
 

 

Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations 
 

Legislative Office Building, Hartford, Connecticut 
 

Friday, April 7, 2017 
 
Members Present:  Garrett Eucalitto (Chairman), John Filchak, Marcia Leclerc, Ron Thomas, Leo Paul, Lon 
Seidman, Scott Shanley, Joyce Stille and Lyle Wray 
 
Members Absent: Carl Amento, Sen. Stephen Cassano, Kathleen Demsey, Barbara Henry, Rob Michalik, 
James O’Leary, Neil O’Leary and Lee Sawyer 
 
Staff:  Bruce Wittchen  
 

1. Call to Order 
 
Commission chair Eucalitto called the meeting to order at 10:40. 
 

2. Consideration of the draft minutes of the March 3, 2017 meeting 
 
Commission chair Eucalitto noted that the member expected to complete the quorum is caught in traffic 
so the group proceeded to agenda item 3.  When the 9th member arrived, a motion was made 
and seconded to approve the minutes of the March 3, 2017 meeting, contingent on 
corrections requested by Commission member Stille, and the motion was approved 
unanimously. 
 

3. Consideration of ACIR reports 
 

a. Connecticut Municipal Budget Adoption Experiences, FY 2016-2017 
 

Commission chair Eucalitto noted that the member expected to complete the quorum is caught in 
traffic, so asked Bruce Wittchen to explain questions he had posed to the group regarding the 
municipal budget adoption reporting process.  Bruce noted that this is the 27th year that the ACIR 
has surveyed municipalities regarding their budget adoption experiences and said only incremental 
changes are made from year to year. 
 
Bruce pointed out a new chart at the bottom of the first page that illustrates the reversal took place 
during 2000-2010 in the number of towns adopting their budget by referendum and those adopting 
their budget by town meeting.  He noted that the change between the late 1990s and recent years 
has been mentioned previously, but he compiled the year-by-year data in response to a question 
from a member of the public who asked if the change had happened suddenly.  Bruce said some 
people prefer budgets be adopted through a referendum because they believe that limits budget 
increases, while others prefer town meetings, with some believing it’s the purest form of democracy. 
 
Bruce said the long-term trend shown in that chart is interesting, but he is uncertain that the report 
provides the most useful possible information.  As he had mentioned when he sent the draft report 
to members, he is looking for guidance from ACIR members.  Bruce noted that some people have 
suggested that the report also analyze changes in local mill rates.  He added mill rate data to the 
budget spreadsheet, but did nothing with it because of the influence of swings in the grand list. 
 
Commission member Wray said that the graphics could be improved by replacing the pie charts 
with pie charts, which he finds to be more informative.  He also suggested the report analyze local 
school budget data.  Bruce said the survey forms used to request school budget data, but those data 
were often incomplete and were more difficult to verify. 
 



 

 

There was a discussion of the relative levels of towns’ education and other spending and 
Commission member Paul described transfers between Board of Education and general town 
budgets.  There was further discussion of the impact of education spending and Commission 
member Seidman noted that some communities have begun bifurcating their budgets, having a 
separate vote on the education budget.  Commission member Wray pointed out that where he was 
from in the Midwest had independent school districts and, even there, increases in education 
spending tend to be 2-3x greater than increases in other local spending. 
 
Commission member Shanley referred back to the possibility of analyzing mill rate changes and said 
it would be informative to calculate the tax impact of a town’s changing mill rate on a median-value 
home.  There was further discussion of possible approaches and other data.  Commission member 
Filchak suggested that OPM reach out to the state’s regional councils of governmental (COGs) for 
assistance in acquiring the data for future reports, given that COGs include all of the state’s 
municipal chief elected officials (CEOs).  Bruce said that could free up a significant amount of time 
for other ACIR work. 

 
4. Old Business 

 
a. 2017 Legislative Session 

 
Commission chair Eucalitto said there had been a lot of bounce backs after his most recent email 
transmitting ACIR comments to legislators, so he will send it again next Wednesday when the house 
will be in session.  He then opened the floor for discussion of other legislative session matters. 
 
Commission member Filchak mentioned the ongoing discussions of how to respond to house 
foundation failures resulting from the use of concrete containing excessive pyrrhotite.  He said the 
hope is that a new state program gets off to a strong start and added that three bills are under 
consideration (SB 796, SB 806 and SB 905), with an expectation that they will be merged into one.  
He noted that it will be important to demonstrate that the problem is not limited to northeastern 
CT. 
 
Commission member Wray said there had been a meeting with the Speaker of the House.  He said 
the scale of the problem is so big highlighted the potential impact on the real estate market.  He 
added that the administration should assign someone to be the point person for this and noted that 
initial funds for testing are in the governor’s bond package.  Commission member Wray also said 
that he expects more people will come forward when remediation funds are available. 
 
Commission member Shanley asked how banks and insurance companies can be engaged in this 
effort and Commission member Stille said smaller banks could go under if they retained the 
mortgages on affected properties.  Commission member Wray noted that there are a number of 
issues to address, such as what to do for hardship cases and businesses.  He mentioned the 
possibility of providing bridge loans. 
 
There was a discussion of this being a problem that requires an intergovernmental response and of 
the potential impact on towns.  Commission member Wray said the response should be 
administered centrally, such as by a COG.  Commission member Filchak said there are a number of 
options on the table and that we are looking at a cost of $35 million to get started.  Commission 
member Paul asked whether government money is necessary and what the role would be for the 
private sector. 
 
Commission member Stille said the average repair costs $200,000 and there was a discussion of the 
costs.  Commission member Stille said septic tanks are collapsing because of this and added that 
some condominiums are affected too.  Commission member Shanley said UConn might also be 
affected, pointing out that the campus is very close to the quarry that is the source of the aggregate 
believed to be causing the problem. 

https://www.cga.ct.gov/asp/cgabillstatus/cgabillstatus.asp?selBillType=Bill&which_year=2017&bill_num=796
https://www.cga.ct.gov/asp/cgabillstatus/cgabillstatus.asp?selBillType=Bill&which_year=2017&bill_num=806
https://www.cga.ct.gov/asp/cgabillstatus/cgabillstatus.asp?selBillType=Bill&which_year=2017&bill_num=905
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bridge_loan


 

 

 
There was a discussion of the potential risks and of the need for testing, including the amount of 
pyrrhotite required to cause the problem and the influence of water.  Commission member Wray 
said decisions should be based on the presence of visual damage in combination with testing.  
Council member Shanley asked what the ACIR’s role would be and Council member Wray said CT is 
looking for federal help, but the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has twice said no.  
There was a discussion of the complexity of this situation. 
 
Commission member Paul asked if people had been aware of the potential problem with stone from 
this quarry and Commission member Wray said no.  There was a brief discussion of the chronology 
of this situation and Commission member Shanley said the first reports had been in 2002 and then, 
in 2004, the state allowed insurance companies to modify their policies to avoid liability. 
 
There was further discussion of the sequence of events and of impacts on the real estate market.  
Commission member Shanley said he is aware of people who are unable to sell a condo.  
Commission member Eucalitto pointed out that the state, COGs, towns and other are involved now, 
so suggested the group wait and see.  Commission member Wray provided an overview of some 
recent discussions. 
 
The 9th member arrived, completing a quorum, and the group returned to agenda items #2 and 3# 
to vote on the March minutes and the budget report before continuing the legislation discussion.  
Commission chair Eucalitto told Commission member Thomas that the group had been discussing 
the concrete foundation problem and asked if there were any legislative matters that he’d like to 
highlight. 
 
Commission member Thomas said he understands that there will be a possible hearing at the 
Finance Committee regarding a municipal revenue diversification proposal.  The CT Council of 
Municipalities (CCM) will distribute information as it becomes available.  He also mentioned HB 
6937, which would provide town government with more control over education costs not directly 
related to instruction.  That bill is out of the Planning & Development Committee. 
 
Commission member Thomas also mentioned HB 7293, which would promote shared services and 
special services districts.  The language is still being worked on.  Commission member Thomas 
noted that Commission member Paul spoke on behalf of CCM at the Finance Committee hearing.  
Commission member Eucalitto mentioned that SB 792, which is at the Finance Committee today, 
would provide relieve municipalities from CHRO set-aside requirements. 
 
Commission member Seidman mentioned HB 7273, a bill that would require the state Department 
of Education (CSDE) to study how services can be further consolidated.  He described how his town 
and neighboring towns are able to save through regionalized programs, but could do more if not for 
limitations resulting from state definitions.  He believes towns would do more to save money if it 
were easier.  There was a discussion of how the state limits such options and Commission member 
Seidman pointed out that the bill would not make any immediate changes; it is a study bill.  He 
added that small towns have to work together. 
 

b. ACIR mission and suggestions for research 
 
There was a discussion of a list of possible ACIR topics provided by Commission member Stille.  She 
explained that it was based on a review of past meeting minutes and she noted that the state has 169 
tax collectors and that the municipalities in CRCOG use twenty different versions of software.  There 
was a discussion of the number of independent fire departments and of the group’s previous 
questions about its appropriate role in regionalization initiatives.  It was noted that questions 
always come up regarding the gap between research and practice in government. 
 

https://www.cga.ct.gov/fin/
http://www.ccm-ct.org/
http://www.ccm-ct.org/
https://www.cga.ct.gov/asp/cgabillstatus/cgabillstatus.asp?selBillType=Bill&which_year=2017&bill_num=6937
https://www.cga.ct.gov/asp/cgabillstatus/cgabillstatus.asp?selBillType=Bill&which_year=2017&bill_num=6937
https://www.cga.ct.gov/pd/
https://www.cga.ct.gov/asp/cgabillstatus/cgabillstatus.asp?selBillType=Bill&which_year=2017&bill_num=7293
https://www.cga.ct.gov/asp/cgabillstatus/cgabillstatus.asp?selBillType=Bill&bill_num=SB00792&which_year=2017
https://www.cga.ct.gov/asp/cgabillstatus/cgabillstatus.asp?selBillType=Bill&which_year=2017&bill_num=7273
http://www.sde.ct.gov/sde/site/default.asp
http://www.sde.ct.gov/sde/site/default.asp


 

 

Commission member Shanley said the state’s de-institutionalization efforts are an example of an 
action that has been undertaken with no real analysis of the impacts.  He pointed out that de-
institutionalization might not save money overall, even if it does save money at the state level.  He 
said policy should be based on fact, not on emotion. 
 
Commission member Shanley said the ACIR has done symposia on emergency management and 
should also take a look at deinstitutionalization.  Commission member Leclerc said sober homes can 
conflict with local zoning and there is no oversight.  She added that they are comparable with 
boarding houses. 
 
Commission member Shanley said people refer to group homes, but they are many different things.  
He added that there should be state-wide analysis and management because too many agencies are 
acting independently.  This is a classic state-municipal issue.  Commission member Thomas said 
another related issue is the growing number of tax-exempt entities.  There has been no examination 
of the impact on municipalities. 
 
Commission member Paul said town government, not the local Board of Education (BOE), should 
take responsibility for their schools’ back office functions and grounds management.  He said town 
government is more open and there was a discussion of the division of responsibilities between a 
towns and BOE.  Commission member Paul said a town can have just one finance director, not a 
second under the BOE.  He also asked why towns cannot share fire marshals and mentioned that 
Litchfield and Goshen do not have their own animal control officer; the towns save money by paying 
Torrington to provide animal control services.  There was further discussion of opportunities for 
municipal savings. 
 
Commission member Filchak said a number of places in the statutes have language impede efforts 
to share services among towns.  He noted that some remain from the 1930s and 1940s.  There was 
further discussion of shared services and of provisions regarding emergency services.  Commission 
member Shanley said he is always interested in discussing emergency services and pointed out that 
fire district boundaries are still based on the limits of horse-drawn fire equipment.  He said those 
services are balkanized in CT, but noted that the volunteer era is changing.  Commission member 
Filchak agreed and said that fire crews serving rural areas often come from a greater distance at 
certain times of the day because of the limited availability of volunteers. 
 
Commission member Wray said five of CRCOG’s municipalities have merged their government and 
education back-office functions, but it can take a long time to complete the change.  He also said de-
institutionalization requires a more holistic view.  Commission member Wray added that he 
believes state government should operate at the wholesale level, with towns being better able to 
function at the retail level, working with individual customers.  He described how many towns in the 
Midwest handle many state motor vehicle registration and other transactions done by the DMV in 
CT.  Towns are better at retail-level services. 
 
Commission member Wray said the ACIR can help sort out appropriate roles for each level of 
government.  He mentioned that the MORE Commission had looked at strategic uses of IT, such as 
for online licensing.  The gains in efficiency are important and these can be done at different levels.  
He mentioned that the Boston fire department work still follows the same work shifts that were 
scheduled to avoid having people be responsible for feeding the horses twice in the same shift.  
Commission member Wray said the ACIR can look at the priorities and the mechanisms for 
accomplishing them. 
 
Commission member Eucalitto said the list provided by Commission member Stille can be updated 
to reflect today’s discussion and will be circulated.  He mentioned the possibility of having an intern 
assist with this work and mentioned that the group could engage with P&D Committee leaders 
regarding issues for next year’s session.  Commission member Wray said he is on the advisory board 
of the CT Institute for the 21st Century and that group also has an important role. 

https://www.cga.ct.gov/current/pub/chap_203.htm#sec_12-81
http://www2.housedems.ct.gov/more/
http://www.ct21.org/


 

 

 
Commission member Leclerc said another issue that should be considered is the inconsistency in 
what different municipalities charge for fees.  She said there is a wide range between municipalities 
because some do not increase fees to reflect increasing costs and the public bears the cost. 
 
Commission member Leclerc said the state’s transportation needs raise a number of financial issues 
and mentioned the Governor’s transportation priorities.  Additionally, Commission member Leclerc 
noted the previous meeting’s discussion of tolling and the financial benefits of returning tolling to 
CT.  Modern technology can make it efficient and invisible and exempt CT residents.  She added 
that, as the crossroads of New England, we are allowing out of state traffic to use our roadways 
without paying the full cost, placing additional tax burdens on our residents.  Commissioner Leclerc 
recommended a public marketing initiative to explain the total cost born exclusively by the state and 
taxpayers since the elimination of tolling.  
  
Commission member Seidman said the group should look into statutory restrictions that prevent 
towns from sharing services like they might want and there was a discussion of such opportunities 
to manage education costs.  Commission member Paul said it depends on the willingness of 
business managers and added that the state should require that boards of education just be 
responsible for education. The town government can manage the finances and maintain the 
buildings.  Commission member Seidman said the state can help create a different relationship. 
 
Commissioner Leclerc mentioned the ACIR’s recent discussion of the loss of state payments in lieu 
of taxes (PILOT) funding to compensate for the state’s exemption of Manufacturing Machinery 
Equipment (MME) from property taxes.  She said East Hartford, which is home to Pratt & Whitney, 
is the top recipient of PILOT MME tax payers of her community should not be held accountable for 
exemptions provided by the state.  East Hartford is a distressed municipality and every dollars 
counts. 
 
Commission member Wray said there are three barriers to change – Inertia, Politics and Statutory 
barriers.  Commission member Shanley said CCM is supporting legislation (later raised as HB 7322) 
that would eliminate some excuses for not undertaking various sharing initiatives.  There was a 
discussion of legislative committee deadlines.  

 
5. New Business: 

 
There was no new business. 
 

6.  The next meeting will be at the LOB at 10:30 am on May 5. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 12:01 

 
 

Minutes prepared by Bruce Wittchen, OPM 
  

https://www.cga.ct.gov/asp/cgabillstatus/cgabillstatus.asp?selBillType=Bill&which_year=2017&bill_num=7322


 

 

Memorandum for ACIR from Commission Member Leclerc 
 
Subject: Request to the Legislature to Restore In Part the Manufacturing Machinery and Equipment 

Grant (Manufacturing Transition Grants) 
 
The state mandates that municipalities exempt certain manufacturing machinery and equipment from property 
tax. Until FY2011, the State reimbursed municipalities in part for lost revenue through the PILOT MME grant.  
The PILOT MME grant was eliminated starting in FY2012, but the mandate for the tax exemption by the 
municipality remains.  The impact of the elimination of the MME Grant has been to reduce local tax revenues, 
sometimes very significantly, and shift the tax burden to residential and other businesses in the affected 
communities.   
 
The Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR) is asking the legislature to request a review 
and study of the negative effects associated with the elimination of PILOT MME on municipalities that host 
such tax-exempt equipment.  Further the request is to consider the costs and benefits of restoring PILOT MME 
to distressed municipalities in the state.  
 
By way of background, the 20-year-old program known as Payment In Lieu of Taxes Manufacturing Machinery 
and Equipment or (PILOT MME) was established to incent manufacturers to invest in new equipment and the 
state was to reimburse towns for the lost property tax revenue. The rate at which reimbursements to towns has 
continued to  decline from 100%, 80%, 50% and is now paid out of Municipal Projects Grant that is funded by 
bond proceeds.  During the same period of time, the large publicly traded manufacturing organizations have 
expanded and seen their stocks rise dramatically while taxpayers within the respective community’s tax burden 
and mill rates have risen year over year. 
 
The Governor’s proposed budget eliminates the $48 million reimbursement to municipalities and very 
significantly impacts affected municipalities’ revenue. Many of the top recipients of PILOT MME are distressed 
municipalities like East Hartford with higher than average unemployment rates and lower per capita incomes 
and who have higher than average mill rates. East Hartford has the 5th highest mill rate in the state at 47.05 as 
of March 13, 2017. Ultimately these costs fall disproportionately on the residents and businesses of 
communities who will bear the financial impact through increased property tax consequences and who can 
least afford it. The elimination of $4.4 million in municipal aid to East Hartford equates to a 1.65 mill (3.6%) 
increase which is an additional $164 every taxpayer in our community. 
 
The state of CT has been a strong supporter of manufacturing and the Governor and legislature has invested 
significant money in programs to expand manufacturing in CT including educational programs and facilities as 
well as business loans and grants for manufacturers. These programs have been established to ensure 
expansion and capital for manufacturing while ensuring a workforce pipeline for employers and a career path 
with higher wage earning potential and benefits for CT workforce.  Communities can no longer support the 
state of CT’s obligation that diminishes its responsibilities and places the financial burden on residents who see 
their mill rates rise, year over year, and due in part to the state not keeping its promises to communities who 
are home to manufacturing businesses. 
 
But if the State believes that making manufacturing machinery and equipment property tax exempt is good 
public policy for Connecticut, it should not force host communities and their property taxpayers alone to pay for 
it.  
 
Based on this background, The Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR) is asking the 
legislature to request a review and study of the negative effects associated with the elimination of PILOT MME 
and to consider the costs and benefits of restoring PILOT MME to distressed municipalities in the state or to 
eliminate the exemptions and allow municipalities to bill these exempt manufacturers directly for the full value 
of the manufacturing machinery and equipment. 


