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State Mandate Definition
Connecticut General Statutes

Sec. 2-32b(2). "State mandate” means any state initiated constitutional, statutory
or executive action that requires a local government to establish, expand or modify
its activities in such a way as to necessitate additional expenditures from local
revenues, excluding any order issued by a state court and any legislation necessary
to comply with a federal mandate.
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GENERAL FRAMEWORK

One of the requirements of P.A. 93-434 is that the Connecticut Advisory
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR) describe the costs of each mandate.
Given the resources available to the Commission for researching over 700 mandating
sections of the general statutes, the decision was made to prioritize by dividing the
mandates into three categories based on their impact on municipal operating budgets. A
team of local finance directors and other fiscal professionals, supplemented by a
representative of the Office of Fiscal Analysis and the ACIR staff reviewed all of the
sections to categorize each as either significant, moderate or minimal in effect. The
definitions of each were:

significant - in excess of 1% of the operating budget
moderate - between 0.1% and 1%
minimal - less than 0.1%

Those determined to be moderate or minimal were labeled as such in the updated
compendium. At this time no additional analysis has been undertaken for them. It
should be noted that while individual mandates may be minimal or moderate in impact,
their cumulative impact may well be very significant, even to the point of mandating or
defining the essence of given jobs at the local level.

The twelve statutes initially characterized as significant were further considered
by the group. A Fiscal Impact Assessment Team (FIAT), previously created by members
of the Connecticut Government Finance Officers Association in conjunction with the
Connecticut Conference of Municipalities, was convened and agreed to analyze the
impacts of the significant mandates on their municipalities. While this does not produce
statewide totals, it indicates the implications on specific municipalities, thereby painting
a clearer picture than previously available. The mandates were divided into three groups
and three to four municipalities analyzed each group. We basically attempted to have a
variety of types and sizes of municipalities participate in each group.

We have attempted to combine the individual analyses with other available
information to present generalized estimates of statewide cost implications of each
mandate. All statewide estimates are measured against an estimated $7 billion in total
municipal operating budgets in Connecticut for 1994-95, projected.from U.S. Census
data and Fiscal Indicators for Connecticut Municipalities, an annual publication of the
Connecticut Office of Policy and Management.

Each mandate analysis is based in part on assumptions determined by the
professional finance directors. In making these assumptions, they have attempted to
utilize a balanced approach, neither maximizing nor minimizing the costs of the
mandates. In projecting the statewide implications, we have also attempted to balance
the assumptions, providing a broad range of estimates where appropriate, and definitive
numbers where available.



We must emphasize that measuring the costs of mandates does not necessarily
translate into potential savings if those mandates were to be eliminated. For example,
eliminating binding arbitration would not eliminate the present costs of past collective
bargaining/binding arbitration decisions or settlements. It might, however, allow for the
avoidance of some future costs which otherwise might face municipalities. On the other
hand, some do suggest immediate savings such as eliminating the general assistance
mandate.

Mandate cost estimation is not an exact science. These cost estimates are
valuable in identifying the broad context of mandate costs. They are intended to assist in
policy development and are not intended to identify very specific costs. In addition to
the fact that assumptions can vary, individual mandates vary in implications in different
municipalities. We urge the users of these analyses to use them with caution and to
consider other perspectives and points of view as well.

This report does not attempt to deal with the important, but separate, policy
questions of whether any particular mandate is desirable or not, which level of
government and which kind of tax should pay for the costs of the mandate, or whether
the mandated activity could feasibly be eliminated or diminished if the mandate were
repealed or modified. Those questions will continue to be the subject of ongoing
discussion and debate among all involved parties.

Lewis B. Rome David W. Russell
Chair Executive Director
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Summary Of FY 1995 Estimated Statewide Cost Of Certain State
Mandates On Municipalities

Mandate

Maintain Schools

Total Cost
Minimum Expenditure

Special Education
School Transportation

Teacher Negotiations/Binding Arbitration

Minimum Ex.pend.iture Requirement(MER)
Property Tax Exemptions
Public Employee (General Gov't.) Bargaining
General Assistance
Heart & Hypertension
Prevailing Wage
Solid Waste / Recycling

Maintain Roads

Totals - using minimum education expenditure
(all other education mandates are subsets and
are not separately included in totals)

Estim Dir
$2.5 billion
$1.3 billion
$380 million
$83 million

$140 - 330 million*
$30 million per percent**

$1.3 billion

$670 million
$20 - 36 million

$40 million
$10 - 17 million
$28 - 91 million
Not Applicable

$28 - 70 million

$2.1 billion - $2.2 billion

* Cumulative impact based on contract cost differences over a ten year period (retrospective view).

Percent of Total

Operating Budgets

36.1%
19.0%

5.4%
1.2%

2.0-47%
0.4%

19.0%
9.6%
0.28-0.52%
| 0.6%
0.15 - 0.24%
0.4-13%
Not Applicable

0.4-1.0%

30. 4% - 32.3%

** Bach percent of increase in teacher/school administrator contracts equals approximatély $30 million statewide (prospective

view).



Town to Maintain Schools and Length of School Day

Statutory Reference: 10-15; 10-16§ 10-220

Summary of Responses

Since the state constitution and the general statutes require the state to provide public education,
all non-reimbursed local education expenses could be considered as mandates on municipalities.
Gross education expenses are almost universally in excess of 50% of local expenditures, and are
more than 75% in some communities. State aid accounts for approximately 35%-40% of total
education expenses, and this mandate accounts for approximately 25%-50% of all local net
expenditures for the four sample municipalities. The cost figures used in each of the municipal
analyses are net of state aid.

Local Analysis

Statewide Projections

In order to get FY 1995 projections in the sample returns shown below, we adjusted any budget
figure that was not FY 1995 by 3% per year. Projected to 1994-95 from FY 1994 State
Department of Education figures, net education expenditures for all municipalities are $2.5 billion.

Another way of looking at the cost of this mandate is to measure the statewide minimum
expenditure requirement, that is, to take each municipality's MER and multiply it by its need
students. For 1994 - 95, that figure is $2.6 billion, and net of state reimbursement the final amount
is $1.3 billion.




Backup - Municipal Analysis
Town to Maintain Schools and Length of School Day
Municipality: Killingly
Fiscal Year: 1994-95
Estimated Direct Cost: $7,677,193
Direct Cost as a % of Operating Budget: 24.6%

How Cost was Determined: Costs are as reflected in the 1994-95 Board of Education
budget. The State of Connecticut reimburses Killingly approximately 64% of its total
education budget.

Estimated Indirect Cost: In addition to the education budget, Killingly services $525,800 in
debt for school facilities. This amount is net of the applicable school building grants.

If Mandate were Eliminated: If these mandates were eliminated, Killingly would continue
to operate its schools unless the State of Connecticut completely look over the responsibility.
If the town continued to operate the schools, the method and service level to be provided
would be under closer scrutiny.




Backup - Municipal Analysis

Town to Maintain Schools and Length of School Day

Municipality: Mansfield

Fiscal Year: 1993-94

Estimated Direct Cost: $8,392,162

Direct Cost as a % of Operating Budget: 40.6%

How Cost was Determined: Costs were taken from the Town's Comprehensive Financial
Annual Report for the year ended June 30, 1994. The figure is a net cost based on a 38%
reimbursement from the state.

Estimated Indirect Cost: Other primary municipal functions - Public Safety, Public Works,
Community Services (Library, Recreation, Senior Services) - are often underfunded in order
to cover the Town's commitment to quality education.

If Mandate were Eliminated: Mansfield would have no difficulty funding from the local
property tax base, the other primary responsibilities of local government.

Other Comments: This is the largest mandate imposed upon local government by the State.

The mandate is unique in that Article 8 of the State Constitution makes free public education a

State responsibility. In that respect the municipal share of funding local schools is a form of

reverse revenue sharing. That is, local governments are providing grants to the State to assist

it in carrying out its constitutionally mandated obligation.

Although educational support from the State to local governments has increased over the past

four fiscal years by 11.7 percent, inflation in the same period has increased by approximately
14.3 percent. Real support for education has therefore declined by roughly 2.5 percent.
(CPEC Budget Watch Nov. 1994; Consumer Price Index, U.S. City Average).




Backup - Municipal Analysis
Town to Maintain Schools and Length of School Day
Municipality: Norwich
Fiscal Year: 1994-95
Estimated Direct Cost: $15,143,209
Direct Cost as a % of Operating Budget: 20.9

How Cost was Determined: The 1994-95 Regular Education Budget expenditures net of
State Grants Receivable, was applied against the 1994-95 appropriated budget.

Estimated Indirect Cost: Due to the State formula changes in funding Educational Cost
Sharing (ECS), School Transportation and Special Education, capital funding has been
reduced to provide quality education at a consistent level.

If Mandate were Eliminated: If the statutory requirement outlined in 10-15, 10-16, and 10-
220 were eliminated we would still provide the services, although differently or at a reduced

level.



Backup - Municipal Analysis
Town to Maintain Schools and Length of School Day
Municipality: Stonington
Fiscal Year: 1994-95
Estimated Direct Cost: $15,558,562
Direct Cost as a % of Operating Budget: 50.55%

How Cost was Determined: The statutes require municipalities to provide public schools,
including kindergarten, for at least one-hundred eighty days, with certain exceptions,
determine the length of the school day and describe the duties of Boards of Education.

The 1994-95 Regular Budget Education expenditures net of State Grants Receivable, and the
Capital and Debt Service Expenditures net of School Building Grants receivable were totaled
and applied against the 1994-95 appropriated budget to arrive at the direct costs as a
percentage of operating budget.

Estimated Indirect Cost: With seventy-nine percent of the education budget being salaries
and fringe benefits, the tremendous increase in salaries over the Consumer Price Index (CPI)
is due mainly to implementation of the Education Enhancement Act and the impact of binding
arbitration which have been quantified under a separate mandate.

Due to the State formula changes in funding Educational Cost Sharing (ECS), School
Transportation and Special Education, Stonington has been a position where it has practically
decimated its capital funding to provide quality education at a consistent level.
Implementation of new programs and updating of technical resource materials and equipment
have been postponed for the last several years in an effort to contain tax increases and
maintain a constant service level. Between 1991 and 1993 a total of ten full-time positions in
General Government and eleven full-time positions in education were eliminated to absorb the
impact caused by the change to the ECS formula.

If Mandate were Eliminated: If the statutory requirement outlined in 10-15, 10-16, and 10-
220 were eliminated, it is conceivable that schools would eliminate kindergarten and reduce
the length of the school year; however, given the current emphasis upon early childhood
education and the press towards longer school years and days, it would seem that elimination
of these requirements would, in reality, have no effect.
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Special Education

Statutory Reference: 10-76d, 10-76dd and 10-76h

Summary of Responses

This mandate, a subset of the overall education requirement, has been analyzed by the
participating municipalities as including the entire net cost of special education to municipalities,
although a significant portion of the mandate is required by the federal government. Nevertheless,
special education imposes significant costs on municipalities, representing 5.4% of statewide
municipal operating budgets estimated to be $7 billion for FY 1995. The sample towns costs were
taken from their end of the year school reports and are net of state reimbursements.

Local Analysis

Statewide Projection

In order to get FY 1995 projections for the sample returns shown below, we increased any prior
budget figure by 3% per year. Projected to 1994-95 from FY 1994 State Department of
Education figures, the net special education expenditures of Connecticut municipalities is $380
million. :




Backup - Municipal Analysis

Special Education

Municipality: Killingly

Fiscal Year: 1994-95

Estimated Direct Cost: $1,667,626

Direct Cost as a % of Operating Budget: 5.3%

How Cost was Determined: Costs are reported on ED001, Schedule 3 for 1993-94. The
State of Connecticut reimburses Killingly approximately 56% of its special education
i expenses.

Estimated Indirect Cost: Special education mandates place an enormous burden on the
education budget as the above figures illustrate. The burden has became even more
pronounced over the years due to the sky rocketing teacher's salaries resulting directly from
the Educational Enhancement Act. Reductions in the education budget as a result of the
budget adoption process have meant that regular education programs see a disproportionate
share of cuts.

If Mandate were Eliminated: If this maintain were eliminated, Killingly would have more
control over the method and level of service to be provided to its special education students.




Backup - Municipal Analysis
Special Education

Municipality: Mansfield

Fiscal Year: 1993-94

Estimated Direct Cost: $735,226

Direct Cost as a % of Operating Budget: 3.6%

How Cost was Determined: The cost was derived from Mansfield's EDOO1 (End of Year
School Report for 1993-94). It also includes Mansfield's share of Special Education Costs
attributable to Mansfield at R-19 High School. The State reimburses Mansfield approximately
60 percent for these costs.

Estimated Indirect Cost: Special Education costs have increased in the K-8 budget by
approximately 52 percent in the period 89/90 to 94/95 (adjusted for inflation this would
represent a real increase of approximately 33.5 percent). Clearly, this puts enormous pressure
on both the State and local government to shift educational resources away from regular
programs to Special Education Programs. There is serious concern at the local level of the
long term impact on regular educational programs.

If Mandate were Eliminated: This question is very difficult to answer. However, given an
environment of shrinking resources, I would anticipate a very close scrutiny of many of the
services now provided.

Other Comments: Our public schools are being asked to assume burdens once handled by
the other state agencies, primarily Mental Retardation and Mental Health.



Backup - Municipal Analysis
Special Education
Municipality: Norwich
Fiscal Year: 1993-94
Estimated Direct Cost: $2,342,675
Direct Cost as a % of Operating Budget: 3.4%

How Cost was Determined: The cost was derived from E-D001 (End of School Report for
1993-94). The state reimburses approximately 65% for these costs.

Estimated Indirect Cost: Special Education costs have increased in the K-8 budget by
approximately 79% in the past five years. Clearly, this puts enormous pressure on both the
State and local government to shift educational resources away from regular programs to
Special Education Programs. There is serious concern at the local level of the long term
impact on regular education programs.

If Mandate were Eliminated: If both the statutory requirements outlined in 10-76d and 10-
76dd were eliminated, the programming requirements for special education students would be
placed under local control. This could result in a reduction because school systems would still
be faced with the need to service special needs students; however, this school system would
have much greater control over the nature and scope of such services.

Other Comments: This school year 1994-95 compared to last year, the Norwich Board of
Education has placed more students in a day treatment facility. The reason being that these
students cannot be educated in our special education programs, that is they need more
structure and assistance then we can provide. We are proposin g to develop programs at the
Lodge Building for these students. We are also in litigation on one client that is presently a big
expense to the school system.

10




Backup - Municipal Analysis

Special Education

Municipality: Stonington

Fiscal Year: 1993-94

Estimated Direct Cost: $1,733,350

Direct Cost as a % of Operating Budget: 5.81%

How Cost was Determined: The Statutes require Boards of Education to provide the
professional services requisite to identification of school age children requiring special
education, in a manner prescribed by law. Any Board of Education providing special
education must also provide transportation to and from the residence. The statutes also
require each local or regional board of education to employ the number of certified personnel,
licensed personnel and support personnel necessary to implement the special education and
related services required for each child, in a manner provided by law.

The total actual costs of special education were netted against State Special Education Grants
receivable and the result was applied against the appropriated 1993-94 Operating Budget of
the Town of Stonington to arrive at a direct cost as a percentage of operating budget.

Estimated Indirect Cost: With a majority of the special education budget being salaries and
fringe benefits, the tremendous increase in salaries over the Consumer Price Index (CPI) is
due mainly to implementation of the Education Enhancement Act and the impact of binding
arbitration which have been quantified under a separate mandate.

If Mandate were Eliminated: If both the statutory requirements outlined in 10-76d and 10-
76dd and those outlined in 99-457 were eliminated, the programming requirements for special
education students would be placed under local control. This could result in a reduction in
burdensome bureaucratic procedures, special education staffing and identification
requirements; however, the existence of students with special needs would still exist.
Therefore, school systems would still be faced with the need to service special needs students;
however, the school system would have much greater control over the nature and scope of
such services.

11



School Transportation

Statutory Reference: 10-186

Summary of Responses

This mandate is a subset of the overall education requirement and represents approximately 1.2%
of statewide municipal operating budgets estimated to be $7 billion for FY 1995. Opinions were
mixed as to what services would be performed if the mandate were to be eliminated. This is one w
of the mandates that is proportionately higher in the smaller, more rural communities, both

because of travel distances required and lack of opportunities for economies of scale. Each

municipality presented its transportation expenditures net of state reimbursement.

Local Analysis

Statewide Projections

In order to get FY 1995 projections for the sample returns shown below, we increased any budget
figure that was not FY 1995 by 3% per year. Projected to 1994-95 from FY 1994 State
Department of Education figures, the net pupil transportation expenditures of Connecticut
municipalities is $ 83 million.

12



Backup - Municipal Analysis
School Transportation
Municipality: Killingly
Fiscal Year: 1994-95
Estimated Direct Cost: $451,219
Direct Cost as a % of Operating Budget: 1.4%

How Cost was Determined: Costs are as reflected on ED001, Schedule 4 for 1993-94. The
State of Connecticut reimburses Killingly approximately 54% of its transportation expenses.

Estimated Indirect Cost: None

If Mandate were Eliminated: If this mandate were eliminated, transportation services

.would most likely continue to be provided. However, the current level of service may be

adjusted. These adjustments could include the elimination of post dismissal bus runs and
transportation provided to students living within one mile of school.

13




Backup - Municipal Analysis
School Transportation
Municipality: Mansfield
Fiscal Year: 1993-94
Estimated Direct Cost: $294,863
Direct Cost as a % of Operating Budget: 1.4%

How Cost Was Determined: The cost was derived from the Mansfield's ED00O1 Schedule
4(End of Year School Report for 1993-94) and the Town's Comprehensive Annual Financial
Report for the Year Ended June 30, 1994. The State reimburses Mansfield approximately 50
percent for transportation.

Estimated Indirect Cost: None ,

If Mandate Were Eliminated: This would appear to be a service that many towns would
continue to provide regardless of whether or not it was mandated. The other option would be
to expect parents to bring their own children to school. This would shift the cost to the user
but could have the unintended consequences of reducing attendance.

14



Backup - Municipal Analysis

School Transportation
Municipality: Norwich
Fiscal Year: 1993-94
Estimated Direct Cost: $793,914
Direct Cost as a % of Operating Budget: 1.1%

How Cost Was Determined: The cost was derived from the EDOO1 (End of Year School
Report for 1993-94). The State reimburses Norwich approximately 55% for transportation
COStS.

Estimated Indirect Cost: None

If Mandate Were Eliminated: If the statutory requirements outlined in 10-186 were
eliminated, it would allow the school system to decide how it would provide transportation to
and from school. Systems could opt not to provide transportation, hereby leaving this
responsibility to parents and guardians, could opt to provide transportation only for in-district
students or only for students beyond a certain distance from a given school.

15
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Backup - Municipal Analysis
School Transportation
Municipality: Stonington
Fiscal Year: 1994-95
Estimated Direct Cost: $704,495
Direct Cost as a % of Operating Budget: 2.29%

How Cost was Determined: The Statute requires each local Board of Education to furnish,
by transportation or otherwise, school accommodations so that school age children may
attend public school. Any school board which denies such accommodations must inform
students their right to a hearing, and then hold such hearing, if requested, in a manner
prescribed by this section.

The total estimated cost of both regular and special education transportation were netted
against State Transportation Grants receivable and the result was applied against the
appropriated 1994-95 Operating Budget of the Town of Stonington to arrive at a direct cost
as a percentage of operating budget.

Estimated Indirect Cost: Due to the State formula changes in funding School
Transportation, Stonington had to reassess its educational priorities to carry the greater local
burden of transportation costs. The blip in 1993-94 is a result of a negotiated contract claim
settlement that had been pending for sometime. In a effort to contain the mill rate, program
improvements and much needed infrastructure upgrades had to be postponed.

If Mandate were Eliminated: If the statutory requirements outlined in 10-186 were
eliminated, it would allow the school system to decide whether to provide transportation to
and from school. Consequently, systems could opt not to provide transportation, hereby
leaving this responsibility to parents and guardians. Modifications of this theme could also
emerge from elimination of this legislation. For example, a system could opt to provide
transportation only for in-district students or only for students beyond a certain distance from
a given school building.

16



Teacher Negotiations/Binding Arbitration

\v

Statutory Reference: 10-153f, 10-153g, 10-153k

Summary Of Responses

The analysis of this mandate was performed by two central cities and two smaller cities, all of
which have relatively large student/teacher populations. Three of these cities used FY 1984 as
their base year for teachers' salaries, while one, Norwalk, used FY 1988 as the base year. The
analyses trace actual salary percentage increases for teachers and school administrators over the
study period, control for changes in staffing levels and compare the total school increases to CPI
and general municipal employee increases. In order to factor out the impacts of the Education
Enhancement Act and other unique circumstances surrounding teachers during that period, the
teacher increases above those granted to general municipal employees were discounted, as were the
increases due to cost of living changes. This approach results in attributing less than one-half of the
actual increases to collective bargaining/binding arbitration in all cases.

Statewide Projection N

In order to get an annual statewide cost estimate range for this mandate, we calculated the
difference between the teachers' salary increases based on other municipal employees and those
increases based on the CPI and used the difference to determine the cost as a percentage of the
operating budget. The highest and lowest percentages from the sample cities were multiplied by the
estimated statewide total of operating budgets of $ 7 billion. It must be understood that these
analyses measure impacts from a base year and thereforerepresent cumulative variances from that
base year. This method does not translate to immediate savings if the mandate is eliminated.
Presumably, there might be cost avoidances of similar magnitude after a similar number of years
under a modified program.

Another way of looking at collective bargaining/binding arbitration cost implications is to consider
prospectively the cost of each percent of increase in teacher/administrator salaries. At the present
time the statewide cost of an increase of one percent of teacher/school administrator salaries is
approximately $30 million. Using this data, the reader can estimate the statewide implications of
any percentage increase they contemplate.

17




Backup - Municipal Analysis

Teacher Negotiations and Binding Arbitration
Municipality: Bridgeport
Fiscal Year: 1994-95
Estimated Direct Cost: $6.7 million
Direct Cost as a % of Operating Budget: 2.0%

How Cost was Determined: Current salary costs for teachers and school administrators
were trended back ten years based on actual wage increases awarded each year. Salaries were
then trended forward based on average City employee wage increases and increases in
Consumer Price Index (CPI) over the ten year period.

Estimated Indirect Cost: Municipal unions use the teachers' contracts as one basis for
negotiating their own contracts.

Other Comments: It is estimated that property taxes in Bridgeport would be 14% lower if
teachers and school administrators received the same pay increases as all other municipal
employees.

18




Backup - Municipal Analysis

Teacher Negotiations and Binding Arbitration
Municipality: Hartford
Fiscal Year: 1994-95

Estimated Direct Cost: $14.0 million
Direct Cost as a % of Operating Budget: 3.2%

How Cost was Determined: The methodology used to calculate the cost of the teacher
negotiations and binding arbitration mandate on the City of Hartford consisted of comparing
the cost of teacher wage increases for the period from fiscal year 1983-84 to fiscal year 1994-
95 with wage increases granted to City employees and to the increase in the CPI over the
same time frame. The result of this analysis determined that teachers and certified school
administrators wages rose 165% over the last ten years while city employee wage increased by
92%. Wages based on the CPI rate of growth, would have increased by 63% over the same
period.

If Mandate were Eliminated: It is estimated that if binding arbitration had not been in
place, the resultant salary savings would ultimately have lowered the mill rate.

19




Backup - Municipal Analysis

Teacher Negotiations and Binding Arbitration
Municipality: Norwalk
Fiscal Year: 1994-95

Estimated Direct Cost: $3.7 million-
Direct Cost as a % of Operating Budget: 2.0%

How Cost was Determined: Current costs in Norwalk for teachers and school
administrators were trended back to FY 1988 based on actual wage increases awarded each
year. Salaries were then trended forward based on average City employee wage increases and
increases in CPI over the period. This methodology controls for changes in staffing levels
over the period. The methodology does not include an estimate of increases in the cost of
salary-dependent benefits.

Estimated Indirect Cost: As a result of the size and timing of the contracts of teachers and
school administrators, their contracts often serve as a benchmark for the settlement of
contracts with municipal employees. This often results in higher increases for municipal
employees.

20




Backup - Municipal Analysis
Teacher Negotiations and Binding Arbitration
Municipality: West Haven
Fiscal Year: 1994-95
Estimated Direct Cost: $4.5 million
Direct Cost as a % of Operating Budget:  4.7%

How Cost was Determined: Current salary costs for teachers and school administrators were
trended back ten years based on actual wage increases awarded each year. Salaries were then trended
forward based on average City employee wage increases and increases in CPI over the ten year
period. This methodology controls for changes in staffing levels over the period. The methodology
does not include an estimate of increases in the cost of salary-dependent benefits.

Estimated Indirect Cost: As a result of the size and timing of the contracts of teachers and school
administrators, their contracts often serve as a bellwether for the settlement of contracts with
municipal employees. This often results in higher increases for municipal employees.

If Mandate were Eliminated: In my opinion, if the City had not been bound by current mandates
regarding negotiations and binding arbitration, wage increases would have likely been lower than
actually occurred during the past ten years. It is difficult to predict how much lower wage settlements
might have been. :

Other Comments: It is estimated that property taxes in West Haven would be 8% lower if
teachers and school administrators received the same pay increases as all other municipal
employees. Property taxes in West Haven would be 16% lower if teachers and school
administrators received the same increase as the general rate of inflation (CPI).
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Minimum Expenditure Requirement (MER)

Statutory Reference: 10-262

Summary of Responses

This mandate has been particularly difficult to measure. Failure to meet the MER results
in a penalty equal to twice the amount that the municipality is below the MER or, to avoid
the penalty, municipalities may, in the following year, increase education spending for
regular programs by twice the amount of the shortfall in the previous year. Because the
penalty costs twice as much as would be required to meet the MER, the practical effect is
that few municipalities have not met the MER. Consequently, it is difficult to measure the
cost of the MER because it is difficult to know what municipalities would have spent on
regular-program education in the absense of the penalty.

Statewide Projections

The State Department of Education monitors all school districts that are projected to fall
within 5% of their MER. Each year the Department has had to contact an increasing
number of districts that fall within that 5% threshold to tell them that they may have to
increase education spending in order to meet the MER. The number of such districts has
risen from nine in FY 1990 to 46 in FY 1994, Forty-five districts are projected to fall
within the threshold in FY 1995. Of these 45, four are slightly below their MER based on
the most current projections, and another nine are projecting to meet their MER by less
than 1%. In most cases, like West Haven below, the district will either allocate additional
education expenditures to meet the MER, or maintain current spending and meet the MER
by however close the margin.

One way to measure the MER cost statewide, which has been done here, is to take each
municipality's MER and multiply it by its need students. For 1994 - 95, that figure is $2.6
billion, and net of state reimbursement the final amount is $1.3 billion.
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Backup - Municipal Analysis
Minimum Expenditure Requirement
Municipality: Bridgeport
Fiscal> Year: 1994-95

Other Comments: The MER for the City of Bridgeport has been a significant factor in
education spending. The City feels that there are some fundamental problems with the MER
and how it is calculated. There are two areas of concern: 1) If the MER is not met by a town
in a given year, the penalty is a reduction in that amount of the Education Cost Sharing (ECS)
grant and the town must increase the education appropriation for the shortfall, and 2) If a
town receives a zero percent salary increase for education personnel, or a reduction in
employee benefit expense, the money must be redirected to other education programs.
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Backup - Municipal Analysis
Minimum Expenditure Requirement
Municipality: Norwalk
Fiscal Year: 1994-95

Estimated Direct Cost: Currently the City of Norwalk is exceeding the minimum
expenditure requirement and it is likely to do so in future years. Therefore, this mandate does
not have a direct cost impact on the citizens of Norwalk.



Backup - Municipal Analysis
Minimum Expenditure Requirement
Municipality: West Haven
Fiscal Year: 1994-95

Estimated Direct Cost: $1.0 million, or 1% of the City's operating budget. This estimate is
based on an actual MER shortfall from the 1993-94 year which the State Board of Education
mandated be eliminated during the middle of the year. This required the City to appropriate in
excess of $900,000 from its fund balance.

Direct Cost as a % of Operating Budget: 1%

How Cost was Determined: The direct cost of the MER mandate was estimated based upon
an actual MER shortfall which the City of West Haven experienced in 1993-94 of $900,000.
It is assumed that if the mandate did not exist, the City would not have appropriated
additional funds to the Board of Education. The estimated cost was also confirmed by
examination of the City's adopted Three Year Financial Plan, which estimated a current
services for the Board of Education which was $1.0 million less than the amount required by
the MER.

Estimated Indirect Cost: In order to constrain taxes and yet still meet the MER, the City
has been forced to cut deeply into City operations. The City's 1994-95 budget increased in
total by 2.8%. However, since the MER required the City to increase the Education budget
by 7.3%, the City side of the budget was reduced by 4.8%. The net effect was a budgetary
shift of approximately $2.5 million out of City operations and into education. To
accommodate these City spending reductions, the City eliminated seventy-four (74) full time
jobs, or 20% of the City work force.

If Mandate were Eliminated: If this mandate had not existed last year, we believe that the
Board of Education budget would likely be $500,000 to $1.0 million lower. If the mandate
were eliminated now, we are unable to predict the impact, since the decision on future funding
for education is made by the City Council.

Other Comments: Property taxes would be 1.75% lower if the Board of Education budget
were $1.0 million lower.
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Property Tax Exemptions

Statutory Reference: 12-81
Summary of Responses
All three of the municipal respondents to this mandate listed the major exemptions that affected

them along with their costs. The costliest exemptions to these municipalities include: State Owned
Property, Colleges and Hospitals, Veteran's Manufacturers, and Personal Property.

Local Analysis

Statewide Projection

In order to estimate the net tax loss (tax loss less reimbursement, if applicable) to municipalities
occurring as the result of the property tax exemptions mandated under this section, the total
amount of exemptions in each municipality minus any reimbursements was multiplied by the
municipality's mill rate. The actual statewide figure of $650 million includes tax losses resulting
from exemptions for both real and personal property in FY 1994. Projected to FY 1995, the
estimated statewide cost is $670 million.
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Backup - Municipal Analysis

Property Tax Exemptions
Municipality: Cheshire
Fiscal Year: 1994-95
Estimated Direct Cost: $277,536
Direct Cost as a % of Operating Budget: 0.52%

How Cost was Determined: This direct cost estimate (revenue loss) was determined
accordingly: A) $2,679,910 in assessed State Property real estate is reimbursed at 20% of the
tax loss. At the current mill rate of 25.5 mills, this 80% loss of revenue translates into
$54,670. B) The personal property tax loss was estimated by determining the percentage
relationship between commercial personal property and real estate. In this case, we estimate
that 5.4% of the real estate assessment of $56,532,790 would approximate the value of
personal property. This percentage was determined by reviewing the P.P./R.E. relationship
among retirement facilities in Town.

Estimated Indirect Cost: $145,021. It is estimated that the Town lost additional revenue of
$145,021 by virtue of a State Prison's location in Town. This calculation was based on the
assumption that residential homes would be built on the land currently occupied by the prison.

If Mandate were Eliminated: If this mandate did not exist the tax exemption would be
lifted and the Town would fully tax these exempt facilities, primarily the prison facilities, for
their taxable property. This would result in real estate tax payments of 100%, of the obligation
and not some fraction of 100% under the existing legislation, and more importantly the Town
would then have the authority to tax personal property, for which their is currently no
reimbursement for the tax loss.
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Backup - Municipal Analysis |
Property Tax Exemptions
Municipality: Hartford
Fiscal Year: 1994-95
Estimated Direct Cost: $31,120,445
Direct Cost as a % of Operating Budget: 7.0%

How Cost was Determined: Non-reimbursed exemptions were totaled by type:

Veterans' Exemptions $225,396 State Owned $11,237,227
Distressed Municipalities $147,393 Colleges $ 3,378,726
100% Disabled & Blind $ 8,971 Hospitals $ 6,124,255
Manufacturing $170,477 Personal Prop. $ 9,807,000

State owned property represents an 80% revenue loss. Colleges and hospitals represent a 40%
revenue loss. Distressed and manufacturing revenue loss is from a 50% reimbursement for an
80% mandated exemption. Regular veterans, disabled and blind are 100% revenue loss.
Personal property revenue loss is based on a percentage of the real estate assessment of
$1,106,787,400 for state owned, colleges and hospitals. Overall personal property grand list is
23% of the real estate comm/ind/apt grand list.

Estimated Indirect Cost: The indirect cost is associated with the clerical effort to administer
these programs. Current estimate is one employee with benefits; 50% of their time equals
$21,000.

If Mandate were Eliminated: The City would be free to tax these facilities at 100% of their
respective market values. They would also be assessed for the personal property tax.
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Backup - Municipal Analysis
Property Tax Exemptions
Municipality: Manchester
Fiscal Year: 1993-94
Estimated Direct Cost: $4,701,278
Direct Cost as a % of Operating Budget: 5.26%
How Cost was Determined: Non-reimbursed exemptions were totaled and included with a
personal property estimate on tax exempt property.
Veterans' Exemptions $447,894 Hospitals $776,635

State Exemptions $871,227 Inventory $871,082

Estimated Indirect Cost: The cost to administer the exemption programs is approximately
equivalent to the cost of one employee with benefits or $36,000.

If Mandate were Eliminated:. Exemptions would be limited

29




§8y'120'2$ 1/9'086$ 951'256'2$ 281'251'06L 019'P¥O'SL 061'52L 2LL'0LL'08 0ZL'1180) 09V'£96' LY 0£0'LE8 kaieg
SEY'/90°L$ 590'0v$ 005'204'1$ ¥G8'688'8Y 0£L'108'LY £98'121} 000'0S} LLL'08S 055'522'S 0 J1aAly deag
626'015'2$ v20'82$ £00'666'2$ o02l'66L'981 002'159'2Y 000'6 0/9'162'2 0S1'E2€'9 009'E95'SE| 0 ualeQ
GE8'696'8$ 8/2'010'2$ -£19'000'H1$ 09%'0vS'685 000'962'78 029'266' 1Y ov6'188'28 008'/E8'16 007'€61'092 00/'86€'82 finqueq
8vL'LIE LS 9E2'IS1$ ¥86'897'1$ 061'£/8'9 096'298'81 006'150°2 0£6'008'Z 0¥2'990'} 099'760'VE 0 [[BMWOID
906's2r$ 89¥'0E$ 9.6'SSY$ £50'6.0'02 055'092'Z £9.°218 080'6E8'} OVE'L6E' 012'289'8 oLL'z8 Anuenon
$95'v82$ L2l'01$ 2625628 065'802'L} 080'1€0'2} 0e8'LLE 058'vS5e 02y LYES 0LY'LS)'2 ore'sy |[emuIo)
£91'802$ ory'sis £09'€22$ 02€'295'E} 027'9.6'E 012'161 0£2'928 0L¥'2eL'e 050'L¥Y'9 0 BIQWN{OD
LI2'ES$ yIv'L$ 169'091$ S18'816'2 50/'688'S 005"} 006'SLY SS¥'602 S/5'6v8 089'26 %00iG8|0D
196'£86% 921'65% £60°170'L$ OVS'000°EY 08.'69.'8 050'96¥ 022'260'2 OLV'EVE'Y 080'€08'92 0 181884900
LPV'SIE LS €29'2L1$ 0L4'255'1$ 00g'BYL'2S - OVO'ELL'S 022'622'S 0211962 or6'28L'e 095'5v9'8E 02b' LSS uowIo
zIs'vves 929'66$ 8c1'v8es$ 068'£25°9t ovS'9rY'9 080'26S'} 008'S96 027'986 050°'£€5'9 0 1818890
88/'619'2$ ZEL'YBY' LS 026'601'v$ 08€'7S8'69} 026'6.E'1Y 08y'628'8 0/5'€92'2 00022165 019'656'LS 0 alysayn
86€'2LYS yi€'2rs FAVRZT= 0.,0'.6V'82 0L7'S9L. 001'E9} 000°€61 0£9'€92' L1 Ov8'6EV'E} 0£0'2/9'2 undeyn
126'£59$ 61E'0i$ 0v2'899% 000'288°1€ ore'syL's 0/1'€82 00£'969 056'76€ 0v2'85€'22 0 uoen
62L'L12% LI2LLS ove'vees 219'601°21 08s'L2L'L AN 6£5'626 0Ly'20L't OLG'IES 0L4'89 ‘ Kinqueen
60S'6.E$ 8/¥'5e$ /86'207$ 600'65Y'G1 6£6'C9€E'01 v.6'0t1 508'9GE €9L'1IS'E 522'968 £08'812 ueBUED
L0118 yiS'ves$ 189'LvPS$ 8/8'1¥2'72 0L1'SSS'El 81£'S6 052'18S 008'€02'S 067'005'E 058'500'} uojbuiung
Wl 'v5es 2.e181$ £11'9EV$ 06¥'929'72 010'26E'9 09¥'€96 0sS'9re’t 0EG'v8'6 ove'viL's 0 uApiooig
FARAA AL 991 1v$ 8/E'8LE'LS £99'928'LE 0EL' Y92l 16.'050° 005660} 096719 289'614'22 0 pieyo0ig
S18'518'9% 1S8'2€6$ 2L9'8VL'L$ ¥29'618'162 008'0/¥'29 YO¥'S6S'L 0EE'E8L LY 010'62¥'9 012'882'09} 028'26E'L |oisug
1522928 £51'v$ YOp' 1228 068'895'€l 069'001' L1 029'€E} 008'SYE o6Y'v1 062'v.6't 0 leremabplg
pPS'E80'06$  YIE'TSE'ES 806'SEV'65$ 186'451'598 £0/'822'v11 192'€69'LL £05'918'S9} 71L0'058'992  /SS'9/€'682 6Y6'26L°LL uodebpug
809'09v'2$ 0/6'061$ 8/5°159'2$ 029'v19'22} OEY'S9S'62 OLB'EVS'Y 0E6'£66'L 082'S6Y'S 0E1'V9L'6L ov6'LY6 plojueig
LLL'E0LS L04'2$ $82'501$ GES'666'Y 0SV'v89'E 0.5'92 000'SLY §G6'S0E 096'£05 0 yeizog
8vv'6.2% 169'0E$ SyL'0lES 0£2'1€9'2H 020'666'2 01899y 010'007'} ov8'9eEr'e 055'82E'S 0 uoyog
026'1E0'V$ §20'859% SY6'689'v$ 69} '22E'2EL 502'026'92 085'€8E0} 265'066'21 ze9'028'L 0SP'€91'69 02L'EVL'S pieywoo|g
802'6v2$ SIS G9E'092$ 005'LLL'E} 0S8'El8'6 052'219 0/E'E00'} 021'9s 016'522'2 0 waysjyleg
| 655'8VE" 1S 916'29% SV LIP'LS OVE'001'9L 090'1E8"2 095'220'2 018'22¢' 09Y'02Y's 0SP'E0S'19 0 [eyleg
| 9/E£'€59% L9E°05$ LEL'E0LS 066'€97'62 00§'29€'Z 065'gv} 008'9/1'2 001'9v6'S 000°'/28'S} 0 Aueyleg
| 02L'€12'2% LP9'SSES 19£'629'2$ 028'95.'08 006'€22'El 0/2'298'6 0160112 005'008 A IR 0 ueg
259'662$ 0/8'2v$ 22s'TYeEs S61'SSE'PL 009191} S6Y'¥06 0.2'618 011'508°2 022'799'8 0 s|fe4 uooeeg
162'502$ L91'9}$ v96'12e$ 08E£'008°01 . 06.'808'Y 069221 096'296 OEL'0E2't ©  0S8'S/9'E 0 pelsiueysieg
802'vv9'1$ £65°15$ 192'569'1$ oLL'1IE'68 04’022 VE 069°198 088'20¢'} 022'656'9 016'998'9Y 0 uoAy
802'615$ £58'6$ 190'625$ 008'S56'74 02r'202'6 OLV'EES 06.'€0E 0L6'E6E 012'2es'y 0 piojysy
/85'500'2$ 858'L9ES SPY'L9E'T$ GE0'620'9E 0/€'198'21 606'9/5'S 021'626'} 005'HP8'E 9ES'OVE'L) 009'6.6't BlUOSUY
£65'v81$ 188'G1$ 08Y'002$ 92.'v20'L OPL'LIS'} 91E'L01 016'LEY 08V v 082'€2V'E 0 J8AOpUY
SSO1 XYL a3y SSOTXVL IVLOL HIHIOTIY  (dOdd SH3d)  (dOHd TvaH) 31vis IVdISINAW Ivy3a3d
ray V1oL WLOL ANVHO Wi0L AIGNIIVLOL  AIONITV.LOL V101 WLOL W1loL NMO1
Bleq 501 Xe]. €leq 151 puels
AHVWINNS INIWISHNGWITH ANV NOILIWIXT XVL ALHIdOHd LSITANVHD 2661




80€°/V8°1$ 2Lv'ses 08/'2e6'1$ 0L0'ZYY'E0L 08€'862' 1S LSLYLL 09€'0£8 82£'986'2} 551°088'L8 080'282 ey
ovE'6SIS 9LL'9L$ 9SV'SLLS ¥91'085"L 098'€8.L ov6'iL 085'6.6 pre'9L9 ovY'860's 0 uogsi
18E'9EE' 1S VESTIS S16'86Y'1$ ovs'8le'ss ov8'z6L'8 092'952'9 0/9'722'T 020'26L 0LE'261'8l 086'655'61 preApan
16009V 562'€2$ 26E'E8YS OV1'€20'82 0ES'/8I'S 0SL'VOE'} 0€0'529' 006'L9E'2 086'EVS'LL 0 uoueqe]
S11'986% 96E'S.$ 11S'199% 0£2'182'V2 09€E'18L'9 0£6'66 098' 100’ 005'818'0} 085'6/5'S 0 yuomBuiiny
BL0'LES'1$ LE8'SVS 606'200°2$ 169'902'69 066'v52'9 05€'8/G'11 2LL'BLS' Y 592'62€'04 060'EE2'9E 062'LE2 ABuili
190 1YL LS 69E'9V$ 0Ev'L8L1S 001'228'29 056'908'EY ovz'/8 08128y 089'1L6'}E ove'BLY'Y 01'V66'9 ey
16E'1L2' 1S 96E'G1$ 18L'982'1$ 09L'vL2'62 0S8'v0V'9 ovs'LEY 0LY'€98 001'662 00L'PYs'I2 00L's2 uoigeH
£v0'152$ [2r'oLs oLv'192$ ov2'Tre'vi 0SE'865'L oL1'8l 095285 002'566 029'v95"y 00v'c88 uojuimieH
L0S'EEES 815'29% §28'S66$ §66'201'02 0L0'6LE"L ) 052'90€ SEV'1S0'SH 008'S2Y'E 0 puejueH
SY8'L/S'9/$  829'668'Gl$ ELV'LLV'26$ S61'806'089°C  OBE'OPL'69E  099'vLV'S S18'199'519 0L9'ESS'8LS  OMW'ELL'8OL'L  02E'8S1'29 piojueH
808'vS1$ 982'/6$ v60'261$ 056'L0'8 098'SE9' 062’181 082’12 09L'LSL'Y 0L8's6l't 0 uoidwen
v08'[26'6$ 050°'6E5°1$ vo8'99v'LLS S6€'69€'E2E 0E5'v86'18 oLr'1292 S/6'6LL'ES 00V'201'0S 0/8'8V9'EEL olz'L28't uspweH
102'815$ 2v9'0es £vE'6YSS SVS'S9L'SE S/6'611'92 086'€82 058'892' 01£'090'S 080°2EV'2 0 weppeH
2e6'v89' LS Siv'2eL$ LEE'L18'1$ GES'0E0'9S OVS'00€E'2H 0SL'ISHE ove'ove'e SLY'8L6 080°012'LE osv'svl piojing
SEI'VSE'IES  8Y6'1I9LS 80°'99V'EE$ OLL'OLL'I6E'L  0ZE'S80'P2 0L2'2rL'eS 0LL'SE6'91 090'6.9'96 008'926'c9 0S5'£08'9E4't uojoig
EE8'2L0'1$ 190'19$ VES'EEL’ LS 086'16V'6 080'221'8 Ov6'VEE’L 096'v22'2 oEv'082'y 0/5'625'EE 0 plomslID
ISE'699'0LS  010'288$ LOE 1SS LIS 068'E2E'9EE 0LL20L'4LL  OLE'DIE'L 062'LL2'TY o126y 021'6LL'6LL 0€8'v9L yomuesi
v8E'892’ 1$ 265°G1$ 9/6'582'1$ 98.'818'1S 060'5v9'22 908'095 0£2'008 ovS'vrL 08089022 0 Aquein
0EE'sET$ 95'9% 568'1v2$ 0EV'/89'6 020°159'Y 0 080'812 00E'66. 000°0L0'Y 0£0'6 usyson
vee'er1'es 8£'06$ 60L'262'2$ §16'904'19 OLE'ELV'OL SYL'PYE'L 0v0'909'2 008'705't 095'81'SK 0 Ainquojseln.
298'esl$ 9L0'V1S 866'261$ 005220} 082'SSL 00L'G1E ovv'ory 08.'18v'2 00£'LE2'9 0 upjues 4
S9E'E29'S$ 196'L02°1$ 92¢'1£8'9$ LV6'166'L92 09E'6/2'VE 802'882'2} 61L'88E'2 OLE'0LY'BLE  OSL'V29'0p 0 uojbujure
2L6'268'6$ L80'VSE'TS 650'/81'2L$  €25'6EL'80E 059'29L'L9 AR S68'LLL'L6 085'/8E 012'808'EE} ove'L8e's pleiyied
9Sr'vIES SLL'VYS 169'85E$ 06v'L£5'62 0EZ'1¥8' L1 091'6/2'} 012'669'C ovS'2612 0S€'€25°0l 0 x@ss3
Sv0'L86'E$ £25'21'2$ 89G'vL1 ‘98 08L'v59'2vL 068'906'€2 022 YS'E! 089'Lv¥'S 058'/2€'8¢ 0£6'190'19 012'69€ playu3
081'6£6$ SE8'29$ S1E'200°1$ 250'2€L ‘oY v8Y'/G1'0E 952'250'2 080'0L1'2 zeevve't 010'800'S 0 _ uoibuyig
LEE'90VS$ £6L'L1$ oEl'BIvS 012'€00°2) oSY'ele'y 0OE1'66 09v'159 00,98 0./6'268'9 0 uojse3
2L'002$ §59'81$ 6.£'612$ ov1'580°2 001’5182 008'889 00S'E2} 018'809 086'8v8'2 0 plojise3
L0L'08L'1$ v0'622$ 05.'60V'1$ 820'G9E"9Y 218'622'02 009'512'L 059'596 91L'GE0'E OLY'VED'LE 08/'€88'E 10SpUIM 1seq
LSy'esy' LS £26'v¥S$ 08E'vE0'2$ SYE'95Y'6L 0S9'sv2'8 060'222 SPL'VES'L 00£'9/6'6E 025'965'€2 0v0'9E2 awAT ise3
186'G9L'E$ 8El'8ees BLL'VBY'ES. 02.'868'16 086'LLE'VI YIRT:TE 086'£05'6 090'945°2 0E5'GEE'S9 0 usAeH jsed
112'500'S$ 29€'009'2$ £5'609'2$ 059'62V'0L} ovio8kLE 00v'£06'95 0/9'vEE'S 09t'699 0EE'/6£'68 059'0v6 piojueH ise3
060'550°1$ £01'2L$ E61°ZEL'LS £9€'805'ES 0vo'v8L'9 £E5°08Y 008'016' 0/1'991'2) 0E0'6EY'2E 061228 uojdweH jse3
68€'229% 995'82$ 556'059% 0966866} 029'2v8'S} 056'69€ 0Z1'10L osv'olz't A A 0 weppeH ise3
£9/'622'1$ v9'892$ L0V'26Y'1$ v88'El8'2L 065'1E6'Y YOV'080°E 080'622' | ove'Leg'ay 0S2'VLE'SE 022 LIV} Aquess ise3
022'685$ 989'59$ 906'v59$ £v8'212'9e 089'GLL'9L £91°'168'} 0/9'262'L o9V’ LYS't 0/8'LLE'S 0 weying
SSOTXVL awiay SSOTXVL IvioL HIHIOTIV  (dOHd SH3d)  (dOHd v3H) aLvis IVIOINAN Ivu3a3d
‘ray IVLOL YLOL aNVHD VLOL AIONITVLOL  AIONITVLOL V101 V1oL .LOL NMOL
Bjeq 5507 Xe1 Bje(q IST] PUBID

AHVIWAINS INJWISHNGNISH ANV NOILJWIX3 XYL ALHIdOHd LSIT ANVHD 2664




099°}HLL

859'860'1$ 580'601$ I AT 0SS'ELH'E2 069'V81'S 080'GS.'} ovE'L12'] 0E9'VEL 0SL'9LL'Pl
99.'9L4'2$ /81'881$ £56'79E'2S 012'858'26 099'628'81 088'892'S 098'62'E 002'LE Ov.'€99'29 0LE'EE9'T
90£'685$ LLY'E0LS £8.'989$ 0E0°042'GE 06Y'€22'S ovE'sve'y 0L0'LLY'L 00.'2€9'E 0EY'2E9'02 0
LIE'020'1$ 29v'001$ §LL'02L1$ 2LY'108' LY ovz'oLl'6l 250'20€E S21'6LE'} 021 161Vl GE6'EL8'9 0
965'695'1$ zz1'8ss 812'/59'l$ oLY'2eL L9 0/9'6YS'64 09€'609'} 0EY'SOV'E 022'296 0.1'0E6'6E 029'692'2
851'28/$ 01S'v9$ 899'9v8$ 0v8's8E'68 0£0'98¢'6 026'SEY' | 09E'/9¥'E 080°0¥S'9 ov1'288'LE 01£'9L9
085'195$ LEL'IES £92'665$ 09.'6£8'SE 06V'€50'91 06.'c52 0/9'95E'2 OEV'1I8'F OL8'ELL LI 0.5'0ES
618'20.'6$ 8/6'€92'1$ [61'996'01$ 108'8EL'207 080'ELY'VL ovL'2e8't 001 'P¥v'9S 022'£0E'06 1zv'seg’est ove'96l'L
6EV'9BE'BLS  2vo'lyeT$ 180'8€E'22$ £96'CEV'SLY 9/2'695'28 0E0'0LS'VE £10'229'09 £/8'20L'22 £68'228'692 y18'202'S
85E'52E$ 2e2'6e$ 065'VSES 161'2/8'9) 161'0/6'9 081'156 09Y'€S0' 096'221'2 000'G2L'S 0
82.'€9L'2$ 200°106'1$ 0EL'V99'7$ 098'821'66} 0EL'500°L2 or9'sl2'9L OVY'ESE'S 09E'70L '8 069's¥1'2L 0
LGL'E2ES BLOVLIS 0LL'IEVS 915'526'22 011’6579 985'82L'S 095°0E€ 012'856 0SS'ESY'6 0
LLS'00S LS zsi'0l$ £99'0/5°$ §92'880'S9 oLy'£22'9 $86'999' 092'2EL'2 0 0L9'LOV'YS 0
LEE'EE9S vay'srs 518'189% £08'952 V€ ¥6.'S.6'V2 Lh'02e LIS'TV6'2 $9/'998°2 oLY'926'2 058'72e
£69'€80'E$ veY'v09$ 181'889'E$ L28'Es'8l) OEV'PL9'LL L12'2L0'S 0E0'1EG'} 095'20.'S9 065'€L1'82 0
696'86V'V$ 2v0'256$ LLO'LSY'SS 086'68L'L12 02.'686'62 ovo'szy'L o0zL'02Y'LE ove‘L12E'9Y ovy'188'v8 ozL'svL'Ll
1S8'1¥8'1$ Y16'7ESS LLL'OLY'ES 000'998'60} 0LS'6EE'V9 065°1SL'22 06V°0LE'2L 0£2'900°2 0STELL'S 068'Y¥E
68L'219'L$ 205'L0L'Y$ 162°02L LS LoL'ovL'eey 010'0.8'(2 v16'622't £96'926'952 09.'226'S1 0.8'050'€9 061'9vE'8S
g8s'Zri'ovs  vrv'I6E'6LS 2E0'VES'S9% I8L'00V'E90'L  0G8'291'L0L LOE'LV8'S ¥90'VEEELY VEE'PBY'80L  $52'0/2'SEE ZLE'9EL'EE
8GL'SYY$ $88'LV$ ev9'cers 020'8L2'S2 0S9'SVY'SE 0£2'119'} 0S¥'80' 08E'251 '} OLE'0ES'S 0
£99'08.$ £YY'99% 901'Ly8% SL1'598'8E 588'86E'Y 06'9p 0€5'059'Y §/2'286 518'981'82 0
90v'LEL'E$ LEL'LLS EvL'6vL'ES 0SE'112'652 058'19£'66 061'S 085'6.2't 011'998 0,9'869' IS} 0
62E°00L'9l$  LE2'TYE'ES 995'2v6'61$ SEE'625'89E 000'229'28 025'686'v1 S51'769'L9 08L'L11'Y8 092'70L'9LL 022'8Y0'E
S8LIYO'YS 058'/81'1$ 580'622'S$ 8Y1'S0E'8. EV6'V2S €S 0/2'88g'0} 009'9p¥'0} 026'82. S6L'08L'22 . 029'SEY
OvE'2ETS 150'0E$ 16€'292$ 02y voET) 080°9/8'E 060'6E5 OL1'eS8'} - 068'26 0ST'EVE'S 0
666'+06'1$ 8v.'912$ IrL'8LL'eS ¥8L'962'0L 050'65L'LE OLY'SIE'Y 0LL'2LL'2 vST'2IE'L 0E£'080'81 016'9pS
ov8'98l'1$ 611'66$ §96's22'1$ 052'8¥8'8S 0.9'158'71 029'€9}' 028'LLE'} 0 025'526'0% 029'6.LY
pIv'988'0lS  9L0'VE6'LS 06v'088°C1$ ovY'015'008 0.6'8E2'SY 08L'96S'EE SYE'ESY'6l 110'S85'V2 015'895°0L1 0£8'290'L
1E1'9E8'8$ LIY's89'ES 8v5'125°21$ 111826 Ve 0E8'092'09 00v'S8L'EE LLE'VIE'EIL OVS'ESK'/EL  O0E9'180'V6 00Y'286'S
SLE'8LES £91'99$ z8v'vovs 008'€92'L1 0/9'919'8 08£'981'2 009'5.6 0L2'v8y 088'000'S 0
609'68.$ vee'szie EVE'V16$ 09} '6Y5'2€ 081291} 0SV'€8L'2 018'102'c ovE'62S 0L0'EL8'L1 OLE'V66
L02'V2y'0ls  OV0'2SS'H$ LV2'9L6'L 1S SES'102'EE2 086'6V6'L¥ 00'/22'S 8.'80L'LE 026'166'€2 000'9p9'E2} 082449
859'8£G$ £8L'61$ Lyb'855$ 092'985'21 0627102 058'162 08E'9LY 080'610' 091'662'8 0
$66°0£0'L$ €E2'6L6'}$ 822'050'6$ 0S0'E17'ESE 08V'268'9} 026'2}S 0zE'651' | 00V'8LL'OLE  08E'2LL'9) 055'956' |
0/6'+88'8% 9/8'68Y'L$ ov8'1E'0LS 081'062'EVE 0EL'02V'6S 090'9}1'0} 068'CH'YL 0£8'098'SE 006226291 0.2'508
L96'PPO'ES 98Y'22E$ LYY L9E'ES 0E2'VSH'9S 1 ozy' kv’ LE 00v'0zZ1 055'V6E'Y 0.5'60E'¥9 068'L 1E'SS 00Y'966
999'561$ 116218 £v9'802$ 098'105'6} 081'820°0} oov'sLE 00L'61L 0/5'192'Y 0S6'9LE'Y 0
SSOTXVL w3y SSOTXVL vLoL HIHIOTIV  (dOdd SH3d)  (dodd vad) JLVLS IVAIOINAW qvy3a34
ray WVLOL LOL aNVHO WLOL AIONIIVLOL  AIGNI WLOL WIOL WLOL WLOL
E1eQ 5507 XBL EIeq 1511 puel

AHVWWNS LNIWISHNEWITH ANV NOILdWIX3 XV1 ALHIJOHd LSITANVHO 2661

yinowAid
2|llAuield
pleyuteld
pioxQ
abueip
%ooighes plO
ewAq pIO
LOIMION
YeMION
uolbujuols YUoN
usAeH UUoN
ueeue YUON
piojuelg YUON
MIOUON
UMOMBN
uojbuimeN
PIOJIN MeN
uopuocT MaN
usAeH MaN
plojueH MaN
pieiyred meN
ueeued meN
urejig meN
yonjebneN
SILIOW
SjjlAlUON
S0IUOW
pIollIN
UMOIS|PPIN
PisieIPPIN
Ainge|ppI
uspuapy
ybnosogpep
pislsueiy
Jojsayouey
uosipeiN
awA

NMOL




1S.'2e6'/$ 8LL'vel'L$ 6/8'950'6% ov9'vhL'loe 008'90Y'p91 00l‘651'62 oP8'ess’/e 00E‘IEL'S 00E‘1SY'LEL 00E°2Y0°} piojbulem

986°'GELS £22'6$ 602'L¥1$ OV9'EL6'9 o6L'ley't olo'sve 088'Ely oL.'662°€ 058°06S') 0 UMOJUNIOA
1SL'60E'V$ 0/E'65Y% 121'69.'v$ 095'98/'£91 ov1'pS8'0e 001'906 0/8'L1S'Ie oLL'96L' V1 ovL'/51'801 00€'096'| UOWIBA
oro'igs 1E8CL$ 1.8'€6$ 08E'/E9'S S6.°12€'L soe'/6 09.°.12 0£G°180'E 066816 0 uolun
EELLVO'VS S9S'eves 869°062'v$ 6£0'8VE'8L1 009'GE9’ 1L 661 'VEV'S 00£'666'9  010's0L'Y 0E6'ELL 06 0 lingwnu
208'v/8°C$ 981 1L$ 885°98G'c$ £25°191'6¥ 1 687'G01 ‘6€ JATRX 4] 0S.'669'62 00/'662'6} LSS'ELL'eS 08e's88’| uolbuuio )
628'568% 2l8'v.$ 169'0/6% §90'056'9€ 08£'900'S G/e'ese'e 06¥'€50°2 0€5'220°2 002'799'v2 069'c18 puejjo|
FAN N4 4 82S'ees SP9'ssvrs 02.'26L'92 088'7.0'6 S¥6'2s8 022'686°t G656V oOLP'SES'Y) 0/9'091 uosdwoy |
166°129% 9£6'622$ ££6°L18% 629'992'G¢ 080°'160'Y 6/2'LLE9 00L'vse'L 0L.'912's 0./8'e¥2’9l 0£6'286°L uojsewoy |
¥6L'95v'2$ [2L'9eY$ 125°'€68'2$ 065°9v/'LEL 0/€'089'€2 0SsS'/8l'E 0/8'/12'9 0./5'6L0'SL 0£2'185°62 0 - pleyng
ces'Iv6'eL$ 18E'891°2$ £06'601'G1$ 019'6/8°242 006'802°LE 0£.'862'LE 095'858'/ 1 o/¥‘oel's 0/2'668's2) 08S'€8E'29 plogens
/8g'002'2$ L82'112% yzi'2iv'es 0/€°221'1L 00/°28S'EE 006'060'c 008°/SV'Y 0eL'vLL oLe'se2'se 0€6°026 uojbujuolg
995°'8EES 686'11$ GSS'0SES 818'882'12 oze'ses 0Sc'sLL'9) 860°'7/.9 02E'2y9 0E6'L9€E"2 0 Buipers
£0€°/82'82% 968'02€'2$ 651°'809°'0€$ 026'282's8. ove'eel'ggl 020°0v6'61 092'sy1L'/S Ove'28e'LE OEP'ELO'06Y 0£.'6/9'2} piojwels
0,0'688% SeL'LoES S08'061°1$ 0.5'V68°'€S 0£8'/86'22 OE8'EL9'E 029'260'81 060'v92'E 002'LE6'S 0 plojjels
160°8L1$ 215'S5$ 899'c/1$ ov6'sov's 096'26Y'2 0SE'LY8'e OYS'Ees 0/8'VIY ozz'ogl'e 0 enbeidg
EvL180°cS 05822l $ €65 VOP'vS 2sy'1e6'glL 008°05S'61 " gsl'siv'ee 08e'sv0'0) 00.'/5¥'2 0SP'00L'sS 000'25€ uojbuiyinos
0SS'96E°L$ 6YL'PLLS 669'0/5'1$ 866'67L'601 0SY'e8L'cl 008°€/2 00E'veL'} 096'900°LS 8y2'1LE'9E oye'o6s’} Aingyinos
vL2'981'2% 905°/Sb$ 082792 S88'911'p9 00E'6LY'L SSY'880'ElL 0L4'PEO2 000'S.Y 096'660° Lt 0 JOSpUIM yinos
€21'906$ 6.v'982'1$ 259'261'2% 09L°LLE'0L ov8'L00'E 0..'898 ovg'oss 002'095'8y 01S'PLI‘LL 0 slewog
yee'see'es 89.°162$ 266'915°c$ 098'0p9'/8 ozL'2sv'Ly 069'991'9 000'858'L 095'v50°e 068'8L0°SE 0 Aingswig
2eL'SYLS v6.'6$ 925'sS1$ 0S2'002'21 0zo'lgl's 0E0°90} ovv'sye’l OEy'0l 06.'8EV'y ovo'6Lt’t ueuusys
8/2°20e°c$ ¥S9'8.E$ 2€6'089'2$ 09L'LIE'YL 008'058'81 016°L6E'8 oze'eer'e 095'9vr9'2 osc'ozh oy 06£'998 uojesys
L16'66E$ 2eL'LLS 60L°LLV$ 6S2'89.'2¢ 008'886°cl 61880V 0v0'69.'8 oolL'L1ee’t 00.'822'S 008'180't uoleys
9£9'6£0'1$ 0/8'261% 905°2e2'1$ OEE'8SE’' L2 0LL'9sv'e 0S5°'18E‘2 0/8°165°} 012'tL 066°€2.'V1 000°EE! inowAfes
9£.'G01$ 2IE'S SYO'ELLS . 0G6'056'S ozh'/80'C 085962 ocl'goe 089°LLL°}L 0S¥°180°2 0 pue|joos
8SE'00E'L$ £20'El$ ISE'ELE LS 0S5°092°201 069°00€'S8 0./8'G.6 096'599 002's92'1 0/8'1pS°L 086'01S'9 Aingsiles
126'981$ Mrv'2es 29£'602$ 099'92.'8 0E5'202'} oce'sey 0.6'629 oli'syg’e 099°'028't 0 wejeg
yps'zels 216'es 9GY's8l$ 095'5¥6'04 0/E'8¥9's 0cogle ov6°09L 080'66€ 051'ses'y 0 Aingxoy
2YL'eL02$ OEE'OPES 2L0'viv'es 055°9€0°21 1 058'826'6 00.v8.'E 082°096'2 OEY'S19'2S 02E'666'LY 0.6'LYL [1iH Axo0y
802991 ‘v$ L96°281% S.L'6¥E'VS . 8Ly'vEE'202 00} ‘665 2P 6.8'Sv6'S 6v6'€95°) osl'oze'vl 0£6°088'GE} oLv'yer') playsbpiy
96.'769'1$ PSe'vss oSL'6vL'L$ 169'c0V’/6 S86'718'/2 0gS's 0v0'809 0S8°L19'EL 982°€9€E'SS 0 _ Buippey
106'S8E'L$ Zsv'eees S6E'689°L$ pLV'9pS'6L 8E9'VLY'VE 068°0r8°L L0.'88L'61 09.'258'9 L10'syy've cov'vrL'e weujnd
€EL'9IVS 9z6'ees 659°'0Sv$ 8E1'€06°12 969'S09't1 295258 0.0°092°1 oez'syl 08S'vES'S 0 adsoid
90.'0L0°1$ 26E°1E2S 860'20€°L$ 601'820'p/ 0£0'V6.°2 $22'29. SE6'019 08E'GSE'Y9 020'VEY'S osv'iL uojsaid
EELCIO'LS 850'69$ 162°180'L$ SEV'/G6'6E ogv'see’. 0£l'068 S99'0/8'} 009'LP0‘E 0/0°1eg'se 015'800°} puejuod
yv8'ogy$ 299°2e$ 90S'E1SS €95'09/°1€ 06€'205°22 €16'/56 0/8'6VS o/t'seg’e 0 026'v98'c jsyjwod
SSOTXVL anI3y SSOIXV1 IviolL H3IHIOTIV  (dodd sbad)  (dOwd v3y) 3lvis IVAIDINAW Ivy3q3d
ray Wi0l VLOL ANVHD Vi0oL AIONI TVLOL AIONITVLOL IVLOL IViOL Y101 NMOL

€1eQ 5507 XBL €jeq 1511 pUein

AHVINNNS INIWISHNEWIZH ANV NOILdWIXT XV1 ALHIJOHd 1SIT ANVHD 2661




SYE'VBE'6POS  69E'ZLL'92ES  VIL'I9L'9LL$  O0OL'SEL'S8E'EZ  868'6LLVE8'Y  LiE'OVL'ee EIS'LVL'6VL'E  OVE'OBY'S66'E  cLL'PP9'L98'8  020°TEE'SEY’t
£0v'9eS$ 0,0'92$ £Lv'295$ 08£'0£0'/2 069'S00'G1 056'090'2 000'880'1 026'29. 022'eSt's 0
618'609% 601'L1$ 826'029% 628'82l'9e 0£€£'090°'8 S0.'286 ov.'026 06129 098'£60'92 0
2HO'PBO'LS 292'.€$ X AN SYY'195'EY 0.S'E0V'SH G/1'0SE 022'sEL'} 08L'6¥2'} 00,'828'12 0
88Y'2res £27'801$ L16'050° LS 029's2y v . 090'155'9 09£'000'2 086'691'E 0E1'89€ ov1'9eE'8e 0
0v8'2£9°2$ 18Y'/p2$ 12e'088'2$ ZV8'sS9'vEL 090'529'0% 090'689'6 060'2SY'S 292'L01'S 08.'625'L9 065'092°9
068's91's$ £55'6V2'2$ EVP'SIP0LS v28'651'829 0£1'990°L 066'089'12 00¥'686'2 Ye8VOE'sYS  019'2S8'vY 018's92'E
See'122'9$ 69£'861°1L$ voL'6Ly'L$ 06.'106'S01 0sy's98'z) 00£25L'2 091'8€5°21 056'609'EY 025'9¥0'vE 08£'68
0lE'2SH' 1S S28'vLES vEL'[28'k$ Sv8'eGL'er 0£2'805'9 OvE'€S2'2 010'208'9 0L1'LLS'9 501'565'02 066'€2y
196'99E'2$ ££8'98$ 008'esY'2$ 00.'056'€8 086'866'0E ov9'LEL'2 01£'660'| 088'66€'2 0/6'1E9'9Y 026'289
S£6'602$ £8Y'11$ 8lv'12e$ 028'208' L} 0£82'251'2 09g'2LL 0SL'1EY 0L0'2LL') 01L'182'L 09.'20}
86/'9v9'c$ Lv0'982$ 508'2€6'E$ 069'1/8'V61 00£'62.'92 oLL'1E6's ov9'919'0l OvL2IE LY 006'082'% 4} o
099'/11'S$ 691'8€2$ 628'SSE'S$ 005'550'8v2 0/1'866'€9 0S9'ELL 062'8E1'2 0VS'956'6Y 0/.'628'621 08Y'810°2
6..'798% 92E'61$ S01'v88%$ 0LE'0LE VY 021'v9s'st oLL'YL 056'9v8'} 0 061'V6'92 0
evv'sovs 61'99% LE9'1€S$ 0L1'719'92 0v9'99S'y 096'992'2 o2v'soe’ 015'6/8'2 oor'ssy'yl ove'vez't
8EE'98Y'9$ 12r'ese’L$ 65L°SYL LS L12'200'S61 015'605'61 68.'869'9 691°/81'0F 02g'0se 621'0LY'L8 09E'9v6'0Y
I9E'€96'9LS  ISI'SHY'LS Z15'80v'81$ 690'028'8.S 096'2¥5'207 06¥'080'S V.6'8SL'Y9 §68'€29'6) 06Y'SIE'LL 00£'86V'6
06£'156'L$ . BIE'E2ES 80.'7.2'2$ S0L'126'6h} 00V'VEQ'EY 98.'G6Y'E} 065'08v'S 0015052 065'9SV'VS 0v9'86e
£6.'/GE'L$ $65'56$ 88E'eSh'L$ ov1'992'EL) 096'SP6'EL 0Ev'682 058'09.'Y 089'691'€2 0SY'216'0L 0LL'22)
165'2.V'V2$  OLV'800'/$ 190°187' LES gz 08l 'vey 691'L¥6'IEL 069'760°L} 2eL'9sE'8L SL6'VL61S 950'€V6'66 019'€98'y
/96'786$ S59'L1$ 229'200'1$ §99'/81'59 08Y'vE6'6E 500'866 0.£'656 0v2'06L2 0/5'S05'12 0
2vs'/e2$ S50'71$ 1661528 9£0'890'2} 886'65E'E 560'€02 09g'0E} 251'I0L'E WY'ELS'S 0
SSO7XVL awiay SSOTXVL vioL HIHLOTIV  (do’d sH3d)  (dodd Tvay) 3lvis IVAIOINAW vy3a34
Tay WLOL V.LOL aNVHO IVLOL AIONI TVLOL  AIONITVLOL WLOL WLOL WLOL
€jeq 5501 XeL BIEQ 157 pUBID

AHYNWNS LNIWISHNENIIH ANV NOILdWIXA XVL A1H3d0Hd 1S ONVYD 2661

¥O0ISPOOM
Aingpoom
abpugpoom
HOOIOM
$Y007 JOSPUIM
JOSPUIM
LWeypuIM
18}SayouIMm
uollim
uolBullitm
plsljsisylam
uodisap
UOISBM
Y004qISeM
usABH 1S9M
piojleH IseMm
UMOUBIBM
piopelEM
Ainqisiep
uojbuiysem
usiep

NMOL




Public Employee Bargaining and Binding Arbitration

Statutory Reference: 7-468, 7-469, 7-473c

Summary of Responses

The two towns analyzing municipal employee contracts estimated their annual costs at
$278,000 and $250,000 respectively, utilizing a comparison between actual increases and
the consumer price index. These represent approximately one-half and one-quarter
percent of their annual operating budgets.

Local Analysis

Statewide Projection

If projected statewide, costs would total approximately $20-$36 million annually. The
estimate for all municipalities was arrived at by using the high and low end percentages of
the municipal operating budgets from the table below with a statewide operating budget
that is estimated to be $7 billion for FY 1995. This results in the estimated range of $20 -
36 million. '
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Backup - Municipal Analysis
Public Employee Bargaining and Arbitration
Municipality: Cheshire
Fiscal Year: 1994-95
Estimated Direct Cost: $278,176
Direct Cost as a % of Operating Budget: 0.52%

How Cost was Determined: This analysis reviewed all non-Department of Education
employees and did not consider the impact of this legislation on Department of Education
employees. This analysis went back to F.Y. 1990-91 and compared the actual salary
increases, which have increased by 21.5%, to the Consumer Price Index (CPI) which has
increased by 15.0%. While none of these contracts were the result of binding arbitration, if
these increases were limited to the CPI. there would have been a substantial savings in this
year's budget, apart from the incremental savings that would have been realized in each of the
previous fiscal years.

If Mandate were Eliminated: If this mandate were eliminated it cannot be determined how
the Town might do things differently. The biggest objection to the statute was the inability of
a municipality to reject the arbitration ruling and a sense that the community's "ability to pay"
was not given due consideration in the decision. With recent legislative changes much of the
previous problems appear to have been addressed. One final refinement might be to permit
arbitrators to rule between the two last best offers rather than an either/or resolution.
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Backup - Municipal Analysis
Public Employee Bargaining and Arbitration
Municipality: Manchester
Fiscal Year: 1993-94
Estimated Direct Cost: $249,926
Direct Cost as a % of Operating Budget: .28%

How Cost was Determined: Total bargaining units salaries = $3,493,629. Spread between
the Consumer Price Index (CPI) and the arbitrator's award is 1.0% or $134,936. Costs of 3
employees at varying % of time = $80,000. Cost of 1 employee to represent 7 units =
$35,000. The total of these is $249,926.

Estimated Indirect Cost: Indirect costs such as subjecting medical benefits to negotiation is
unmeasurable but probably equal to direct costs.

If Mandate were Eliminated: The Town would probably base increases on a base amount
less than CPI with merit increases which could, in total, exceed CPI.
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~ General Assistance

Statutory Reference: 17-3a,17-12hh, 17-273

Summary of Responses

Hartford and Cheshire arrived at their figures by determining the difference between all General
Assistance expenses and the state reimbursement. Manchester estimated that if General Assistance
was eliminated it would continue AFDC, which is about 10% of the present caseload. It then
determined the cost for AFDC and took the difference between the General Assistance cost and
the AFDC cost and used that figure as its direct cost for General Assistance.

Local Analysis

Statewide Projection

In addition to the data provided by these analyses, we include the following additional data for
context. Statewide, net general assistance costs for municipalities in 1994-95 were approximately
$40 million, with administrative costs of approximately $25 million. Of these amounts, in excess
of 90% is in the 20 largest municipalities, with over 65% being in the four central cities. In
addition, costs for this program expand substantially in difficult economic times, causing even
more pressure on strained municipal budgets at their most vulnerable times.
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Backup - Municipal Analysis

General Assistance

Municipality: Cheshire

Fiscal Year: 1994-95

Estimated Direct Cost: $18,400

Direct Cost as a % of Operating Budget: 0.03%

How Cost was Determined: The direct cost estimate was developed by determining the

| difference between all General Assistance expenses and the Town's General Assistance
reimbursement. The indirect cost was determined by estimating staff time in administering the
program.

Estimated Indirect Cost: $18,575

If Mandate were Eliminated: If this mandate were eliminated the Town would probably
| provide some level of assistance, but whether it would be direct financial aid or other types of
assistance and what level of assistance cannot be determined at this time.
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Backup - Municipal Analysis

General Assistance

Municipality: Hartford

Fiscal year: 1994-95

Estimated Direct Cost: $12,299,592

Direct Cost as a % of Operating Budget: 2.8%

How Cost was Determined: The direct cost was determined by calculating the difference
between all direct general assistance expenses ( payments to general assistance recipients and
service providers) and the net revenue the city receives as reimbursements. The estimated
indirect cost consists of personnel costs, fringe benefits, operating supplies and an indirect
cost assumption (i.e. utilities, facilities usage, communications expenses etc.). The operating
budget is defined as the fiscal year 1994-95 adopted general fund budget.

Estimated Indirect Cost: $6,409,767

If Mandate were Eliminated: It is likely that if this mandate were eliminated, some form of
assistance would be provided, however a determination on what type of assistance can not be
made at this time. It is also likely that a dramatic reduction of general assistance will result in
some form of mill rate reduction.
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Backup - Municipal Analysis

General Assistance

Municipality: Manchester

Fiscal year: 1993-94

Estimated Direct Cost: $384,000

Direct Cost as a % of Operating Budget: .43%

How Cost was Determined: The Town estimates that if welfare were eliminated, the Town
would continue AFDC which is about 10% of our present caseload. The 100% cost of this
AFDC is $219,000, Administrative would be $250,000. Our present cost is $853,000, so
savings would be $384,000.

Estimated Indirect Cost: None

If Mandate were Eliminated: See Above
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Heart and Hypertension Program

Statutory Reference: 7-314a, 7-433c¢
Summary of Responses
All communities analyzing this mandate have direct costs attributed to the presumption in favor of

police and fire personnel. Despite the original estimation that this mandate had significant impact,
the results of the analyses demonstrate that the impact is generally moderate.

Local Analysis -

Statewide Projections

The total statewide estimated expenses range in the area of $10 - 17 million annually. The
estimate for all municipalities was arrived at by using the high and low end percentages of
municipal operating budgets from the table below with a statewide operating budget that we have
estimated to be $7 billion for FY 1995. This results in an estimated range of $10 - 17 million.

Both the General Assembly's Office of Legislative Research(OLR) and the Connecticut
Conference of Municipalities(CCM) have in rccent years conducted statewide surveys on the cost
of heart and hypertension payments to each municipality. CCM's results were for FY 1991 and
showed costs of $12.5 million, based on returns from all 169 municipalities. OLR's survey asked
the municipalities what their estimated costs for FY 1994 would be and its results showed
anticipated expenditures of $12 million. However, OLR's survey had responses from only 122
municipalities, with several major cities not included.
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Backup - Municipal Analysis
Heart and Hypertension
Municipality: Cheshire
Fiscal Year: 1994-95
Estimated Direct Cost: $81,542
Direct Cost as a % of Operating Budget: 0.15%

How Cost was Determined: Currently, 9.3% of the Police Department work force are
eligible for this benefit, as well as one retiree. This cost estimate was determined simply by
identifying the temporary total expenses that the Town is obligated to pay through the
remainder of the fiscal year and estimating the remaining medical expenses (physicians, and
pharmaceutical costs associated with these claims). Additional expenses above these estimates
are possible during this fiscal year, but are not predictable.

Estimated Indirect Cost: $5,000 based on legal expenses and additional administrative
costs. Also, the restoration of sick time for absences associated with this type of claim can be
significant, but we have not had this occur yet this fiscal year.

If Mandate were Eliminated: If this mandate did not exist the Town would merely treat this -
type of claim as any other workers' compensation claim and we would not continue to give it
the specialized and unique treatment it has received.
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Backup - Municipal Analysis

Heart and Hypertension

Municipality: Hartford

Fiscal Year: 1994-95

Estimated Direct Cost: $1,060,000

"Direct Cost as a % of Operating Budget: 0.24%

How Cost was Determined: The costs are derived from various sources. The City pays
temporary total (TT) for the first year of indemnity and the Travelers Insurance Company
pays subsequent TT as well as all medical and other indemnity. In addition, certain heart and
hypertension costs are paid from the City's employee benefits budget. The estimated direct
cost was determined by including adopted budget figures for heart and hypertension from the
employee benefits budget. Actual heart and hypertension expenditures paid by Travelers
Insurance Company for the first half of the fiscal year are doubled and last year's actual TT
figures paid by the Police and Fire Departments are used to estimate the 94-95 direct costs.

Estimated Indirect Cost: According to industry analysts, the indirect costs associated with
worker's compensation and heart and hypertension are conservatively three times the direct
cost. Therefore, the estimated indirect cost for 94-95 is $3,180,000.

If Mandate were Eliminated: If this mandate were eliminated, the city would treat this type
of claim like any other worker's compensation claim and not give it the specialized and unique
treatment it has received.
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Backup - Municipal Analysis

Heart and Hypertension

. . Municipality: Manchester

Fiscal Year: 1992-93

Estimated Direct Cost: $216,313

Direct Cost as a % of Operating Budget: .24%

: How Cost was Determined: Actual payments were totaled for all areas except legal/indirect.
Here the cost of internal legal services was estimated. '

Estimated Indirect Cost: This $216,313 represents a continuing cost to the Town. The
indirect costs such as replacement costs and other internal costs are estimated to be about
$10,000/yr. '

If Mandate were Eliminated: Since there is no proven connection between public safety
activity and Heart and Hypertension, the benefit would not be continued but treated as if it
were a legitimate Workers' Compensation claim.




Prevailing Wage

Statutory Reference: 7-112, 31-53

Summary of Responses

Four municipalities analyzed the costs of the prevailing wage mandate. Given that the wage
factor is a portion of total project cost, the mandate increased the costs of the projects, in
amounts ranging from 11% to 21%, depending on the type and labor intensity of the projects. For
the five projects represented in these analyses, the total cost of the mandate was estimated to be
$850,000. As with all the other mandates, these projections were taken, by necessity, from a
limited sampling.

It must be noted that capital projects in Connecticut are generally bonded (most often over 20
years), increasing the costs of the mandate by the interest paid on that cost, but also spreading out
that cost over multiple years. This long term approach would spread any benefits of changing this
statute over the life of the bonds of any new project.

Local Analysis

Statewide Projection

The estimate for all municipalities is a range using the high and low end percentages of operating
budgets from the table below with a statewide operating budget that we have estimated to be $7
billion for FY 1995. This gives results in an estimated range of $28 - 91 million.
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Backup - Municipal Analysis
Prevailing Wage
Municipality: Killingly
Fiscal Year: 1994-95
Project A: Sidewalk Reconstruction
Estimated Direct Cost: $25,000
Direct Cost as a % of Project: 20.0

Direct Cost as a % of Operating Budget: .1%

How Cost was Determined: The total contract cost of the project is $123,000. Of this
amount, $20,000 represents material costs. Of the $103,000 project balance remaining,
$86,000 is estimated to represent labor costs. Using an approximate 40% prevailing wage
rate, the additional cost of labor is estimated to be $25,000.

Estimated Indirect Cost: Had the prevailing wage rates not been in effect for this project,
more sidewalk reconstruction work would have been undertaken.

If Mandate were Eliminated: Depending on the project, the Town would either expand the
scope of the project or reduce the cost of the overall project.
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Backup - Municipal Analysis
Prevailing Wage
Municipality: Killingly
Fiscal Year: 1994-95
Project B: Attawaugan Crossing/Upper Maple Street Road Reconstruction
Estimated Direct Cost: $153,000
Direct Cost as a % of Project: 20.0
Direct Cost as a % of Operating Budget: 0.5%

How Cost was Determined: Methodology used in calculating the above dollars and percents
is the same as used for the Town of Killingly Sidewalk Reconstruction project.

Estimated Indirect Cost: Had the prevailing wage rates not been in effect for this project,
more road reconstruction work would have been undertaken.

If Mandate were Eliminated: Depending on the project, the Town would either expand the
scope of the project or reduce the cost of the overall project.

43




Backup - Municipal Analysis

Prevailing Wage

Municipality: Mansfield

Fiscal Year 1993-94

Project: Reconstruction of Mansfield Avenue

Estimated Direct Cost: $91,395

Direct Cost as a % of Operating Budget: 0.44%

How Cost was Determined: The impact on the operating budget is difficult to gauge as
large capital projects are not evenly distributed over a given period of years. A case study of
a particular project was used to provide data. The significant information obtained from the
outside contractors was their estimate of a 45 percent markup over real market wage rates.
The ratio of labor costs to total costs will vary with the type of project. Mansfield estimates a
markup of approximately 10 percent for road projects. We would expect that in a more labor
intensive project like a building, the overall increase would be closer to 20 percent. The details
of the project are as follows:
Reconstruction of Mansfield Avenue Project
Total Cost - $193,679
Labor Costs equaled 16.7 percent of total project costs
Total Labor Costs were $32,356
Contractors Payroll Department estimates prevailing wages at 45 percent markup
Estimated Labor Costs of area rates - $17,958
Additional costs to Town because of Mandate - $14,398
Mandate Costs as percent of total project costs - 7.5 percent.
Extrapolation to similar projects based on 6/30/94
Comprehensive Annual Financial Report Capital Fund
Budgeted Projects: Cider Mill Bridge 287,937
Mt. Hope Bridge 449,060
Road Resurfacing 250,000
Road Resurfacing 231,613
$1.218.610
1,218,610 X 7.5%=%$91,395 additional. costs due to mandate
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Backup - Municipal Analysis

Estimated Indirect Cost: The community scales back its capital program to meet the dollars
available. Deferred maintenance is increased, shifting costs to future taxpayers and
generations.

If Mandate were Eliminated: Mansfield would pay market wage rates.

Other Comments: This is one of the few areas where government has successfully privatized
its operations. By setting artificially high wage rates, the State policy obviates that advantage.
State and local governments actually pay more using the private sector than they would if they
undertook the job themselves. This policy also results in fewer jobs. Finally, as many projects
are undertaken in partnership with the State government using partial state funding, this
increases State costs along with local costs.
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Backup - Municipal Analysis

Prevailing Wage
Municipality: Norwich
Fiscal Year: 1993-94
Project - Reconstruction of Asylum Street
Estimated Direct Cost: $226,000
Direct Cost as a % of Operating Budget: 0.78%

How Cost was Determined: The total cost for the Asylum Street Project is $1,302,000. We
estimated that the State mandate to pay prevailing wages increased the cost of that project by 21%.
The normal rate of pay for a laborer, including fringe benefits, is approximately $25 per hour. The
cost on a prevailing rate project is about $41. This is an increase of 64%. Labor costs are roughly
1/3 of the total construction costs. Materials and equipment account for the other 2/3. These two
items are not affected by the prevailing wage mandate. Therefore, the total increase in project costs is
21%.

Estimated Indirect Cost: The community scales back its capital program to meet the dollars
available.

If Mandate were Eliminated: Norwich would pay market wage rates.
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Backup - Municipal Analysis
Prevailing Wage
Municipality: Stonington
Fiscal Year: 1992-93
Project: Pawcatuck Middle School
Estimated Direct Cost: $361,189
Direct Cost as a % of Operating Budget: 1.3%

How Cost was Determined: The statute requires political subdivisions of the state in each contract
for the construction, remodeling, refinishing, refurbishing, rehabilitation, alteration or repair of any
public works project to include a provision requiring adherence to the prevailing wage in the locality.
The statute also requires imposition of a fine of between $2,500 and $5,000 for each willful violation
of the prevailing wage. This does not apply to new construction projects where the total cost of all
work to be performed is under $400,000, or to remodeling, refinishing, refurbishing, rehabilitation,
alteration or repair projects where the total cost is under $100,000.

The Pawcatuck Middle School project had a basic construction cost not including change orders of
$5,430,000 based on State of Connecticut "prevailing wage rates" as of November 1989. A
construction cost analysis based on three additional wages rates was performed. The first
construction cost analysis was based on a "non-prevailing November 1989" wage rate. The second
and third construction cost analyses were based on "non-prevailing November 1994" wage rates, and
"prevailing November 1994" wage rates, and "prevailing November 1994" wage rates, respectively.

The analysis began by using a typical payment requisition form from the general contractor. Using a
Mean's Cost Estimating Index for both 1989 and 1994, the breakdown between labor and material
cost of each of the contract items was obtained. Once the labor values were obtained for each
contract item, these labor costs were prorated based on the three cost analyses, namely, non-
prevailing 1989, non-prevailing 1994 and prevailing 1994. The prevailing wage rates were taken
from the State of Connecticut Labor Department data for both 1989 and 1994. The non-prevailing
wages rates were taken from the Mean's Cost Estimating Indices and modified for local conditions by
using input from local contractors. The original requisition naturally represents the prevailing wage
rates for October 1989 and is included as a reference for comparison to the three additional cost
analyses that were prepared.
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Backup - Municipal Analysis

Since this project was a debt-service item and amortized over a twenty year period with State School
Building Grant Eligibility and Bond Interest Subsidy at .46973%, the 11.14% cost savings to the
Town of Stonington if this project was not subject to the prevailing wage determination, amounts to
exactly $832,074 over the life of the issue. The cost savings to the State of Connecticut would be
$485,362.

Estimated Indirect Cost: Having testified at arbitration hearings relative to municipal contracts and
the Town's ability to pay issues, I have seen the prevailing wage classifications for the labor market
area being submitted into evidence and used as a comparison basis for award purposes. Since most of
the wage determinations are in excess of the existing and proposed municipal contract wages, awards
using this basis of comparison usually favor labor and exceed the Town's ability to pay resulting in
staffing level reductions and cutbacks in service levels.

If Mandate were Eliminated: Elimination of this particular mandate would result in a definite cost
savings to the municipality as witnessed by the cost analysis. Stonington would continue to bid its
capital projects and pay labor-related expenses at a rate determined by its competitive bid process.
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Solid Waste Disposal and Recyclitng

Statutory Reference: 22a-220, 22a-241, 22a-241b

Summary of Responses

The statutory requirements to dispose of solid wastes and to recycle some elements of the waste
stream were identified for analysis because of their purported high costs. In analyzing them,
however, the sample municipalities concluded that no savings could be realized by eliminating this
mandate because they would perform the same services without the mandate. Thus, Bridgeport
and West Haven have identified the full cost of recycling (net of avoided disposal costs) because
this is a relatively new mandate and not necessarily something the towns would do on their own.

Local Analysis

Statewide Projection

With estimates varying so widely, it is unrealistic to project a statewide total.
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Backup-Municipal Analysis
Solid Waste Dispos'al and Recycling
Municipality: Bridgeport
Fiscal Year: 1994-95
Estimated Direct Cost: $83,016
Direct Cost as a % of Operating Budget: 0.02%
How Cost was Determined: Cost was determined by subtracting the avoided disposal cost

as the result of recycling from the curbside recycling expense as follows:

Curbside Recycling Expense: $438,189

Avoided Disposal Cost: $355.173 (tonnage (4,886.8) X current rate ($72.68)
Net Cost of Mandate: $83,016

Other Comments: The city is under contract to be a member of CRRA for the next twelve
years which makes it difficult to realize any savings in this area. The City has its own recycling
department and it appears that the mandate is costing the City very little.
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Backup-Municipal Analysis

Solid Waste Disposal and Recycling

Municipality: Norwalk
Fiscal Year: 1994-95

Estimated Direct Cost: For the purpose of this analysis we have not calculated any cost
estimated with regards to solid waste disposal, because we have assumed that the City would
continue to dispose of such wastes absent the mandate. In this area of recycling there is no
direct impact on the City since the avoided disposal costs more than offset the added costs of
the City's recycling efforts.
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Backup-Municipal Analysis
Solid Waste Disposal and Recycling

Municipality: West Haven

Fiscal Year: 1994-95

Estimated Direct Cost: $932,000, or 1% of the City's operating budget. This estimate is
based the net cost of recycling, after accounting for a reduction in waste disposal costs due to ,
tonnage that is removed from the waste stream because of recycling. We have not attached
any costs to the mandates related to waste disposal, because we have assumed that the City
would continue to dispose of such wastes even without the mandate.

Direct Cost as a % of Operating Budget: 1.0%

How Cost was Determined: The direct cost of the recycling mandate was based upon the
City's cost of curbside recycling, hazardous waste disposal expense, and compost site expense;
less the avoided disposal costs associated with the tonnage that the City recycles as follows:

Curbside Recycling Expense: $1,153,573

Avoided Disposal Cost: $ 221,168
Net Cost of Mandate: $ 932,405

Estimated Indirect Cost: There are no significant indirect costs associated with the
recycling mandate, but there may be some indirect benefits. Arguably, recycling may help
forestall the need to expand disposal or incineration facilities, and may constrain the cost to
close facilities when they have reached the end of their useful life. We have not attempted to
attached a value to this potential benefit.

If Mandate were Eliminated; If the mandate were eliminated now, we are unable to predict
the impact, since the decision on future recycling efforts would be made by the City Council.
There appears to be general support for recycling among the present members of the City
Council.
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Requirement to Maintain Roads

Statutory Reference: 13a-107
Summary of Responses

This is the mandate requiring municipalities to maintain local roads in passable condition during
winter storms. The analysis centered on overtime (or extra) costs required for snow plowing,
plus the attendant expenses such as sand and salt. The total amount for the four municipalities in
this sample is $1.2 million, representing between 0.4% and 1.8% of the local budgets. It must be
stated that the figures for Mansfield, Norwich and Stonington are based on expenditures for
1993-94 which was a very heavy snow year and may not represent average yearly expenditures.

Local Analysis

Statewide Projections

In order to get FY 1995 projections for the sample returns shown below, we increased any budget
figure that was not FY 1995 by 3% per year. Also, the estimate for all municipalities is a range
using the high and low end percentages of operating budgets from the table below with a
statewide operating budget that we have estimated to be $7 billion for FY 1995. This gives us an
estimated range of $28 - 70 million.
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Backup - Municipal Analysis

Requirement to Maintain Roads
Municipality: Killingly
| | | Fiscal Year: 1994-95
Estimated Direct Cost: $135,000
Direct Cost as a % of Operating Budget: 0.4%

| How Cost was Determined: Costs include all materials, supplies, overtime labor and fringe
1 benefits required as a result of snow removal operations.

Estimated Indirect Cost: None

| ' If Mandate were Eliminated: If this mandate were eliminated, the current staffing and
motor vehicle fleet needs of the Town would be re-examined.

54




Backup - Municipal Analysis
Requirement to Maintain Roads

Municipality: Mansfield

Fiscal Year; 1993-94

Estimated Direct Cost: $372,000

Direct Cost as a % of Operating Budget: 1.8%

How Cost was Determined: Costs were estimated using a cost accounting system developed
in the Town's Public Works Department.

Estimated Indirect Cost: None

If Mandate were Eliminated: No change
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Backup - Municipal Analysis
Requirement to Maintain Roads
Municipality: Norwich
Fiscal Year: 1993-94
Estimated Direct Cost: $430,359
Direct Cost as a % of Operating Budget: 1.5%

: How Cost was Determined: Actual overtime cost per snow storm, plus sand and salt
2 expense.

Estimated Indirect Cost: None

L If Mandate were Eliminated: No change -
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Backup - Municipal Analysis

Requirement to Maintain Roads

Municipality: Stonington

Fiscal Year: 1993-94

Estimated Direct Cost: $253,315.30

Direct Cost as a % of Operating Budget: 1.0%

How Cost was Determined: The Statute requires towns to plow highways when they
become impassable for public travel.

The costs of Snow Removal labor, benefits, materials and equipment depreciation net of
Town Aid Road Grant Funds (materials only) was applied against the appropriated 1993-1994
operating budget to arrive at a direct cost to operating budget. The actual 1993-94 expenses
were used since there has been no current-year activity due to the seasonal nature of this
expenditure.

Estimated Indirect Cost: Stonington budgets cost related to snow removal by trending
historical levels of expenditure. The indirect costs and impacts to the municipality are
contingent upon the amount over and above the original appropriation required to fund this
particular line. In 1993-94 with the extreme icing conditions and numerous snow storms,
estimated budgets were grossly exceeded. Stonington had projected an estimated
undesignated fund balance at fiscal year end of 6%. This balance dropped to 5.4% due to
application of fund balance to snow removal expenditures. A municipality's undesignated fund
balance is an indicator to bond rating services as to the financial stability of the entity. The
factor plays a major roll in the amount the municipality pays for borrowing. In addition,
Stonington budgets its snow removal materials through its Town Aid Road Grant funds. The
estimate for snow removal materials was exceeded by thirty-eight percent in 1993-94. The
grant funds earmarked for completion of a road reclamation project had to be scaled back due
to this coverage.

If Mandate were Eliminated: Due to the public safety factor involved, there is very little the
municipality would or could change in maintaining town roads if the mandate were eliminated.
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

February 16, 1995

David W. Russell

Executive Director

Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations
80 Washington Street

Hartford, CT 06106

Dear Mr. Russell:

The programmatic staff of the Department of Environmental Protection are currently
reviewing “A Compendium of Statutory Mandates on Municipalities in Connecticut.” and the
draft “Cost Estimates for Selected Statutory Mandates on Municipalities in Connecticut.” In
addition to the concerns raised at Wednesday’s meeting, comments and recommendations based
on the outcome of our review of these documents will be forth coming.

It is important to point out that many of our department’s mandates provide State money to
help towns defray implementation costs associated with carrying out new responsibilities.
Funding for one such program is attached for your information. I will have our staff’s findings
forwarded to you before the next scheduled Advisory meeting.

Richard Hyde
Acting Bureau Chief
Bureau of Environmental Services
Department of Environmental Protection

( Printed on Recycled Paper)

79 Elm Street * Hartford, CT 06106
An Equal Opportunity Emplover
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