piece 

of legislation and try and improve it in the most -- 

really insignificant of ways to prevent roadblocks 
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for the constituents I represent. 

 

And since my requests have fallen on deaf ears twice 

now. And I've offered a several Amendments on this 

Bill the first time it was before this Chamber, 

which failed on a party line vote and I'm back again 

over three on my Amendments.  

 

I want to direct my comments to the Governor of the 

state.  

 

Governor Lamont I hope you hear me on this Bill. 

Your colleagues in the House and Senate did not see 

the danger of the Bill that is before us.  

 

But I hope that you do I know that you're a 

thoughtful person. I know that when Bills cross your 

desk after leaving this body, you are going to take 

the time to make sure that they are good policy 

before signing them into law.  

 

This is a candidate for a veto. Mr. Governor. I urge 

you to veto this Bill because it is setting up a 

horrible trap for people who are simply trying to 

get back to work in our state.  

 

The damage done from COVID and as a result of the 

Executive Orders, forcing businesses to close has 

put many, many restauranteurs and other folks that 

would end up targeted by this legislation in a very, 

very bad predicament.  

 

And I don't think we should be passing legislation 

that is going to create a trap for them, where they 

end up with civil liability or worse because we have 

set up rules of the game which are just completely 

unfair.  

 

The employer and employee relationship is between 

them. We do not own these businesses. We do not 

manage these businesses. We should let those folks 

work it out.  

 

We have laws in place already, Madam President to 

4765



at/bm/lo/pg/rr 245 

Senate June 9, 2021 

 

prevent wrongful termination and discrimination and 

things like that those laws serve us well.  

 

There is no reason to create a policy like this that 

imposes so much on an employer as if the employer 

doesn't know himself how to run his business.  

 

I hope the Governor recognizes what I do that this 

is terrible policy absurdly written and very 

dangerous. We got to stop it before it continues.  

 

I urge you to veto sir. Thank you.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Sampson. Will you remark further 

on the legislation before the Chamber? 

 

Senator Champagne.  

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  

 

You know, I've seen some bad Bills. And when I look 

at this one, I'm going to reiterate exactly what I 

said. 

 

You know, this was a tough time. COVID was a tough 

time.  

 

When we shut these businesses down, many of them 

aren't going to open again. And those that are 

opening are opening up and they're struggling to get 

open. I've said it once already.  

 

They have offered jobs. And people have said, no. 

And what this legislation is doing, is saying, I 

don't care if they said, no.  

 

As soon as this legislation passes, and you knew 

another opening up in sub, you're going to have to 

give that job to the person who said no, whether 

they said no once, or said no 10 times.  
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I guess the owners out there probably may take note 

of this. And understand that. If they said no, you 

might want to move to termination, if you don't want 

to have to offer them this job when this Bill 

passes.  

 

But to force a business to take somebody who has 

already put the business -- is already hurting that 

business more by refusing the job, because they're 

making more by staying home. And collecting the 

federal subsidy. You know, federal subsidy is going 

to end.  

 

And if I was a business owner, and this person came 

to me after I asked him 5, 10 times to come back and 

said, Hey, I'll come back now, I would think twice 

about it. And I think twice about it, because during 

the roughest time, you didn't come back.  

 

You know, we always want the good employees to come 

back. We want the hard working employees to come 

back.  

 

What this legislation says is, you can't take the 

hardest workers or the most reliable workers. You 

have to take them all in the line with the most 

senior person, no matter how many times they said 

no. And no matter how many times they called out no 

matter their track record.  

 

What the businesses is just went through in the last 

year. And we just want to keep kicking them.  

 

You know, I asked a Democrat, or somebody from the 

other side and from our circle, I said, why would 

you vote for this type of stuff?  

 

The person says you need to understand 50% of our 

vote comes from the unions, so we have to vote for 

the employees. And that's why it's important to have 

more unions.  

 

You know, I think it's important that the state of 
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Connecticut has businesses, thriving businesses, not 

businesses that we keep stepping on over and over 

and over again.  

 

Thank you, Madam President.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Champagne.  

 

Will you remark further on the Bill before the 

Chamber? 

 

Senator Kushner?  

 

SENATOR KUSHNER (24TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  

 

Hearing this debate is sometimes difficult for me. 

Because there are many things that are said that I 

strongly disagree with.  

 

But I don't want to really delve into that. What I 

want to say is that this pandemic has been hard on 

everyone.  

 

It's been hard on the doctors and nurses and 

firefighters and police and grocery store workers 

and hotel workers and restaurant workers.  

 

It's been hard on employers, but it's been 

incredibly hard also on employees. 

 

Employees who when they lost their jobs had nothing 

to fall back on. Yes, there's been unemployment. But 

people are looking to -- there's been unemployment 

compensation.  

 

But there has – the people are looking forward to a 

future where they can get a reset, where they can go 

back to work. And that's what this Bill does.  

 

It says, you were hit hard by something totally out 
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of your control. And now we're going to reset and 

put you back to work in the job that you had. And I 

think that's fair. And I think that's right. And I 

think it's good for Connecticut.  

 

There's been some discussion about unions and 

supersedence clauses. You know, it's clear that 

unions in our country have been able to do far 

better in negotiating collectively, for wages and 

benefits.  

 

There's nowhere in the law that it says you can't 

negotiate better than what we provide in law.  

 

And it's terrific that so many unions have done 

that. And that as a result, our country and our 

state is better off.  

 

People live a middle class life. They're not all 

working at minimum wage. They're not all working in 

part time jobs.  

 

They've done that through collective bargaining, and 

many had recall rights through their union 

contracts.  

 

Some of those contracts have expired. And this Bill 

will be good for those workers.  

 

This Bill will help those workers. You know, 

honestly, I think everyone knows that I would have 

liked this Bill to be stronger.  

 

I'm not convinced that we're going to be fully 

recovered by May 1 2022. I think in fact, it's 

highly unlikely that I look forward to the day when 

we do have full employment again, when those 

businesses do come back. 

 

And when those workers get an opportunity to be 

recalled, and get a reset, I think what we're doing 

is good for the workers. I wish we could do more. 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  
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Thank you, Senator Kushner. Will you remark further? 

Will your mark further?  

 

If not, I will open the vote. Mr. Clerk, please 

announce the vote.  

 

Madam President, Madam President.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

Oh, I so apologize. 

 

SENATOR LOONEY (11TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  

 

Speaking in support of the Bill, in concurrence with 

the House. I certainly endorse the comments of 

Senator Kushner, our distinguished Chair of the 

Labor and Public Employees Committee who has worked 

so hard and so effectively on this and so many other 

Bills in the course of the session.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Pardon me Senator Looney, I do apologize. I said we 

would open the vote before I recognized you.  

 

And we do have one vote that is on -- we have two 

votes that are on the board.  

 

So I don't know if that is problematic? 

 

CLERK: 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate. Senate Bill 658 as amended by Senate A and 

House A. 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate on Senate Bill 658. As amended by Senate A 

and House A. 

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate on Senate 
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Bill 658. As amended by Senate A and House A. 

 

Have all Senators voted? Have all Senators voted? 

 

If all Senators have voted, the vote will be locked. 

Mr. Clerk when you're ready, please announce the 

tally.  

 

CLERK: 

 

I'm ready. Senate Bill 658 as amended by Senate A 

and House A. 

 

Total number of voting  36 

Total voting Yay  19 

Total voting Nay  17 

Absent not voting  0 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

The Item passes.  

 

SENATOR LOONEY (11TH): 

 

Mr. President.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Looney. 

 

 

SENATOR LOONEY (11TH): 

 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

 

For a point of personal privilege. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

You may proceed.  

 

SENATOR LOONEY (11TH): 
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Thank you, Mr. President, to state a comment on the 

Bill that’s just been enacted. 

 

I would like to commend Senator Kushner for all of 

her work on this Bill. And also so many of the other 

Bills that have proceeded from the Labor and Public 

Employees Committee this year. 

 

I also want to express my disappointment with the 

fact that the House altered the Bill in a way that I 

think, changed it from a very effective Bill to a 

moderately effective Bill. 

 

And certainly still worth doing. But with the early 

termination date of the spring of 2022. For the 

recall date, the full effects of the pandemic and 

the kind of rubbing up again toward full employment 

will not have been completed by that time.  

 

One final comment is, Mr. President that we know 

that that long term unemployment is especially 

devastating for older workers and keeping people 

connected to the workforce is critically important 

because, as we know, retirement income is scarce. 

Penalties for collecting Social Security early are 

severe, and workers are actually not eligible for 

Medicare until age 65.  

 

So recall, is so important to keep people insured if 

they run into that gap between employment or loss of 

employment at a time when they are not yet eligible 

for other social services.  

 

So I wanted to commend the Committee, the work of 

Senator Kushner as always was stellar. And the Bill, 

although less of a solution to the problem than what 

we originally sent to the House is still worth 

doing.  

 

Thank you, Madam President.  

 

THE CHAIR: 
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Thank you. For those words, Senator Looney, and I do 

want to apologize. I did not see you when I opened 

the vote.  

 

So I'm glad you have the opportunity to share your 

views on the Bill.  

 

Senator Duff.  

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. 

 

Will the Senate stand at ease for a moment? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

Senate will stand at ease.  

 

Good evening, Senator Duff. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Good evening, Madam President.  

 

Madam President, before we begin our next markings, 

I would just like to if anybody has their TVs on if 

they're not in the Chamber, to please stay close to 

your computers or the Chamber because our votes will 

come fast. And I can't guarantee that we will hold 

votes open very long.  

 

It is 10 o'clock on sine die and so we need to be 

mindful of the time.  

 

Okay. Gotcha. Good. Thank you. Thank you, everybody. 

Appreciate it.  

 

Madam President for our goal lists and Agenda No. 1, 

to mark go, is Senate Bill 1070.  

 

I’d like to mark that item go on Agenda 1. Senate 

Bill 716. I’d like to mark that item go.  

 

THE CHAIR: 
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So ordered on both.  

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. Calendar page 12.  

Calendar 359. Senate Bill 514. I’d like to mark that 

item go.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

On Calendar page 20. Calendar 49. Six House Bill 

6524, I’d like to mark that item go. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered.  

 

Mr. Clerk.  

 

CLERK: 

 

Agenda No. 1 Senate Bill 1070 APR and MAP issue. 

Home Health orders.  

 

There is an amendment.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Good evening, Senator Abrams.  

 

SENATOR ABAMS (13TH): 

 

Good evening, Madam President, I move acceptance of 

the Joint Committee’s favorable report and passage 

of the Bill in concurrence with the House. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And the question is on passage, will you remark? 
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SENATOR ABAMS (13TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. This Bill originated in 

the Senate and was passed unanimously through the 

Senate.  

 

The House did amend this Bill to remove some of the 

sections in agreement with some of the stakeholders.  

 

It is still an incredibly good Bill and should be 

passed.  

 

So I hope that my colleagues will again, pass it 

unanimously. 

 

Thank you very much, Madam President.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Abram. Will you remark further on 

the Bill before the Chamber? 

 

Senator Somers, good evening. 

 

SENATOR SOMERS (18TH): 

 

Yes. Good evening, Madam President. I rise in 

support of this Bill. 

 

As the good chair has indicated, this Bill passed 

unanimously out of the Senate, the House made one 

modification which really is to do with some 

specialty groups that would like very specific items 

for the PA to not be able to do although this can be 

handled under the agreement, they would like to have 

it in statute.  

 

So I am hoping that the Senate will consider again, 

voting in favor of this particular Bill.  

 

It's very important. It's been something that's been 

in the works for quite a few years.  
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Thank you, Madam President.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you. Will you remark further on the Bill? Will 

you remark further?  

 

Senator Champagne.  

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  

 

To the Proponent of the Bill through you, Madam 

President.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

Please proceed.  

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Could you just explain what the changes? They said? 

It's minor. I just want to know what the change was.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Abrams.  

 

SENATOR ABAMS (13TH): 

Hold on one second, and I'll get all that 

information for you, Madam President.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Abrams.  

 

SENATOR ABAMS (13TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. It removes sections of 

the original Bill.  

 

The first one added provisions granting immunity 

from civil and criminal liability for withholding or 

causing the removal of life support systems under 

specific conditions that was removed.  
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Another section that was, documents the need for 

additional quantities of eye drops for insurance 

coverage of prescription renewal.  

 

And lastly, it removed a section that added to the 

practitioners being allowed to give a statement of 

attendance, blindness, or disability for laws 

limiting eviction.  

 

Those were the changes that were made, the sections 

that were removed, I don't think that they are in 

any way significant to the totality of this Bill, 

which allows PAs to follow through within their 

scope of practice with some other things that 

they're able to do. 

 

And I will say that one of the reasons that we had 

removed this Bill and put it into this other Bill 

initially, was so that we could make it very clear 

which it does at the beginning of this Bill that 

physician assistants can only work under the 

supervision of a physician. 

 

And we thought making that clear would make it clear 

in all of these sections.  

 

However, there were some people that disagreed and 

as a result, they took those pieces out.  

 

Thank you, Madam President.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Abrams. Senator Champagne.  

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. I'm good.  

 

THE CHAIR 

 

Thank you. Will you remark further on the Bill? Will 

you remark further on the Bill?  
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If not, I will open the vote.  

 

Mr. Clerk, would you please call vote.  

 

CLERK: 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate. This is Senate Bill No. 1070 AN ACT ALLOWING 

ADVANCED PRACTICE REGISTERED NURSES AND PHYSICIAN 

ASSISTANTS TO ISSUE HOME HEALTH ORDERS as amended by 

Senate Amendment Schedule “A” LCO No. 9002 and House 

Amendment “A” LCO No. 10261.  

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate on Senate 

Bill number 1070. As amended by senate Schedule “A” 

and House Amendment Schedule a meeting roll call 

vote in the Senate. This is Senate Bill 1070. As 

amended by Senate “A” and House “A” 

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Have all the Senators voted? Have all the Senators 

voted? The machine is locked. Mr. Clerk announce the 

tally please.  

 

CLERK: 

 

Senate Bill 1070 as amended.  

 

Total number of voting  36 

Total voting Yay  36 

Total voting Nay  0 

Absent, not voting  0 

 

(Gavel) 

 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

The legislation passes. Senator Duff. 
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SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  

 

It’s good to see everybody here in the Chamber.  

 

Madam President does the Clerk have Senate Agenda 

No. 2 on his desk? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Mr. Clerk. 

 

CLERK: 

 

Clerk is in possession of Senate Agenda No. 2, dated 

Wednesday, June 9 2021. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Duff. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Thank you Madam President. I’ll move all items on 

Senate Agenda No. 2 dated Wednesday, June 9 2021 be 

active as indicated that the Agenda be incorporated 

by reference in Senate Journal and Senate 

transcripts.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered.  

 

Senate Agenda 
No. 2 

REGULAR SESSION 
Wednesday, June 09, 2021 

 

 

BUSINESS FROM THE HOUSE: 

 

HOUSE RESOLUTION FAVORABLY REPORTED – to be tabled 

for the calendar. 
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EMERGENCY CERTIFICATION –  

 

HJ NO. 378 RESOLUTION CONVENING THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

IN SPECIAL SESSION.  

 

DISAGREEING ACTION(S) – to be tabled for the 

calendar. 

 

PUBLIC HEALTH COMMITTEE 

SB NO. 1070 AN ACT ALLOWING ADVANCED PRACTICE 

REGISTERED NURSES AND PHYSICIAN ASSISTANTS TO ISSUE 

HOME HEALTH ORDERS. (As amended by Senate Amendment 

Schedule "A" (LCO 9002) and House Amendment "A" (LCO 

10261)). 

 

HIGHER EDUCATION AND EMPLOYMENT ADVANCEMENT 

COMMITTEE 

SB NO. 716 AN ACT CONCERNING THE FEDERAL STUDENT 

LOAN BORROWERS' BILL OF RIGHTS ACT OF 2019. (As 

amended by Senate Amendment Schedule "A" (LCO 9355) 

and House Amendment "A" (LCO 10489)) 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Thank you. Madam President, would the Clerk call the 

next -- Oh, Madam President just for notation on the 

third marking, Calendar page 12, Calendar 359 it's 

House Bill 65614, not 514. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

65614. So noted.  

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Mr. Clerk.  

 

CLERK: 
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Senate Agenda No. Senate Bill No. 716. AN ACT 

CONCERNING THE FEDERAL STUDENT LOAN BORROWERS BILL 

OF RIGHTS ACT OF 2019, as amended by Senate 

amendment Schedule “A” LCO No. 9355. And House 

amendment “A” LCO No. 10489.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slap. Good evening.  

 

SENATOR SLAP (5TH): 

 

Good evening, Madam President.  

 

I move adoption of the Joint Committee’s favorable 

report passage of the Bill in concurrence with the 

House.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And the question is on passage. Will you remark? 

 

SENATOR SLAP (5TH): 

 

Thank you very much. Madam President, this Bill 

comes back to us from the House with overwhelming 

approval really makes a very simple change.  

 

The House made an amendment to align the definitions 

in this Bill now with Senate Bill 890, which is a 

Banking Bill, which deals with federal student loan 

providers in this Bill deals with private student 

loan providers.  

 

And again, we already passed the underlying Bill 

here and I'd ask for my colleagues as support in 

passage again.  

 

Thank you very much, Madam President.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator. Will you remark further on the 

Bill? Will you remark further on the Bill?  
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Senator Witkos, I do apologize. There's so many of 

you now.  

 

SENATOR WITKOS (8TH): 

 

You’re lost in the crowd, I understand. Madam 

President.  

 

I just want to say very briefly, I concur with every 

single thing that the good Chairman of the Higher 

Education Committee said, and urge passage of the 

Bill, thank you.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator Witkos. Will you remark further 

on the Bill? Will you remark further? 

 

If not, I will open the vote. Mr. Clerk, would you 

please announce the vote.  

 

CLERK: 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate. This is Senate Bill 716. As amended. By 

Senate “A” and House “A”. 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate. Senate Bill 716 as amended by Senator “A” 

and House “A”.  

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate. Senate Bill 

716 as amended by House “A” and Senate “A”. 

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Have all the Senators voted? The machine is locked 

Mr. Clerk Please announce the tally. 

 

CLERK: 

 

Senate Bill 716 as amended by Senate “A” and House 

“A”. 
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Total number voting  36  

Total voting Yay  36  

Total voting Nay  0 

Absent, not voting  0 

 

(Gavel) 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Measures is passed. Mr. Clerk. 

 

CLERK: 

 

Page 12 Calendar 359. House Bill number 5614 AN ACT 

ESTABLISHING A COMMISSION ON THE DISPARATE IMPACT OF 

COVID-19 as amended by House Amendment Schedule “A” 

LCO No. 7501. 

 

THE CHAIR:  

 

Good evening, Senator Hartley.  

 

SENATOR HARTLEY (15TH): 

 

Good evening, Madam.  

 

Madam President, I move acceptance of the Joint 

Committee’s favorable report and passage of the Bill 

in concurrence with the House, madam. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And the question is on passage. Will you remark? 

 

SENATOR HARTLEY (15TH): 

 

Yes, thank you very much, Madam President.  

 

Madam President, this is a very straightforward 

proposal that was unanimously approved by the House. 

 

And it is actually the work of the majority leader 

of the House.  
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It simply establishes a commission on disparate 

impact of the COVID-19 affects.  

 

It is a 22 person commission that will look to 

analyze identify the causes of disparate impact of 

COVID-19 regarding federal and state responses on 

the areas of racial, ethnic, gender and socio 

economic groups.  

 

I urge adoption, Madam. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you. Senator Hartley. Will you remark further 

on the legislation? Will you remark further?  

 

If not, I will open the vote. Mr. Clerk, please 

announce the tally.  --I mean the vote, sorry.  

 

CLERK: 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate. This is House Bill 5614. As amended by House 

“A” 

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate on House Bill 

5614. As amended by House “A”  

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate. This is 

House Bill 5614. As amended by House “A” 

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate. House Bill 

5614. As amended by House “A” 

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate.  

 

Have all the Senators voted? The machine is locked 

Mr. Clerk Please announce the tally.  

 

CLERK: 

 

House Bill 5614 as amended by House “A” 
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Total number voting  36 

Total voting Yay  35  

Total vote Nay  1 

Absent, not voting  0 

 

(Gavel) 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

The legislation is passed Mr. Clerk. 

 

CLERK: 

 

Page 20. Calendar No. 489. House Bill No. 6524. AN 

ACT CONCERNING THE SOLICITATION OF NEW FUEL CELL 

ELECTRICITY GENERATION PROJECTS as amended by House 

Amendment Schedule “A” LCO No. 8206.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

Good evening, Senator Needleman.  

 

SENATOR NEEDLEMAN (33RD): 

 

Good evening, Madam President. Very nice to see you 

with an hour and 40 minutes left.  

 

Madam President, I move acceptance of the Joint 

Committee’s favorable report and passage of the 

Bill. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And the question is on passage. Will you remark? 

 

SENATOR NEEDLEMAN (33RD): 

 

Certainly, Bill comes to us from the Energy and 

Technology Committee where it received overwhelming 

support and pass the House of Representatives with 

only one dissenting vote.  

 

Proposed legislation received backing from the Green 

Bank Connecticut Center for Advanced Technology, 

CBIA, fuel cell energy and others.  
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I'm pleased to bring this Bill out today as it 

addresses energy efficiency while still being 

business friendly.  

 

It has never been more critical than now to find 

ways to rebuild our economy following the 

devastating impacts of COVID.  

 

The Bill before us will have a direct economic 

impact by attracting new job creating businesses in 

a booming sector of the energy market.  

 

This Bill requires electric distribution companies 

to create a competitive selection process to obtain 

new fuel cell electricity generation projects 

manufactured right here in our state, and makes use 

of areas in need of remediation such as brownfields 

and landfills.  

 

Proposals must begin on or after July 1 2021 and 

must be submitted to and approved by PURA.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you. Senator Needleman. Will you remark 

further on the legislation before us? Good evening, 

Senator Formica, and let me just ask all of our 

members and guests to give your attention to the 

speakers because it's getting very difficult to 

hear.  

 

Senator Formica. 

 

SENATOR FORMICA (20TH): 

 

Thank you Madam President. Good evening, I rise in 

support of the legislation. This is, of course a 

good jobs Bill for the state of Connecticut.  

 

As you know, several of the fuel cell companies 

operate right here in our home state of Connecticut. 

 

And these projects will be preferential projects, 
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Madam President, for cited to be on brownfields and 

landfills. 

 

As you know, fuel cells are very good in reducing 

green House gas emissions, and they have high 

reliability and flexibility and installation. Good 

for micro grid.  

 

So this is a good Bill from the Energy Committee, 

Madam President, and I urge support.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Formica. Will you remark further? 

Senator Needleman?  

 

SENATOR NEEDLEMAN (33RD): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. If there's no objection, 

I'd like to call the roll.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Will, you were you mark further. Will you remark 

further?  

 

If not, I will open the vote.  Mr. Clerk, would you 

please announce the vote. 

 

CLERK: 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate. This is House Bill 6524. As amended by House 

“A” Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate. This is House Bill 6524. As amended by House 

“A” Immediate roll call vote in the Senate. House 

Bill 6524 as amended by House “A”. Immediate roll 

call vote in the Senate.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Have all the Senators voted? Have all the Senators 

voted? The machine is locked. Mr. Clerk announce the 

vote please. 
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CLERK: 

 

This is House Bill 6524 as amended by House “A” 

 

Total Number Voting 36 

Total voting Yea 26 

Those voting Nay 10 

Those absent and not voting 0 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Measures is adopted. (gavel) Senator Duff.  

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Thank you Madam President.  

 

Madam President, on Senate Agenda No. 2, will the 

Clerk please call House Joint Resolution Number 378. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Mr. Clerk. 

 

CLERK: 

 

House Joint Resolution -- Senate Agenda No. 2 House 

Joint Resolution Number 378 RESOLUTION CONVENING THE 

GENERAL ASSEMBLY IN SPECIAL SESSION.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Duff.  

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Thank you Madam President, I move for acceptance of 

the Emergency Certified Joint Resolution, convening 

the General Assembly in Special Session.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And will you remark further, sir?  
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SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. This is just a Joint 

resolution passed by the House and need to be passed 

by the Senate to convene the General Assembly in 

Special Session. That is it.  

 

Thank you, Madam President.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you. Will you remark further? Will you remark 

further? If not, Mr. Clerk, would you I will open 

the voting machine.  

 

Mr. Clerk would you announce the vote.  

 

CLERK: 

 

House joint resolution 378. 

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate on House 

Joint Resolution 378.  

 

Resolution convenient the General Assembly in 

Special Session. 

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate on House 

Joint Resolution No. 378. This Resolution is 

convening the General Assembly in Special Session. 

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate. 

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate on House 

Joint Resolution 378. 

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate in the House 

Joint Resolution No. 378. Resolution convening the 

General Assembly in special session.  

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate. On House 

Joint Resolution No. 378. Resolution convene in the 

General Assembly in special session.  
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Immediate roll call vote in the Senate.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Have all the Senators voted? The machine is locked. 

Mr. Clerk, please announce the vote.  

 

CLERK: 

 

House Joint Resolution 378. 

 

Total Number Voting 36 

Total voting Yea 34 

Total voting Nay 2 

Absent and not voting 0 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

The resolution is adopted. (Gavel) Senator Duff.  

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

 

Thank you Madam President. Would the Senate stand at 

ease for a moment, I would ask that Senators please 

stay very close to the Chamber. Thank you.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senate will stand at ease. Senators stay close to 

the Chamber, please. 

 

Senator Duff. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH):  

 

Thank you Madam President.  

 

Madam President, two more items for our goal list, 

please? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Please proceed, sir.  
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SENATOR DUFF (25TH):  

 

Thank you, Madam President, on Calendar page 21, 

Calendar 502. House Bill 6600, mark go. 

 

Calendar Page 26. Calendar 550. House Bill 6442. 

Mark, go.  

 

Thank you Madam President.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And Mr. Clerk. 

 

CLERK: 

 

Page 21. Calendar 502 Substitute for House Bill No. 

6600 AN ACT CONCERNING SMOKE DETECTION AND WARNING 

EQUIPMENT, THE STATE FIRE PREVENTION AND FIRE SAFETY 

CODES, THE CODE TRAINING AND EDUCATION BOARD OF 

CONTROL, TEMPORARY FIRE MARSHAL CERTAIN FIRE REPORTS 

AND SMALL WATER HEATERS, as amended by House 

Amendment Schedule “A” LCO 9167.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

Good evening, Senator Osten. 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Thank you very much. Madam President. Madam 

President, I move acceptance of the Joint 

Committee’s favorable report and passage of the Bill 

in concurrence with the House of Representatives. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And the question is on passage. Will you remark? 

 

SENATOR OSTEN (19TH): 

 

Madam President, this Bill is relative to smoke 

detectors and similar provisions.  
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The fire safety and prevention codes, inspections, 

code Training and Education Board of counsel and 

works into the discussion, fire marshal 

appointments.  

 

It is a good Bill, and I'd be happy to answer any 

questions, but it's fairly technical in nature.  

 

And I urge passage. Thank you.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

The question is on passage. Will you remark? Senator 

Champagne?  

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. I rise in support of 

this Bill. And it's exactly what the -- what Senator 

Austin said. And I urge supportive as well.  

 

Thank you.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator Champagne. Will you remark 

further on the Bill? Senator Anwar. 

 

SENATOR ANWAR (3RD): 

 

I would just echo the same thing. Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. Will you remark further? Will you remark 

further? If not, I will open the vote. Mr. Clerk 

Please announce the vote.  

 

CLERK: 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate. 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate. House Bill 6600 as amended by House “A” 
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Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate on House Bill 6600 as amended by House “A” 

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Have all the Senators voted? The machine is locked. 

Mr. Clerk announce the tally please.  

 

CLERK: 

 

House Bill 6600 as amended by House “A” 

 

Total number voting  36 

Total voting Yay  34 

Total vote Nay  2 

Absent, not voting  0 

 

(Gavel) 

 

THE CHAIR: 

Measure passes. Mr. Clerk. 

 

CLERK: 

 

Page 26 Calendar No. 550 Substitute for House Bill 

No. 6442. AN ACT CONCERNING EQUITABLE ACCESS TO 

BROADBAND as amended by House Amendment Schedule “A” 

LCO No. 9750.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

Good evening, Senator Needleman. 

 

SENATOR NEEDLEMAN (33RD): 

 

Good evening, Madam President. Madam President, I 

move acceptance of the Joint Committee’s favorable 

report and passage of the Bill in concurrence with 

the House.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And the question is on passage. Will you remark?  
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SENATOR NEEDLEMAN (33RD): 

 

Sure. Thank you, Madam President. This Bill is about 

adoption of -- using some of the Federal opera money 

to increase access to broadband.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator. Will you remark further? Senator 

Formica?  

 

SENATOR FORMICA (20TH): 

 

Thank you. Thank you, Madam President. I rise in 

support of this Bill.  

 

As we all know the last year has shown us how 

important broadband infrastructure is in access. 

 

This Bill begins combination between the state and 

the Fed partners to make sure that broad band is 

expanded and extended for better access for our 

citizens throughout the state of Connecticut.  

 

I urge support.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Will you remark further? Senator Champagne, and then 

we'll go to Senator Needleman. Go ahead, Senator 

Champagne. 

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

Thank you Madam President, I just have one question 

to the Proponent of the Bill.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Please proceed, sir.  

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 
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Thank you. Is this the infrastructure for broadband 

or the actual devices in the House?  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Needleman. 

 

SENATOR NEEDLEMAN (33RD): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. This is for the 

infrastructure for broadband, not for devices in the 

House.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Champagne.  

 

SENATOR CHAMPAGNE (35TH): 

 

Thank you, madam.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Needleman.  

 

SENATOR NEEDLEMAN (33RD): 

 

Madam President requests the roll call vote.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And indeed we will have a roll call vote. Will you 

remark further on the Bill? Will you remark further 

on the Bill? 

If not, the machine is open Mr. Clerk please call 

the vote. 

 

CLERK: 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate. 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate on House Bill 6442. As amended by House “A” 
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Immediate roll call vote in the Senate on House Bill 

6442. As amended by House “A” 

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate.  

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate. House Bill 

6442.  

 

Immediate roll call vote.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Have all the Senators voted? The machine is locked 

Mr. Clerk announce the tally. 

 

CLERK: 

 

House Bill 6442 as amended by House “A” 

 

Total number voting  36 

Total voting Yay  36  

Total vote Nay  0 

Absent, not voting   

 

(Gavel) 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Legislation passes. Senator Duff. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH):  

Thank you Madam President, Senate stand at ease for 

a moment. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Stand at ease.  

 

Senator Duff. Good evening.  

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH):  

 

Good evening, Madam President as we come to our last 

hour of the session. Three more Bills to mark go. 
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THE CHAIR: 

 

Please proceed. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH):  

 

Calendar page 21. Calendar 504 Senate Bill -- I'm 

sorry. Yeah, Senate Bill 1112. 

 

Followed by Calendar page 22. Calendar 505. Senate 

Bill 1114. 

 

Followed by Calendar page 24. Calendar 525. Senate 

Bill 1109.  

 

Thank you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Mr. Clerk 

 

CLERK: 

 

Page 21. Calendar 504. Senate Bill number 1112. AN 

ACT AMENDING THE CONVEYANCE OF PARCELS OF STATE LAND 

TO THE CITY OF NEW HAVEN.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

Good evening, Senator Flexer.  

 

SENATOR FLEXER (29TH): 

 

Good evening, Madam President. Madam President, I 

move for acceptance of the Joint Committee’s 

favorable report and passage of the Bill. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And the question is on passage will you remark? 

 

SENATOR FLEXER (29TH): 

 

Yes, thank you Madam President.  
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Madam President, the Bill before us conveys apart or 

amends the conveyance of a parcel of state land and 

the City of New Haven. It's been worked out with the 

Department of Transportation and my urge my 

colleagues to support this measure. Thank you, Madam 

President.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you. Will you remark further on the Bill 

before the Chamber? Will you remark further? Will 

you remark further?  

 

If not, I will open the machine. Mr. Clerk, please 

announce -- please call the vote 

 

CLERK: 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate on Senate Bill 1112.  

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate. Senate Bill 1112. 

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate. Senate Bill 

1112.  

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Have all the Senators voted? The machine is locked 

Mr. Clerk announce the tally please.  

 

CLERK: 

 

Senate Bill 1112  

 

Total number voting  36  

Total voting Yay  35  

Total voting Nay  1 

Absent, not voting  0 
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(Gavel) 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Measure is passed. Mr. Clerk. 

 

CLERK: 

 

Page 22. Calendar No. 505 Substitute for Senate Bill 

number 1114 AN ACT RELINQUISHING THE STATE'S 

INTEREST IN A PARCEL OF LAND CONVEYED TO THE TOWN OF 

EAST WINDSOR.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Flexer.  

 

SENATOR FLEXER (29TH): 

 

Good evening, Madam President I move for acceptance 

of the Joint Committee’s favorable report and 

passage of the Bill.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

And the question is on passage. Will you remark? 

 

SENATOR FLEXER (29TH): 

 

Yes, Madam President, Madam President, the Bill 

before us makes a change with regard to land in the 

town of East Windsor. 

 

I encourage my colleagues to support this measure. 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you. Will you remark further on the 

legislation? Will you remark further?  

 

If not, I will open the voting machine. Mr. Clerk. 

Please announce the vote.  
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Immediate roll call vote in the Senate on Senate 

Bill 1114. Senate Bill 1114.  

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate. Senate Bill 

1114.  

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate. 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate. This is Senate Bill 1114. 

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate on Senate 

Bill 1114.  

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate. 

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Have all the Senators voted? Have all the Senators 

voted? The machine is locked. Mr. Clerk please 

announce the tally.  

 

CLERK: 

 

Senate Bill 1114: 

 

Total number voting  34 

Total voting Yay  32 

Total voting Nay  2 

Absent, not voting  2 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Measure passes. (Gavel) Mr. Clerk. 

 

CLERK: 

 

Page 24 Calendar No. 525 Substitute for Senate Bill 

No. 1109. AN ACT CONCERNING THE CONVEYANCE OF A 

PARCEL OF STATE LAND IN THE TOWN OF SOUTH WINDSOR.  

 

THE CHAIR: 
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Senator Flexer.  

 

SENATOR FLEXER (29TH): 

 

Good evening, Madam President.  

 

Madam President, I move for acceptance of the Joint 

Committee’s favorable report and passage of the 

Bill.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Question is on passage. Will you remark?  

 

SENATOR FLEXER (29TH): 

 

Yes, thank you, Madam President.  

 

Madam President, this Bill before is conveys a 

parcel of state land and the town of South Windsor. 

 

Madam President, the clerk is in possession of an 

amendment LCO No. 10731. I ask that the Clerk please 

call the amendment and I be granted leave of the 

Chamber to summarize  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Mr. Clerk. 10731 -- LCO 

 

CLERK: 

 

LCO No. 10731. Senate Schedule “A” 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Flexer. 

 

SENATOR FLEXER (29TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  

 

Madam President, the amendment before us makes a 
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change to the underlying legislation that was 

requested by the administration and the Department 

of Transportation. 

 

I encouraged my colleagues to support the amendment. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you. Will you remark further on the amendment 

before the Chamber? Will you remark further on the 

amendment before the Chamber?  

 

If not, let me try your minds. So all in favor of 

the Amendment please signify by saying Aye.  

 

MEMBERS: 

 

Aye. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Opposed? The Amendment is adopted. Will you remark 

further? Senator Flexer.  

 

SENATOR FLEXER (29TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  

 

Madam President, I encourage my colleagues to 

support this measure.  

 

Thank you, Madam President.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Witkos. 

 

SENATOR WITKOS (8TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  

 

If I may, a few questions to the Proponent of the 

Bill as amended? 
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THE CHAIR: 

 

Please proceed.  

 

SENATOR WITKOS (8TH): 

 

Thank you, Madam President. 

 

Through you, to Senator Flexer, is the property in 

question one that the department set an average 

price -- median price for sale? 

 

Through you, Madam President.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Flexer.  

 

SENATOR FLEXER (29TH): 

 

Through you, Madam President, I do not know how the 

price for this property was set. I will just say 

that the amendment that we just adopted was to 

clarify the exact parcel of land that was being 

considered here in case that's caused any confusion 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Witkos. 

 

SENATOR WITKOS (8TH): 

 

Thank you, I guess I'll just have to ask in the 

manner that I'm only familiar with.  

 

The piece when we discussed it in caucus was that 

there was a certain parcel of land that the DOT 

estimated the price to be at 200 and something 

dollar’s value and that it was only to be sold to an 

Abutter. The Abutter only offered somewhere in the 

$70,000 range.  
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So the department said no to the sale. And so now 

the town is moving to have it conveyed to them for 

an economic development piece, and I'm just curious 

if (a)I'm talking about the right parcel, and (b) 

what would that economic development piece be if the 

good Proponent of the amended Bill knows. 

 

Through you, Madam President. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Flexer.  

 

SENATOR FLEXER (29TH): 

 

Through you, Madam President, as I said the 

amendment was to clarify exactly which parcel was 

being considered. And I believe the -- I know that 

the language before us was negotiated between the 

town of East Windsor and the Department of 

Transportation.  

 

So this is something that has been worked out 

there's no continued objection with regard to the 

conveyance of this parcel from the Department of 

Transportation.  

 

And it's been worked out with the town of East 

Windsor. 

 

Through you. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Witkos. 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  

 

I'm gonna vote no on the on the underlying Bill, 

because although we just heard that the language had 

been worked out, my understanding was that the 

parser would be conveyed for economic development. 

 

And when I spoke to the member who represents that 
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community, what that economic development was, the 

thought was that it would become a park. 

 

And I don't know really, if a town is trying to do 

economic development just to take a piece of land 

that the state owns at a value of over $200,000, an 

Abutter wanted it for 70. The town's taking and 

making it a park.  

 

I think that, in my opinion that circumvents what 

the process that we've had in place.  

 

There is another mechanism that the people that are 

interested in buying the property or the town if 

they want to without going through the conveyance 

process, and I would hope that they should go 

through the whole process to have this fully vetted 

out.  

 

So I'm going to be voting no on this conveyance Bill 

this evening.  

 

Thank you, Madam President.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator Witkos. Will you remark further 

on the legislation before the Chamber? Will you 

remark further?  

 

If not, I'll open the voting machine. Mr. Clerk 

Please announce the vote.  

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate Bill 1109. As 

amended.  

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate. Senate Bill 1109 as amended.  

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate. Senate Bill 

1109 as amended.  

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate. Senate Bill 1109 as amended.  
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Immediate roll call vote in the Senate. Senate Bill 

1109. As amended.  

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Have all the Senators voted? Have all the Senators 

voted? Have all the Senators voted? The machine is 

locked Mr. Clerk please announce the tally.  

 

CLERK: 

 

Senate Bill 1109. 

 

Total number voting  36 

Total voting Yay  25  

Total voting Nay  11  

Absent not voting  0 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Legislation passes. (Gavel) Senator Duff. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH):  

 

Thank you Madam President. Madam President I move 

for immediate transmittal of these last three Bills 

to the House of Representatives, please? 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered.  

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH):  

 

Thank you Madam President, will the Clerk now please 

call Calendar page 34 Calendar 403 Senate Bill 1100. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Mr. Clerk. 

 

CLERK: 
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Page 34 Calendar No. 403. Senate Bill number 1100 AN 

ACT CONCERNING THE FAILURE TO FILE FOR CERTAIN 

GROUNDLESS EXEMPTIONS, as amended by Senate 

Amendment Schedule “A” LCO No. 10107, “B” LCO 10105. 

and House Amendment Schedule “A” LCO. 10175.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Senator Fonfara. 

 

SENATOR FONFARA (1ST): 

 

Good evening, Madam President.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Good evening. 

 

Madam President, I move for acceptance of the Joint 

Committee’s favorable report and passage of the 

Bill.  

The Question is on passage. Will you remark? 

 

SENATOR FONFARA (1ST): 

 

I move adoption, Madam President.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

And will you remark? 

 

SENATOR FONFARA (1ST): 

 

In concurrence – I move the Bill in concurrence with 

the House.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you will remark further on the legislation 

before the Chamber.  

 

SENATOR FONFARA (1ST): 
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I urge passage Madam President.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Will you remark further? Will your mark further? 

 

If not, I will open the voting machine.  

 

Mr. Clerk, please announce the vote.  

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate on Senate Bill 1100. As amended by Senate “A” 

“B” And House “A” 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate on Senate Bill 1100. As amended by senate “A” 

“B” and House “A” 

 

Immediate roll call vote in the Senate.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

The legislation -- Yeah.  

 

Mr. Clerk, could you call the tally, please? 

 

And I know you're busy. Take a deep breath.  

 

CLERK: 

 

Senate Bill 1100. 

  

Total number voting  36 

Total number voting Yay  36 

Total voting Yay  0 

Absent, not voting  0 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

The legislation is adopted. Thank you, Mr. Clerk.  

 

Senator Duff. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH):  
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Thank you, Madam President.  

 

For the moment we all been waiting for, our Consent 

Calendar.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Please proceed.  

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH):  

 

Thank you, Madam President.  

 

On Calendar page 34. Calendar 126. Senate Bill 837 

I’d like to mark that item for our Consent Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH):  

 

Calendar page 13. Counter 372. House Bill 6427. I’d 

like to mark that item for our Consent Calendar. 

  

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH):  

 

On Calendar page 16 counter 411, House Bill 6387. 

I’d like to mark that item for our Consent Calendar.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH):  

 

Calendar page 17 Calendar 430. House Bill 6606. I’d 

like to mark that item for our Consent Calendar. 
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I'm sorry. Calendar page 17 counter 430. House Bill 

6602.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered.  

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH):  

 

Thank you, Madam President.  

 

On Calendar page 19 Calendar 454. House Bill 6606 

I’d like to mark that for our Consent Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH):  

 

Calendar page 19 Calendar 455. House Bill 6580. I’d 

like to mark that item for our Consent Calendar.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered, and that is page 19, 455. Calendar 580. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH):  

 

Correct. Thank you, Madam President.  

 

Calendar page 19, Calendar 455. House Bill 6580.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH):  

 

Thank you. Calendar page 20, Calendar 475, House 

Bill 6391. I’d like to mark that item for our 

Consent Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 
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So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH):  

 

Calendar page 22, Calendar 508. Senate Bill 1117, 

I’d like to mark that item for our Consent Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH):  

 

Calendar page 22, Calendar 509. House Bill 6436. I’d 

like to mark that item for Consent Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH):  

 

Calendar page 23, Calendar 523, House Bill 6034. I’d 

like to mark that for our Consent Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH):  

 

On Calendar page 25, Calendar 538, House Bill 6574. 

I’d like to mark item for our Consent Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH):  

 

Calendar page 26, Calendar 552, House Bill 6624, I’d 

like to mark item for our Consent Calendar. 
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THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

Calendar page 27, Calendar 559 House Bill 6457. I’d 

like that item on our Consent Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

  

On Calendar page 28, Calendar 564 House Bill 667. 

I’d like that item for our Consent Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH):  

 

On Calendar page 28, Calendar 567. House Bill 6589. 

I’d like to mark that on our Consent Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered 

 

Calendar page 29. Calendar 569. House Bill 6685. I’d 

like to mark that item for our Consent Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH):  

 

Calendar page 29, Calendar 571, House Bill 6412. I’d 

like to mark that item on our Consent Calendar.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 
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On Calendar page 29 Calendar 573 House Bill 6449. 

I’d like to the mark that item on our Consent 

Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH): 

  

Calendar page 30, Calendar 576. House Bill 6385. I’d 

like to mark that item for our Consent Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered  

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH):  

 

Calendar page 19 Calendar 456 House Bill 6466, I’d 

like to mark that item for our Consent Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered  

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH):  

 

On Calendar page 26, Calendar 554. House Bill 6541, 

I’d like to mark that item for our Consent Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

On Calendar page 28, Calendar 566. House Bill 6684, 

I’d like to mark that item for our Consent Calendar. 

 

So ordered. 

 

Calendar page 28, Calendar 565. House Bill 6680, I’d 

like to mark that item for our Consent Calendar.  
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THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered.  

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH):  

 

Thank you, Madam President. 

 

On Calendar page 22, Calendar 506. Senate Bill 1115. 

I’d like to mark that item for our Consent Calendar. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

So ordered. 

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH):  

 

Thank you, Madam President.  

And will the clerk please call those items and 

followed by a vote on exact count?  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Mr. Clerk. 

 

CLERK: 

 

Consent Calendar No. 1, page 34. Calendar 126. 

Senate Bill 837.  

 

Page 13 Calendar 372, House Bill 6427. Page 16 

Calendar 411. House Bill 6387. Page 17 Calendar 430 

House Bill 6602. Page 19 Calendar 452. House Bill 

6606. Page 19. Calendar 455 House Bill 6580. Page 20 

Calendar 475 House Bill 6391. Page 22 Calendar 508. 

Senate Bill 1117. Page 22 Calendar 509 House Bill 

6436 Page 23 Calendar 523 House Bill 6034. Page 25 

Calendar 538 House Bill 6574. Page 26 Calendar 552 

House Bill 6624. Page 27 Calendar 559 House Bill 

6457. Page 28 Calendar 564 House Bill 6678. Page 28 

Calendar 567 House Bill 6589. Page 29 Calendar 569 

House Bill 6685. Page 29 Calendar 571 House Bill 

6412. Page 29 Calendar 573 House Bill 6449. Page 30 

Calendar 576 House Bill 6385. Page 19 Calendar 456 
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House Bill 6466. Page 26 calendar 554 House Bill 

6541. Page 28 Calendar 566 House Bill 6684. Page 28 

Calendar 565 House Bill 6680. Page 22 Calendar 506 

Senate Bill 1115. 

 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate on Consent Calendar number 1. Immediate roll 

call vote has been ordered in the Senate on Consent 

Calendar No. 1. Immediate roll call vote in the 

Senate, Consent Calendar Number 1. Immediate roll 

call vote in the Senate on Consent Calendar No. 1. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Have all the Senators voted? The machine is locked 

Mr. Clerk announce the tally please. 

 

CLERK: 

 

Consent Calendar No. 1 

 

Total number voting  36 

Total number voting  36 

Total voting Nay      0 

Absent not voting  0 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Consent Calendar is consented to Mr. Clerk -- sorry, 

Paul -- Senator Formica. (Gavel) It's been a long 

evening. Good evening, Senator Formica.  

 

SENATOR FORMICA (20th): 

 

It's been a long a lot of things, Madam President, 

has it not? 

 

But first, let me start by thanking you for your 

graciousness, and your kindness and consideration 

and your steady hand over our great circle.  

 

And I think a good way to start our way out of this 

session is to give you a great big round of applause 

by everybody.  
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(Applause) 

 

Thank you, Madam President. This year, and this 

session has certainly brought a lot of changes and 

challenges to our state, to the world, to certainly 

this legislature, and to our Senate Republican 

caucus, me in particular, in my new role. 

 

The pandemic has enabled me to see this building in 

my service here in an entirely new way. We started 

with a vacant building. Then we were operating 

session and committees, from home. 

 

Crafting policies around our kitchen tables. People 

running around the house, screaming meetings, not 

meeting face to face.  

 

This was a -- then there was a sporadic, separated 

return to the building, slow and steady. And 

tonight, we're closing the session with almost all 

of the work that we wanted to do get done.  

 

And Madam President, as all of us know, and I'm 

certainly mindful, this is a people. This is a 

people's business.  

 

And I know we all missed to a certain extent, all 

the people that are out in the hallway each and 

every day when we come here.  

 

That's the juice. That's why we work so hard in here 

to serve them out here.  

 

So it was very difficult to move forward without 

their presence. But hopefully as we move forward 

from now on, the building will get back to normal 

and the people's house will return to the people.  

 

I have many people to thank including all the people 

the great 20th district. The great Senate Republican 

staff, they have worked so hard under so many great, 

so many difficult conditions. And I thank them from 

the bottom of my heart.  
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Len Fazano, Kevin Witkos, just great leaders setting 

the stage for what happened here this year.  

 

I'd like to thank my partner and great friend, Kevin 

Kelly, for choosing me to assist him in this role. 

I’d like to thank clerks, Mike Rico, what a great 

job you did, all session long, and all your stuff.  

 

And finally, I started in 2015, January and 

February, my great aide Kimberly King, started with 

me. Well, today was her last day in session. She's 

moving on in another month or two. So we'll see her 

for a little bit. But I can't tell you how important 

she has been to the service to the 20th district in 

all the years that she has assisted me.  

 

So if you will do me one favor, and stand up and 

perhaps give her a big round of applause. And think 

of your staff when you do that.  

 

(Applause) 

 

Thank you. 

 

Madam President, we were afforded a spectacular 

reminder this year that our world can change in a 

moment.  

 

And as we navigate these changes, whatever they may 

be, I call upon our state, and this legislature to 

do our very best to make sure that these changes are 

for the better for the people that we serve. 

 

And I thank you all very much for this opportunity. 

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you so much, Senator Formica. 

 

Senator Duff. Good evening.  

 

SENATOR DUFF (25TH):  
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Thank you, Madam President. Good evening. And it is 

so nice to see people in this Chamber, sitting in 

your seats, again, with your name plates, and us to 

be able to be literally in the circle together 

again.  

 

It is -- we've come a long way since January on 

that. A very cold day in the parking lot where we 

all got sworn in. And here we are on sine die, back 

in the Chamber again, being able to see each other 

and talk to each other and renew our friendships and 

our relationships. And I think that's just a 

wonderful tone for today.  

 

Madam President, I also want to just take a moment 

to thank everybody for where we are right now and 

the end of session. I know everybody has worked 

extremely hard, and we're all tired and look forward 

to reconnecting with our families.  

 

But I want to just take a moment to thank a few 

folks who have led us and worked with us and worked 

for us and deserve some recognition.  

 

First, I want to thank our Senate President, Senator 

Martin Looney for his work, his leadership, his 

dedication, everything that he does to lead our 

caucus in the Senate from January 6 to June 9 and 

everything in between. He is a stalwart, works hard, 

has more enthusiasm himself than I think all of us 

combined. For the legislative process. He is truly a 

creature of the legislature and we are fortunate to 

have him not only in a circle, but in this state as 

well.  

 

I want to thank Senator Kevin Kelly and Senator Paul 

Formica for their leadership this year. We were 

getting as we're getting to know each other and in 

leadership styles, we always worked well together. 

When there were disagreements. 

 

We took them in backroom we work things out, but we 

have developed a relationship of trust and 

confidence and I look forward to working together in 
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the future as well.  

 

Madam President want to thank you for your work and 

being on the dais and helping us get through things 

as well as your staff and your office. And our new 

speaker. Speaker Ritter and Majority Leader Rojas 

also. 

 

I want to thank our Senators and their families, 

especially the families, for everything they do to 

support us in our desire to serve the public.  

 

We have gone through and still going through a 

pandemic that has put a lot of stresses on us 

personally has resulted in probably a lot of phone 

calls to our homes, more hours than people would 

even recognize.  

 

And we do it because we love service. But we also 

want to want to thank our families for support and 

putting up with it and times where we wish we could 

spend with them but we are trying to assist people 

at sometimes at their worst moment.  

 

I want to thank this screening committee that I 

chair. Senator McCrory, Senator Moore, Senator 

Winfield, Senator Haskell and Senator Cohen for 

their extra time because it does take a lot of time. 

 

Our clerks, Tim Kehoe, Mike Jefferson, Ricci, 

Karcher, and everybody in the Clerk's office who 

works very, very hard, they do a great job and we 

thank you for that.  

 

We have our staff, starting with our Chief of Staff, 

[Vinnie Morrow] our Deputy Chief of Staff, Courtney 

Coleman, who is also at my side here on the Senate 

floor as well and helps to keep things moving along 

in our policy and does policy and budgets, as well. 

 

And so I want to thank them for their work. I know 

they're over there somewhere and say thank you to 

them. [ Cesente] who's always behind me here, 

yelling at me, usually if I'm missing something, I 
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appreciate all his work here in my office 

 

Shirley Thomas, as well and Dean Orion, who I'm glad 

to have welcomed back into the Chamber again.  

 

For the first time we have our attorneys, you'll 

[Ruttercough] [Brad Kupferberg] Julie Anderson 

Teresa Govert. 

 

Communicator Kevin kauflin, McNeely Carter, and all 

of our policy staff or outreach staff. They all do a 

great job.  

 

Carlos Smith, who always kept us fed and things 

running. Rhonda Carroll who always has a smile on 

her face and is always trying to put more food on 

us, as well. 

 

And all of our SDO staff in case I missed anybody, 

because they're all very valued.  

 

I also just want to take a moment to a special shout 

out to Chief Casanova and the State Capitol Police. 

This has been a very trying year on a number of 

different levels, what's happening nationally and 

sometimes in our state.  

 

And I think they deserve a special recognition for 

keeping us safe and always being very preventative. 

And I want to make sure I thank, and I'm sure we all 

thank our State Capitol Police for keeping us safe 

during these trying times.  

 

Lastly, just want to again, thank our legislative 

management, I saw our director here in our office of 

legislative research. OFALCO.  

 

Certainly the Governor, Governor Lamont, his staff. 

We saw Paul Mounds who's here as Chief of Staff. 

Thank you, Paul, for what you do.  

 

And again, our families and our constituents, for 

giving us the honor to serve. Because if it weren't 

for them on Election Day, pulling the levers or 
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filling in the bubbles, we wouldn't be here.  

 

So we want to obviously honor them for giving us 

this opportunity to serve them in this beautiful 

building.  

 

So with that, Madam President, again, I thank 

everybody for what they do. And congratulations to 

all Senators on a very successful session.  

 

Thank you.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you, Senator Duff. Good evening, Senator 

Kelly.  

 

SENATOR KELLY (21ST): 

 

Good evening, Madam President. I also want to take a 

moment to recognize what was accomplished in the 

chamber this session.  

 

Over the last year, our state, our nation and our 

world, faced unprecedented challenges.  

 

The pandemic virtually changed the life as we knew 

it.  

 

We were isolated from loved ones. We saw a historic 

level of unemployment. Main Street businesses were 

forced to shut down.  

 

Many never reopening. People lost work. Our children 

attended virtual school. People were scared for 

their health, for their children for their parents 

and grandparents.  

 

People waited in lines for food, and sadly, too many 

lost their lives.  

 

But we all saw how people come together in this time 

of hardship. And today, we are moving forward. This 

session was like no other.  
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While we did not always agree on the best way to 

move forward. We still nonetheless did good work on 

behalf of the families of Connecticut.  

 

And as Senator Duff pointed out just a couple 

moments ago. It looks so good to see so many people 

finally back in this Chamber in their seats. We 

haven't done this in well over a year.  

 

I've had the honor to serve the people of 

Connecticut in this Chamber for the last 11 years. 

Every time I enter this circle, I think about how 

blessed I am and how I've had the opportunity to 

serve my constituents.  

 

This year I entered this Chamber with a new 

perspective not only blessed to serve the people of 

21st district, but also blessed to serve as the 

leader of the Senate Republican caucus.  

 

Our caucus is dedicated to serving our constituents, 

and fighting to make our state a better place to 

live, a better place to work, and a better place to 

raise a family.  

 

We are a group who is not easily deterred, who are 

steadfast, who wake up every day to advocate and 

fight for working and middle class families.  

 

I appreciate the service and the work of our entire 

caucus, as well as the shared goals of all 

colleagues in this Chamber on both sides of the 

aisle who dedicate so much of themselves to serve 

the people of Connecticut.  

 

Thank you, to my Republican colleagues. I also want 

to thank Senate President Martin Looney. Majority 

Leader, Bob Duff, and the Lieutenant Governor, for 

working professionally with us to make sure that we 

move business in this Chamber, and to work with us 

in a very, very open and honest manner. We sincerely 

appreciate that.  
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Thank you.  

 

I also want to take this time to thank my deputy 

leader Paul Formica. Paul is hard working and 

dedicated, he is bold and kind.  

 

He has been a true partner and a true friend. And I 

don't think we would have made it through this year 

without his cooperation and assistance. I am blessed 

to have him as my deputy.  

 

I also want to thank our staff who dedicate so much 

of themselves to helping our state and its people 

move forward.  

 

Our aides over the last year, they have been the 

vital resources to so many people during a very 

difficult time.  

 

They worked every day to help people struggled to 

find and to secure unemployment benefits, looking 

for food assistance, seeking assistance to test and 

to get vaccinated.  

 

They were critical. And they went above and beyond 

to not only answer questions, but to provide 

solutions and to support those people in need. So 

thank you Eileen Conard, Brittany Hedges, Jamie 

Iannotti, Kim King, Tara Frilling, Chris Farrell, 

Logan Carter, Kate McEvoy, Debbie Adams, Dan Davis, 

Nolan Davis, Caitlin Liesio, Tim Waldron and 

Catherine Ernsky. 

 

To our incredible team of researchers, Sean Cleary, 

Avery Gaddis, Jared Pico, Chris Zavinian. Our 

lawyers Jason Welsh, Ryan Cafarelli, James Rocco. 

Our budget director Christian Spencer, our 

communications team of Adam Liezo, Sarah Clark, Matt 

Ferlino, Joe Lemieux, Jack Quito and Nicole Roll. 

Our outreach staff of Peggy Tibbles, Kristi Oreo, 

Erica Polcock, Steve Delvecchio. And of course, are 

all our other staffs and policy advisors Hugh 

McKenzie, Allopolito, Pat Crowler, Rob Poudre, Jack 

Shannon and Chris Fletcher. 
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And I couldn't leave out Yvette Flemming, who makes 

sure that we're fed and fed well every night, and 

that she cleans up the caucus room and airs it out. 

Thank you very much, Yvette.  

 

I also would be remiss if I didn't acknowledge that 

I miss Mike Goodwine who was so good for the past 10 

years. And he was sorely missed this year. 

 

To our Senate clerks who keep us on track and on 

task, as well as the bipartisan staff of OFL, OFA, 

OLR LCO and the newest Commissioner, Len Fasano, as 

well as the Capitol Police who greet us every day 

with a warm welcome and a temperature check.  

 

I thank you all for putting in the long hours, 

especially during this session, taking time away 

from your families to be here supporting our 

Senators, making us look good. And moving all pieces 

of legislation so that we can advance good policy. 

 

To our families, I thank you for allowing your loved 

ones to be with us here to dedicate so much of their 

time to this Chamber and this institution and to the 

state residents whom we serve.  

 

Thank you for your loving support.  

 

And finally, to the people we serve. Thank you for 

entrusting us to be your voice in this building.  

 

We are a government of the people, by the people and 

for the people. We are blessed that every day is to 

serve you.  

 

And it's an honor. Thank you.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you so much, Senator Kelly. Senator Looney. 

 

SENAOTR LOONEY (11TH): 

 

Good evening. Thank you, Madam President, and good 
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evening again. 

 

Madam President, this, as we all know, has been an 

extraordinary session. 

 

This is my 29th year in the state Senate and serve 

for 12 years before that, as a state Representative.  

 

And my everlasting thanks to the members of the 

Democratic caucus for electing me President Pro Tem, 

again, my seventh year in that capacity after 12 

years before that, as a senate majority leader. 

 

I loved every single minute of all of the 41 years, 

and all of the time with committees and leadership 

meetings and all of that. 

 

It is a blessing to be selected by the people of 

Connecticut, to represent a district in this general 

assembly, whether it be a House District for 12 

years in a Senate District, for 30 years.  

 

The people who send us here have certain 

expectations of us. They don't really know all it is 

that we that we do here, they hope we come up here 

with their best interest at heart.  

 

And I believe all of us do, I think that any time 

someone becomes blahs a rather than excited about 

having been selected by the people of a district in 

the state to represent them here at the state 

capitol, then it's time to leave.  

 

I think that – and that can happen to people who've 

only been here a short time and not happened to 

people who have been here a long time, for whom it 

remains fresh, and exciting, and a sense of purpose 

and a blessing that goes with it all the time.  

 

I think this, this session, as was said earlier, 

began in a not very propitious way with a bitter 

cold day, on January 6, where we had to be sworn in 

outside the building as holding papers that were 

blowing away, shoving our hands into our pockets. 
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Courtney Coleman as always with the presence of 

mind, to get little hand warmers to get people to 

put in there as they put in their gloves in their 

shoes. And to make it more bearable.  

 

And that was the beginning. And from there, we went 

to public hearings that were on zoom committee 

meetings that were on zoom, all the time, not 

knowing whether we would be able to continue and 

have any semblance of a session, because as you 

recall, in January, the virus was particularly 

spiraling upward.  

 

The number of -- the percentage of positive cases 

every day was high and growing, the number of people 

in the hospital was high and growing, the number of 

people dying, every day was high and growing.  

 

We had no idea whether at some point we would be 

required to shut down because of people in who work 

here or serve here or elected to be here, that would 

become sick that we might have quarantine that we 

might have a shutdown, not be able to complete our 

work.  

 

But that did not happen. And it did not happen in 

large measure because I think we did the right thing 

and tried to be careful and try to protect them 

everyone here.  

 

And thank God it worked. And I would like to add to 

thanks to those who were thanked earlier, Jim of LLM 

and the people at SMG who clean this building every 

night and every day and helped us during those 

critical times.  

 

And we had to do those cleanings. It's, again, we 

began with it. We have the new boards here. I want 

to thank their work and helping to coordinate that 

so people could choose to vote from their offices 

here as well as here in the Chamber. All this was 

done on the fly in a very short period of time, with 

great skill and, and great creativity. 
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So that we did in fact have not only a session that 

saw us be able to go all the way through to the end, 

all of our committees do their work through their JF 

deadline, getting bills on the calendar voting 

productively here in the Senate in the house, but to 

have a session of great achievement.  

 

I think that the bills that we passed, the budget 

that we passed today will be stand is one of the 

best sessions that the General Assembly has had in 

its recent history. 

 

Humane, progressive, enlightened legislation, 

responsible legislation, responsible budget, 

attention to health care, bills like Senate Bill 1 

and Senate Bill 2, where we declared racism a public 

health crisis. We're concerned about mental health 

issues concerned about child care, concerned about 

all of the way that lives have been disrupted in 

this state since March of 2020.  

 

Obviously, we're going to continue to experience 

that and learn about it and try to find ways to 

respond but I think in good faith, we will. I think 

that all of us collectively, whether it be Democrats 

or Republicans are operating in the spirit of 

goodwill, I think have to assume that spirit of 

goodwill in each other in order to be successful. 

And I think for the for the most part, we do that.  

 

And Madam president like to, again, thank our great 

majority leader, Senator Bob Duff, who was, as I 

mentioned, the beginning of the session today, 

today's his 20th wedding anniversary. And because 

that this is the latest possible date of the 

session, he had to spend it here with us, instead of 

with his wonderful wife, Tracy, in Norwalk. 

 

But Bob is someone who has served now in this 

Chamber a long time after a brief tenure in the 

House, and loves it every day is that as the rest of 

us do. 
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Madam President, we'd like to, again, thank you for 

your gracious service in the in the chair, we know 

that every day, you never take for granted the 

spirit of wonder that it is to have been chosen by 

the people with an office of trust.  

 

And we know that that lives with you every single 

day in the way that you carry out your duties.  

 

I thank the Governor for his gracious efforts in in 

so many ways. And Paul Mounds, I think, who has who 

has done such great service for him, as Chief of 

Staff, and our colleagues, the House Speaker, Matt 

Ritter, who is of course to third generation now of 

his family.  

 

No, I did not serve with his grandfather. That'd be 

No, I don't. I only served with his father. And Tom 

Ritter and I came into the Chamber together. We were 

sworn in in April of 1981, along with Representative 

Mary Mushinsky who is of course still there. 

 

And I remember the day that Tom in May of 1982, in 

the second year of our first term, Tom was proudly 

handing out cigars because of the birth of his son, 

Matt, that year, so that he is horse born to it and 

is a natural for the majority leader of the house. 

 

Jason Rojas, as we know is a gifted public servant 

in own right, and want to thank Senator Kelly, 

Senator Formica for moving into their new roles 

here, with great grace and commitment, and a sense 

of duty and responsibility.  

 

And in the House, of course, the new leadership, 

their, Representative candelabra, as well. So we 

have, I think, a group of people who are who may 

have diverse views, but I think begin with a primary 

commitment to making the state of Connecticut a 

better place. 

 

Having ambitions for the future in the sense that we 

are proud of our accomplishments, but recognize 

there is always more that we can do.  
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Fundamentally, there are those of us primarily on 

the Democratic side, who believe firmly that an 

activist enlightened government is good for the 

people, and can meet the needs of people who need a 

voice on their behalf and are not necessarily able 

to do things for themselves and need an advocate. 

 

There are those on the Republican side primarily, 

who believe that less than that the role of 

government should be less, and that that people are 

not entitled to that level of governmental 

institutional help.  

 

So the lines are often drawn along those lines, but 

they are lines I think that people on each side of 

them have in good faith. And hence the debate is 

drawn and grows from there.  

 

So again, no Madam President, I think that we have a 

great deal to celebrate a great deal to be thankful 

for. And much to thank God for the blessings we 

enjoy here this evening. 

 

Thank you, Madam President.  

 

THE CHAIR: 

 

Thank you so much, Senator Looney, and if I may, a 

brief word of personal privilege.  

 

We've been through such a difficult year and a very 

challenging session, I want to say thank you to our 

Governor who has been a great leader through all of 

this.  

 

I want to thank all of our Commissioners who work 24 

seven, to keep us all safe.  

 

I want to thank our state workers, many of whom were 

on the front lines, keeping us safe, and helping us 

get through this.  

 

It's been a pleasure working with all of our great 
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legislative family. 

I want to say thank you to our legislative staff, 

and to our staff in the Governor's office and the 

Lieutenant Governor's Office.  

They make us look great every day. And I think we 

have done so well together, because we all share the 

same goal to bring more equality and opportunity to 

everyone in our beautiful state.  

So thank you all so much. It's just such an honor to 

be here with you today. Senator Duff.  

Thank you Madam President, and at 11:58pm I move 

that we adjourn sine die  

(Applause) 

THE CHAIR: 

And we are adjourned go forth, govern and sleep 

(Applause) 

(On motion of Senator Duff of the 25th, the Senate 

at 11:58 p.m. adjourned Sine Die) 
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