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Good afternoon Senator Gomes, Representative Tercyak, Senator Hwang, Representative Rutigliano and 
members of the Labor and Public Employees Committee. My name is Eric Gjede and I am assistant counsel at 
the Connecticut Business and Industry Association (CBIA), which represents more than 10,000 large and small 
companies throughout the state of Connecticut.  
 
CBIA opposes SB 221.  
 
CBIA is not opposed to employers voluntarily adopting paid family and medical leave programs that are 
affordable and work for both the employer and employees. We are, however, opposed to the type of inflexible 
state mandate proposed in SB 221.  
 
As many state rankings have shown, operating a business in Connecticut is often more costly than running the 
same business in other states. With each additional workplace mandate we adopt, the cost separation between 
Connecticut and other states increases. Despite claims to the contrary, this new mandate is not good for 
business. This tilts the playing field against Connecticut businesses to other states - typically ones that are not 
forcing such mandates on their businesses. This is why more than 70 of Connecticut's leading business 
organizations and chambers of commerce sent lawmakers a letter this past January urging rejection of this very 
concept. I have attached a copy of the letter to this testimony.   
 
The one-size-fits-all mandate found in SB 221 is not practical in the modern workplace. Fewer and fewer 
employees work traditional workweeks. Many businesses are already offering flexible work hours or options like 
telecommuting. These developments, which are growing popular with employers and employees alike, are 
happening organically - not by government fiat.  In fact, according to a recent CBIA survey, 54% of our 
membership has added additional flexibility to their leave policies in the last five years to accommodate 
employees. The business community is already moving in the direction of more workplace flexibility.  
 
CBIA is also opposed to this bill because of the massive cost - particularly Connecticut's smallest businesses.  
 
SB 221 is costly for employees that are forced to contribute a portion of their paycheck to this program. As the 
Hartford Courant recently reported, even the proponents do not know how much of an employee's paycheck 
will need to be confiscated by the state to support this unsustainable mandate. One advocate argued only .5% 
would be needed - which is absurd. That would mean an employee earning $52,000 a year would need only 
contribute $260 a year to the program, yet would be able to collect $12,000 each year. At this rate, this program 
will be financially unsustainable from the day its implemented.  
 



 

 

This program is costly for employers because it requires them to maintain a job for an employee that is absent 
up to 12 weeks each year, as well as continue to pay for that employee's expensive non-wage benefits. For most 
small businesses, it is financially impossible to do what this bill asks of them.  
 
This program will also be extremely costly for taxpayers.  It is inappropriate to compare the proposal in SB 221 
and the TDI programs offered in Rhode Island, New Jersey, and California. These are apples to oranges 
comparisons – especially since those programs are considerably more limited and have been on the books in 
those states for more than 60 years. Even still, these programs are not ones Connecticut should aspire to adopt. 
In her February 2nd, 2016 budget address, Rhode Island Governor Gina M. Raimondo noted that to make it 
easier to do business in her state, lawmakers need to "target waste and fraud, especially in our TDI system".   
 
The only true cost comparison is the program that 
was abandoned in the state of Washington. A less 
expansive program in Washington carried a price 
tag of $235 milllion per biennium in administrative 
costs. If enacted in Connecticut, SB 221 would 
require the state to hire a significant number of 
new state employees to run this new program. 
Under federal law, the current staff at the labor 
department cannot administer this program 
because they receive federal dollars to solely 
administer the unemployment program. This bill 
requires the department to make determinations 
about employee eligibility for the program, review 
documents relating to eligibility, develop and 
implement a public education campaign, hold 
hearings on complaints by those participating in the program, and investigate fraudulent activities by 
participants. These are the exact same responsibilities required to run the unemployment compensation trust 
fund - which requires hundreds of state employees. It is unclear if any existing state building can accommodate 
this many new state employees.  
 
Further, the department of labor fully admits they do not have the IT infrastructure to run this program. This 
program will need to be able to access and protect every claimant's protected health information as well - 
opening the state up to additional liability for data breaches.  
 
I've attached a comparison chart between the proposed Connecticut program and the Washington state 
program. I've also cited to the fiscal note on the Washington proposal in order to provide the committee with a 
better understanding of the true cost of this massive new government program. 
  
We urge you to reject the mandate found in SB 221, and to pursue policies that will incentivize businesses to 
continue adopting their own innovative paid leave programs. 
 



 

 

 


