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Chairman Fonfara, Chairman Rojas, Ranking Member Davis, Ranking Member Witkos, and 
members of the Finance, Revenue & Bonding Committee, thank you for the opportunity to submit 
this testimony. I am Joe Sculley, President of Motor Transport Association of Connecticut 
(MTAC), representing small business trucking companies in Connecticut.  
 
MTAC supports prioritizing bonding as a way to fund major transportation projects, which is the 
way they have been funded in Connecticut for decades. This is a way to secure money for 
transportation projects NOW, as opposed to many years from now, which would be the case with 
the highly controversial and legally questionable tolling legislation that is  currently pending before 
the legislature. 
 
FISCAL RESTRAINTS AID BOND SALES 
The bipartisan budget passed by the legislature in May 2018 retained the fiscal restraints known 
as the “bond covenant” provision which was passed by the legislature in a bipartisan manner in 
2017.  One aspect of the bond covenant is that it includes spending controls.  
 
The May 2018 budget also began to phase in new motor vehicle sales tax revenue to the Special 
Transportation Fund, which helped to stabilize the fund.  
 
Subsequently, in the fall of 2018 when the state went to sell STO bonds on Wall Street, those 
bonds drew “record demand,” according to the Hartford Business Journal. 
http://www.hartfordbusiness.com/article/20181024/NEWS01/181029976/ct-transportation-
bonds-sale-draws-record-investor-interest  
 
The article also states that “The oversubscription means the bonds were repriced to lower yields, 
saving taxpayers' interest expense, the Treasurer's office said. The refunding bonds will save 
taxpayers total of $12.4 million over eight years, the Treasurer's office said.”  
 
This is a great example of how prioritizing bonding for transportation/public works, in 
combination with fiscal restraints, can have positive effects for Connecticut taxpayers.  
 
A second example of how our recent fiscal restraints have benefitted taxpayers happened in March 
2019. At that time, S&P upgraded CT’s GO bond outlook for the first time in 18 year. Following 
this news, the state prepared to sell $850 million in GO bonds. The  outlook upgrade only helped 
Connecticut taxpayers during the subsequent GO bond sale. 
https://westportnow.com/index.php?/v3/comments/sp_upgrades_ct_bond_outlook_first_time_in_
18_years/  



 
 
 
DEBT SERVICE IS NOT THE PROBLEM 
Contrary to popular claims, outstanding debt service on transportation bonds is not causing the 
STF’s pending deficit. Debt service as percentage of the STF budget is currently 40.3%. Last fiscal 
year it was 40.7%.  
 
The following table shows a history of the debt service as a percentage of the budget for previous 
fiscal years.  

Fiscal Year 

Debt 
Service % 

of STF 
Budget  Fiscal Year 

Debt 
Service % 

of STF 
Budget  Fiscal Year 

Debt 
Service % 

of STF 
Budget 

1990 34.4%  2000 45.9%  2010 39.1% 
1991 41.0%  2001 48.2%  2011 38.6% 
1992 41.7%  2002 47.5%  2012 36.4% 
1993 46.9%  2003 45.2%  2013 36.6% 
1994 43.8%  2004 46.3%  2014 37.3% 
1995 44.6%  2005 45.0%  2015 36.1% 
1996 44.3%  2006 43.4%  2016 35.4% 
1997 44.9%  2007 41.4%  2017 38.5% 
1998 45.7%  2008 39.3%  2018 40.7% 
1999 47.1%  2009 38.6%  2019 40.3% 

 
Additionally, the administration’s own numbers contradict claims that future debt service is going 
to bankrupt the fund. The image below is from the budget proposal, and it shows that after this 
Fiscal Year, total debt service obligations begin to decrease.  

 



 
 
 
MORE BENEFICIAL BONDING 
The current administration has suggested that they do not want to have the state bond “for small, 
community-based projects.” This is an admirable stance. At the same time, the door has been left 
open for state bonding for projects that will have a regional benefit for multiple communities. A 
major transportation project is the perfect example of something that would benefit a region. 
Furthermore, a major transportation project would benefit the entire state.  
 
CONCLUSION 
Debt service obligations are not causing problems with the Special Transportation Fund. Neither 
is revenue to the fund, which has steadily increased since the fund was created. The problems are 
caused by tremendously increased spending on public transit subsidies, as well as increased 
spending on pension/fringe benefit funding. Spending on transit subsidies has increased by 182.5% 
over the last 15 years, and spending on pensions/fringe benefits has increased by 140.4%. 
Meanwhile, debt service as a percentage of the STF is currently 40.3%, whereas 15 years ago it 
was 46.3%.  
 
Everyone should read the recent article titled “State raiding fund meant for road repairs, money 
going to personnel, other costs” as it elaborates on spending practices from the STF. 
https://www.rep-am.com/local/news-local/2019/04/21/state-raiding-fund-meant-for-road-repairs-
money-going-to-personnel-other-costs/  
 
If transportation is really as important to Connecticut as leaders claim, they should fund it in a way 
that provides money now, not in a few years with tolls that will increase in perpetuity without a 
vote of the legislature, which will only fuel irresponsible and unsustainable spending practices. 
 

### 
 
ABOUT CT TRUCKING INDUSTRY: 
85.8%: number of Connecticut communities that depend exclusively on trucks to move their 
goods 
94%: percent of manufactured tonnage transported by truck in Connecticut 
$3.2 billion: total trucking industry wages paid in Connecticut (2017) 
58,400: trucking industry jobs in Connecticut (2017) 
$53,3500: average annual salary in Connecticut (2017) 
$8,610: average annual CT-imposed highway user fees paid by tractor trailers (as of 4/1/2018) 
$8,906: average annual fed-imposed highway user fees paid by tractor trailers (as of 4/1/2018) 
 
 


