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THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator Looney. Will you remark 

further? Will you remark further on House Joint 

Resolution 86? Senator Looney. 

SEN. LOONEY: 

Yes, thank you, Mr. President. If there's no 

objection, 1 would moveto placethis item on the 

Consent Calendar. 

THE CHAIR: 

Seeing no objection, so ordered. Sir. Mr. Clerk. 

THE CLERK: 

Favorable Reports, Calendar Page 10, Calendar 

502, File 109, 582, and 755, .SubsMtute for House Bill, 

5600, An Act Concerning Connecticut Global Warming 

Solutions, as amended by House Amendment Schedule "A", 

Favorable Report of the Committee on Environment, 

Public Safety, and Appropriations. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Meyer. 
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SEN. MEYER: 

Good afternoon, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Good afternoon, Sir. 

SEN. MEYER: 

I move acceptance of the Joint Committee's 

Favorable Report and passage of this bill in 

concurrence with the House of Representatives. 

THE CHAIR: 

Acting on approval, Sir, would you like to remark 

further? 

SEN. MEYER: 

Thank you, Mr. President, I would. There is an 

amendment which actually dominates this bill, and I'm 

going to ask the Clerk if he would kindly call LCO 

4 970. It's the House "A" Amendment. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk. 

SEN. MEYER: 
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I'll withdraw the request for that. It's part of 

the bill. I'm moving, Mr. President, that the Senate 

concur with the House with respect to the bill, 

including the amendment. 

THE CHAIR: 

The motion is on concurrence with the House. 

Please proceed, Sir. 

SEN. MEYER: 

Colleagues, we have a chance to make Connecticut 

into a leading state once again. We started looking 

at global warming very early, 1990. Indeed, in 1991, 

Connecticut first addressed the issue of global 

warming. 

In 2004, we passed a major climate change bill, 

setting goals of reducing greenhouse gas emissions. 

And today, we take that step further. 

In the bill before us this afternoon, there are 

two basic premises. The first is to mandate a 

reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, carbon dioxide 



003973 

jmk 64 
# 

Senate May 5, 2008 

essentially, by 10% from the 1990 level by the year 

2 0 2 0 . 

Now that's actually a 17% reduction because we 

haven't done too well between 1990 and the present. 

So it will amount actually to a 17% cut within the 

next 12 years, by the year 2020, and then a major 

further reduction of 80% by the year 2050. 

That's 42 years from now, when none of us will 

likely be serving in this House. So the first thing 

this bill does is it mandates reduction levels in 

carbon dioxide, greenhouse gas emissions, as we call 

it. 

The rest of the bill seeks to provide a pathway 

to reducing the greenhouse gas emissions. It does it, 

for example, by requiring next year the publishing of 

an inventory of greenhouse gas emissions. 

By the following year, 2010, publishing the 

results of various modeling scenarios as we seek to 

find out what's working and what's not working. 

| 

L 
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And then by the following year after that, 2011, 

we'll be analyzing greenhouse gas emission reduction 

strategies and make recommendations with respect to 

those reduction strategies. 

We'll be developing a schedule with an 

opportunity for public comment of regulatory actions 

by relevant state agencies. We'll be looking at 

coordinating with the federal government on its 

programs. 

There will be a cost to the state. And as you 

can see from the bill, that cost we intend to meet in 

two ways. 

First, we propose that there, well, we actually 

will continue a bill that assesses a $5 fee by the 

Department of Motor Vehicles on the purchase of every 

new motor vehicle in the state. 

That fund currently has about $700,000 in it. 

And that, of course, is continuing to increase as we 

buy and sell automobiles. 
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Second way we'll be paying for this program is 

that DEP will be allowed to use 7.5% of the RGGI 

Auction funds. 

RGGI, you recall, is the Regional plan we entered 

into some years ago with nine other states in the 

northeastern part of the United States to deal with 

greenhouse gas emissions from power plants. 

And it is raising money through auctions, and the 

first auction is this September actually, and we will 

be entitled to use 7.5% of those auction funds to pay 

the cost. 

Finally, Mr. President, the bill also sets up a 

very significant subcommittee of the Governor's 

current steering committee to assess the impacts of 

global warming, the impacts within our towns, the 

impacts on our industries, on our businesses. 

And that is a very significant portion of this 

bill. I want to say, in closing and before I take any 
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questions, that there have been so many of you who 

have participated in this global warming program. 

I know the idea was first brought to me by a 

constituent of mine in Gilford, named Sid Gayle, who 

showed me pictures of the last ten years of effect of 

global warming within the shoreline of Connecticut. 

I think my colleague, my own State Rep, Pat 

Widlitz, who I believe is here, in fact, she's right 

behind me, making sure I say the right thing. 

Representative Widlitz carried this bill in the 

House, and she has been a wonderful stalwart for many 

years in the General Assembly with respect to this 

very significant issue. 

We've also been so helped by the Department of 

Environmental Protection. Rob LaFrantz is here. The 

Commissioner of Environmental Conservation, Gina 

McCarthy, has been an outstanding national leader with 

respect to global warming and the combating of global 

warming. 

§ 

| 
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She's acquired a strong reputation. And I think 

as we look at succeeding administrations in 

Washington, you'll find that she will be a forefront 

leader with new administration and with the federal 

Environmental Protection Agency. 

Many, many others have contributed to this, all 

the environmental organizations of Connecticut. The 

testimony before the Environment Committee was 

remarkable in the encouragement that the General 

Assembly was given to pass this initiative. 

So those are some introductory remarks, and I do 

urge your favorable and careful consideration of this 

bill. Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Will you remark? Senator Nickerson. 

SEN. NICKERSON: 

Thank you, Mr. President. If I may, through you, 

a question to the proponent. 

THE CHAIR: 
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Senator Meyer. 

SEN. NICKERSON: 

Good morning, Ed. I want to start, to be sure to 

put on record what I believe you said, but I would 

like it a little more formal, and that is the fiscal 

aspect of this bill. 

We all understand that the current budget for the 

Fiscal Year '09, which was enacted June of last year, 

is going to go into effect unamended. 

There are some fiscal costs in this bill, but my 

understanding in reading both the fiscal note and 

hearing your comments is that there are also funds 

available in the current budget to handle those fiscal 

costs so that passage of this bill would not have any 

net negative impact on the '90 budget, which we expect 

to go into effect, through you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Meyer. 

SEN. MEYER: 
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Through you, Mr. President, to Senator Nickerson, 

that is true. This bill attempts to be financially 

self-sustaining. The bill was actually amended to cut 

some areas of cost. 

The bill imposes duties primarily upon two of our 

state agencies, and that is DEP and DOT. DOT will be 

working within available appropriations, as the bill 

specifically provides, and it will be continuing its 

current obligation. 
) 

So the financial burden on DOT is really 

negligible. There will be an additional burden on the 

Department of Environmental Protection. 

But as I said, I think we look forward to 

financing those responsibilities through a combination 

of the $5 DMV fee. 

Indeed, in the bill, that fee is referred to as 

the Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Fee. And also, 

through the 7.5% of the auction proceeds that we will 

get from RGGI. 

) 
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THE CHAIR: 

Senator Nickerson. 

SEN. NICKERSON: 

Thank you for that answer. I appreciate that, 

wanted that in the record. I don't have a further 

question for Senator Meyer, but I do have a compliment 

for him. I compliment he and his Committee for 

bringing out this bill. 

There are two ways to look at global warming. 

One, I think the overwhelming majority view of 

scientists and Americans and certainly myself is that 

not only is there global warming as a phenomenon that 

is occurring, but manmade events are affecting and 

propelling that global warming, and it is up to man to 

deal with that. 

Another way to look at it, very much the 

minority, is that there is global warming, but manmade 

activities are not part of that. 
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And to those who adhere to that view, I would say 

this. Wouldn't it be the conservative thing to assume 

that man is creating that global warming? 

And if we're wrong, we'll be doing things we need 

to do for other reasons anyway, in terms of reducing 

our carbon footprint and ultimately minimizing 

America's unsustainable reliance on foreign carbon. 

So whether you're an adherent of the view that 

global warming is there and that we Americans are 

affecting it, or whether you're not, you need this 

bill. You need this bill. 

Now finally, some would say, and have said to me, 

well, what is little Connecticut going to do to affect 

global warming? Well, that could be asked of every 

state and of every country and of every continent. 

And if all of them said, what can we do, then 

nobody would do anything. You know the old saying, if 

everybody says somebody else is responsible for 
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getting something done, then it will never get done by 

anybody. 

Let's put Connecticut in the forefront of taking 

responsibility for things we need to do to react to 

global warming. Lead in the United States. Lead, 

frankly, more than our federal government has done. 

And for those who doubt global warming, we should 

do exactly what the bill says anyway for different 

reasons. 

So I commend Senator Meyer for bringing it out. 

I commend the hard work that's brought us here and 

enthusiastically will support the bill. Thank you, 

Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator Nickerson. Senator McKinney. 

SEN. MCKINNEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. Mr. President, I rise 

in support of this bill. And before I comment, I 

first want to thank so many of those who've worked so 
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hard, from the Co-Chair of the Environment Committee, 

Senator Meyer, his predecessor, a former colleague, 

Senator Finch, who worked hard no this, our House 

colleagues, Representative Roy and Chapin, and as 

well, a former House Co-Chairwoman who I had the 

pleasure of working with, Representative Pat Widlitz, 

who worked so hard on this as well, and so many 

others. 

So many of the environmental advocates led in 

many ways by also former colleagues in the House, 

former Representative Jessie Stratton, former State 

Representative Julie Vilaga, and many others who've 

worked so hard on this issue. 

And a special thanks as well to Commissioner of 

DEP and all of her incredible staff who've worked so 

hard on this. 

Mr. President, and perhaps to the other 50 

states, save California, what we're doing today is 

monumental. But for Connecticut, it is just another 
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important step along the way of being an environmental 

leader. 

And I say that because it was as far back as 2001 

that our state and then-Governor Rowland joined with 

the Conference of New England Governors in eastern 

Canadian premieres to set out with a climate change 

action plan. That was a long time ago. 

We, as a Legislature, followed up, and I believe 

we're the second state in the country to adopt a 

climate action plan, which set very important goals in 

terms of reducing greenhouse gas emissions, goals 

which today, with some changes, we are making law. 

No longer will they be goals to reach, but they 

will be requirements that we reach. And in doing so, 

we will make our environment cleaner and our air 

cleaner and our people healthier. 

This is again another step along the way of what 

we did as recently as 2005, with Governor Rell and 

yourself, Mr. President, on behalf of Connecticut, 
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signed on as part of the Regional Greenhouse Gas 

Initiative, when Connecticut was one of seven states 

to agree to a C02 cap and trade program for all fossil 

fuel electric generating units that were 25 megawatts 

or more. 

The other piece of this legislation, which is so 

important, is that under the RGGI Cap and Trade 

Program, we don't give emissions allowances directly 

to the electric generators, but we give it to the 

states. 

And the auction of those emission permits will be 

used, proceeds will be used, on behalf of electric 

ratepayers in energy conservation, load management, 

and Class I renewable energy programs. 

So what we are doing through the Cap and Trade 

Program is capping C02 emissions, reducing our carbon 

footprint, and using proceeds from selling those 

permits to do incredibly good things on behalf of the 
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environment and energy conservation, and giving relief 

to electric ratepayers as well. 

Mr. President, I want to associate myself with 

the remarks of Senator Nickerson because he said it 

exactly as I want to say it. 

There are certainly some who claim that global 

warming does not exist. I disagree. There are 

certainly those that will claim that little old 

Connecticut can't do much to impact the world we live 

in. 

And certainly, when you look at what's happening 

around the world, in China and India and Pakistan and 

Russia, we are well ahead of them, even though we 

ourselves in this country have a long way to go, even 

though we ourselves have no federal policy to speak 

of. 

We still, because of the hard work of states like 

Connecticut, are leading the way for the rest to 

follow. 
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But even if, even if our concerns and fears about 

global warming are not entirely founded, everything 

we're doing in this legislation is good stuff. It's 

good for energy conservation. It's good for the 

environment. 

And when you think about what has happened over 

the last 10 or 20 or 30 years, this is no longer just 

an environment issue. This is a public health issue. 

With three young kids in public school system, I don't 

remember, as a young kid, more than one or two friends 

with inhalers. 

Today, every kid, you know, knows someone in 

their class in school with an inhaler because of 

asthma and other things, which I believe are directly 

related to pollution in our atmosphere. 

So this is more than about environment. It's 

about public health as well. And quite frankly, our 

inability to conserve, our inability to wean ourselves 
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off foreign oil, our inability to look at low-carbon 

fuels has become a national security issue as well. 

So this is one of the more important issues that 

we could ever deal with. I think we've done so in a 

very responsible way. 

We've done so in a bipartisan way, which again is 

proof that when we work together, we work best on 

behalf of the people of the State of Connecticut. 

So I rise in strong support of this measure. 

It's been a pleasure to work with you, Senator Meyer, 

on this, and I urge adoption. Thank you, Mr. 

President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator McKinney. Will you remark? 

Senator LeBeau. 

SEN. LEBEAU: 

Thank you, Mr. President. A couple of questions 

to the proponent of the bill, through you, Mr. 

President. 
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THE CHAIR: 

Senator Meyer. 

SEN. LEBEAU: 

Senator Meyer, we've discussed this in our caucus 

room, but I haven't had a chance to really bring this 

out. 

I am concerned about certain industries that may 

not be able to reduce their hydrogen or certain 

greenhouse gas emissions, hydrogen fluoride, hydrogen 

chloride. 

I'm specifically speaking of a company that's in 

my district, which, in the process of making brick, 

does not, it's not the burning, the heating of the 

brick that creates the emissions. It's the brick 

itself that releases the emissions. 

And as I explained to you earlier, that in 1987, 

they put in a brand-new system, a system that allowed 

for them to, it's very modern, and it's still the 

latest technology in making brick. 



003990 

jmk 81 

Senate May 5, 2008 

Now making brick is something that goes back, I 

mean, to the earliest days of civilization. But this 

technology is the latest technology that is available 

today. 

And they produced, in 1990, 25 million bricks. 

And today, they produce 50 million bricks. And if 

they were to go back to their 1990 production, the 

only way they can reduce, they're telling me, the only 

way they can reduce their emissions is to go back to 

that level of 1990. 

If they're going to go back to 1990 levels, they 

have to go back to that production level. And if they 

do that, producing 25 million bricks for them today, 

they would lose their economies of scale and, 

essentially, they would be driven out of the State of 

Connecticut as a business. 

So my question to you, Senator Meyer, eventually 

[inaudible] is how are we going to deal with a company 

like this? 
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It has doubled its production since 1990, and 

we're expecting them to have their production, 

especially when there is no available technology to 

reduce their emissions. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Meyer. 

SEN. MEYER: 

Mr. President, through you, responding to Senator 

LeBeau, Senator LeBeau, this bill was changed last 
# 

week by the House in one important respect. And you 

were talking about the brick industry. 

This bill no longer applies to construction as 

such. The initial bill did apply to construction, but 

it was felt to be too big a step at this point. 

So this bill is more focused on two areas of our 

economy. The first is on our power plants, which are 

probably, together with transportation, the two 

greatest emitters of greenhouse gas, and 

transportation. 

I 
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So I'm not sure, as amended, this bill will 

really affect the brick industry in your district. 

But let me say also, the strength, through you, Mr. 

President, the strength of this bill is going to be 

its ability to deal with changing conditions by 

finding appropriate reduction strategies, by doing a 

careful analysis of what it will take to reach the 

goals of emission reduction goals, by looking at the 

work of other states, by working with the Northeast 

Coalition on air pollution control standards. 

The strength of this bill is the apparatus that 

it creates to find a responsible and appropriate 

answer to all the companies and all the sources of 

greenhouse gases in the State of Connecticut. Thank 

you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator LeBeau. 

SEN. LEBEAU: 
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Thank you, Mr. President. If I could respond and 

perhaps ask another question. 

THE CHAIR: 

Please proceed. 

SEN. LEBEAU: 

I very much appreciate your answer, Senator 

Meyer. I think it's important to know that we have 

that kind of flexibility. And you mentioned that that 

would no longer apply to construction. 

Would it apply specifically, and I guess one of 

the things I would ask, would this apply to, in a 

sense, smokestack industries? Because this is a 

production of construction industries, as opposed to 

construction itself. 

So would the bill still apply to those industries 

that are producing goods, as opposed to transportation 

and our power industry? 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Meyer. 
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SEN. MEYER: 

Through you, Mr. President, this bill applies to 

smokestacks in the sense of smokestacks of energy 

companies, energy companies. 

And as Representative Widlitz just pointed out to 

me, what we're seeking here in this bill is a 

statewide reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by the 

levels that I mentioned before. And it doesn't 

necessarily relate to any one company as having to do 

that. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator LeBeau. 

SEN. LEBEAU: 

Thank you, Mr. President. Thank Senator Meyer 

for his answer. It sounds to me like there's the 

requisite flexibility that I think that we need in 

this bill, as amended, to go forward and ensure that 

we deal with particular industries on a case-by-case 

basis. 
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And I think that's very important. And I really 

want to thank Senator Meyer for backing that amendment 

to give that kind of flexibility. 

At the same time, I don't want to be mistaken by 

my friends in the environmental movement. I'm very 

concerned about the environment, and I don't dispute 

global warming. I think it's real. 

I've seen the pictures of the glaciers all over 

the world, from the Andes to the Himalayas to the 

Alps. I've read the reports about the softening of 

the ice in Greenland and the literal rivers that are 

flowing off the glaciers. 

And I do believe that this is a world crisis. 

But I think we need to have some flexibility to deal 

with this as we move forward in the State of 

Connecticut. 

And I don't want to disadvantage, at least to the 

point where industries have to close, I don't want to 
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disadvantage industries in the State of Connecticut 

through this bill. 

So I thank the good Senator. I thank him for his 

work, and all those who were mentioned, I see many of 

them in the Chamber here, who have worked on this 

bill, and I thank you very much for that amendment, 

which I think strengthens the bill very much so. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator LeBeau. Senator Crisco? 

SEN. CRISCO: 

Thank you, Mr. President. Mr. President, I just 

want to associate myself with the remarks of all of my 

colleagues and to commend, you know, Senator Meyer and 

Representative Widlitz for the outstanding job that 

they did. 

It's easy to ignore such a crucial issue as 

global warming. But I think if one was to watch some 

of the documentaries on public TV, as far as what is 

L 
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happening in the North Pole and the South Pole and 

what is happening with elimination of complete breeds 

of penguins, one just has to be extremely concerned 

about the effects of global warming. 

And I just want to echo all of the comments made, 

and I feel that it's one of the most responsible 

pieces of legislation we could address this year. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator Crisco. Senator Prague? 

SEN. PRAGUE: 

Thank you, Mr. President. Mr. President, I just 

want to rise to strongly support this bill. The 

sooner we deal with this issue of global warming, the 

sooner we'11 be able to offer this planet some 

protections. 

I want to know that this world that we're leaving 

for our children and our grandchildren will be 
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protected so that they can enjoy what we have enjoyed 

all these years. 

And this is the beginning for us, here in 

Connecticut, to do something to contribute to the 

issue of global warming. 

If any of you have seen A1 Gore's documentary, 

you will realize how frightening it can be if we don't 

do anything. So I'm happy to be able to stand here 

and support this bill, and I want to thank Senator 

Meyer for his effort. Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator Prague. Will you remark? 

Will you remark further on the bill? Will you remark? 

Senator Meyer. 

SEN. MEYER: 

We're actually voting on the amendment, Mr. 

President. 

THE CHAIR: 

No, Sir, we're not. 
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SEN. MEYER: 

We're not voting on the amendment, okay. 

THE CHAIR: 

That is correct. It is part of the bill, Sir. 

SEN. MEYER: 

Okay. Let me just, I believe I'm going to yield 

to, Senator Fonfara wanted to speak on the bill. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara, do you accept the yield, Sir? 

SEN. FONFARA: 

Thank you. I do accept the yield, Mr. President, 

thank you. And thank you, Senator Meyer. Mr. 

President, I rise in support of the bill and its 

fundamental objectives in cleaning our environment and 

our air. 

I do believe there needs to be some mention on 

the record of the effect of this legislation, which I 

think ultimately has less of an impact than the RGGI 

effect that was not ever brought before this body or 
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the General Assembly at all in its discussion of what 

it will mean, not only from an environmental 

standpoint but from an impact on ratepayers. 

And it's something we all have a concern about 

today in what Connecticut's ratepayers are paying for 

energy costs across a broad spectrum of issues. 

And RGGI will have a significant effect on rates. 

There is no denying that fact. It's never been 

brought before this body, nor the DPUC, the regulatory 

body that deals with energy issues, for a vote. 

The Governor signed off on it, and I think most 

of us support that. But the reality is that there's 

no free lunch, in terms of implementing that strategy 

and reducing greenhouse gases, specifically with RGGI 

as it relates to electricity generation in 

Connecticut. 

That will cause rates for Connecticut ratepayers 

to increase. There's no denying that fact. And there 

are constituents of mine, and I suspect most, if not 
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all of you, who can't afford to continue to pay those 

higher rates, and increasingly higher. 

And while we all want to clean the environment 

and reduce carbon emissions and effect greenhouse 

gases, through that effort and through this 

legislation, there's a price to pay for that. 

And there's never been an open discussion about 

who will bear those costs and who can afford to bear 

those costs. 

Most of us in the State of Connecticut 

fortunately can afford to bear those costs to a much 

greater degree than others. And through this bill, 

and through others, I've taken some time to look at 

the costs that will be borne by people. 

And right now, under current rates, it's 

estimated that something in the neighborhood of 25% of 

one's income, following rent, housing, and following 

food, that somewhere in the neighborhood of one's 
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remaining income is going to pay for electricity and 

for heat. That's unacceptable. 

And yet, in this state, we don't have the ability 

right now to provide a discounted rate for those who 

are on the very, very low end of the economic 

spectrum. It's something we're considering. 

But I think in this overall debate of embracing 

environmental improvements, which I support and have 

in all my time in this building and will continue to 

do so, when we're making aggressive efforts to change 

that and reverse the amount of greenhouse gases, the 

amount of carbon in our environment and other 

pollutants, more aggressive than we ever have before, 

the price that will be paid for that will be borne 

right now equally, irrespective of one's ability to 

pay. 

It will be borne equally across the board. I for 

one do not believe that's fair, at least not to have a 
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discussion about it prior to implementing those 

changes. And we've not had such a discussion. 

And I think it's important that we do that going 

forward, as we look at who has the ability to pay, who 

can afford to absorb these costs better than others, 

and be fair about it, and not have it be seen as just 

a political discussion but one where we really, truly 

look at what impact it has on the quality of life and 

the ability for people to absorb these costs. 

And who can afford to pay it better? We all want 

these changes, but there are those who can afford it 

more than others, and at least have an honest 

discussion about that to ensure that we're not adding 

more and more of a burden on the people who are 

struggling today as it is with not just energy costs 

but to pay for their housing and to pay for their food 

and making other very, very difficult decisions. 

We have these discussions all the time. For some 

reason, we haven't when it comes to going green and 
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cleaning the environment and addressing carbon issues 

or greenhouse gases. It's a popular thing right now. 

I'm glad it's popular. 

It's good for us to be able to move in this 

direction. I support it. But I also believe that we 

need to look seriously at who pays, who has the 

ability pay, who can afford it, and who can't. 

And that's something that we need to do as more 

and more of the effects of these decisions made in 

this building or outside of this building are rolled 

out. And I thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator Fonfara. Senator Meyer. 

SEN. MEYER: 

Mr. President, I'm just going to conclude my own 

remarks before the Majority Leader speaks by saying 

that there is an enormous positive economic effect 

from what we're doing. 
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I was very impressed with an analysis made by a 

leading Venture Capitalist, John Doerr. And he said, 

and I'm quoting, he recently said, green technology is 

bigger than the Internet. It could be the biggest 

economic opportunity of the 21st Century. 

He said, the critical nexus linking climate risk 

with clean energy opportunity is public policy that 

sets legally binding limits to reduce global warming 

pollution. 

And that's exactly, exactly what we're doing 

today. We're making a better environment, and we're 

building a new, green economy. What fun to have a 

double winner in this regard. 

And just let me say, Mr. President, I neglected 

before to mention the very significant contribution 

made by Senator McKinney with respect to this 

legislation, the contribution he made long before I 

was actually in this Chamber. And I just personally 
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want to identify myself with his work. Thank you, Mr. 

President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator Meyer. Will you remark? Will 

you remark further on House Bill 5600? Senator 

Looney. 

SEN. LOONEY: 

Yes, thank you, Mr. President. Mr. President, 

speaking in support of the bill, would like to begin 

by commending Senator Meyer for his extraordinary work 

and leadership in this, along with Representative Roy 

and Representative Widlitz and their counterparts, and 

also Senator McKinney for his longstanding involvement 

in this issue. 

Mr. President, as we know, the states are, under 

our federal system, often the laboratories of 

democracy. And there are many policy areas where the 

states often lead the way for solutions that later 

become national solutions. 
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A number of states have been leaders in various 

ways. We know that Wisconsin is a state that is often 

known for progressive good-government measures that 

often became a national model later on. 

California, we know, with its vehicle emissions 

model has been a state that has provided leadership. 

This is another state initiative that we hope will 

become a leading light toward better national policy. 

As we know, the federal government has been slow 

to demonstrate leadership in ways of responding to 

global warming, or even acknowledging that there is a 

crisis. 

And individual states have had to come up with 

ways to use their regional powers and their state 

powers to do what can be done, piecemeal, to address 

this crisis. 

And I think this bill represents a substantial 

commitment by the State of Connecticut. We know there 

are incremental benchmarks of measures that have to be 
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taken each year for several years, looking toward the 

improvement of standards and for a scaling back of the 

state's carbon footprint. 

So again, this is farsighted legislation. It is 

visionary. It is a measure of both environmental 

protection and also the public health. 

We know increasingly, as Senator McKinney 

mentioned, that there are growing numbers of children 

in our schools who are suffering from asthma and other 

respiratory conditions. 

That is an unfortunate legacy that is going to be 

left for future generations if we do not pursue 

measures of this kind and strengthen our environmental 

regulations as much as possible. So again, urge 

passage of the bill. Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator Looney. Will you remark? 

Will you remark further on the bill? Will you remark? 
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If not, Mr. Clerk, .please, call for a roll call vote. 

The machine will be open. 

THE CLERK: 

An immediate roll call has been ordered in the 

Senate. Will all Senators please return to the 

Chamber. 

An immediate roll call has been ordered in the 

Senate. Will all Senators please return to the 

Chamber. 

THE CHAIR: 

Have all Senators voted? If all Senators have 

voted, the machine will be locked. The Clerk will 

call the tally. 

THE CLERK: 

Motion is on passage of House Bill 5600. 

Total number voting, 35; those necessary for 

passage, 18. Those voting "yea", 35; those voting 

"nay", 0. Those absent and not voting, 1. 

THE CHAIR: 
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The bill passes. Senator Looney? 

SEN. LOONEY: 

Yes, thank you, Mr. President. Mr. President, I 

believe the Clerk is in possession of Senate Agenda 

No. 1 for today's session. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk? 

THE CLERK: 

Mr. President, Clerk is in possession of Senate 

Agenda No. 1 for Monday, May 5, 2008, copies of which 

have been distributed. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Looney. 

SEN. LOONEY: 

Yes, thank you, Mr. President. Mr. President, I 

move that all items on Senate Agenda No. 1, dated 

Monday, May 5, 2008, be acted upon as indicated and 

that the Agenda be incorporated into the Senate 

Journal and the Senate Transcript. 
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All opposed, Nay. The Ayes have it. The 

resolution is adopted. 

Will the Clerk please call Calendar Number 75. 

CLERK: 

On Page 23, Calendar Number 75, Substitute. for. 

House Bill Number 5600, AN ACT CONCERNING CONNECTICUT 

GLOBAL WARMING SOLUTIONS, Favorable Report of the 

Committee on Appropriations. 

SPEAKER AMANN: 

Representative Roy. 

REP. ROY: (119th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, I move 

acceptance of the Joint Committee's Favorable Report 

and passage of the bill. 

SPEAKER AMANN: 

The question is on acceptance of the Joint 

Committee's Favorable Report and passage of the bill. 

Will you remark, Sir? 

REP. ROY: (119th) 

Yes. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, 

what's this is going to do is help Connecticut reduce 
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the size of our carbon footprint through encouraging 

energy independence and emissions reductions. 

At this point, Mr. Speaker, I'd like to yield to 

Representative Widlitz. 

SPEAKER AMANN: 

Thank you, Sir. Representative Widlitz, do you 

accept the yield, Madam? Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (98th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I do accept the yield. 

SPEAKER AMANN: 

You may proceed then, Madam. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (98th) 

Thank you. Good afternoon, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER AMANN: 

Good afternoon. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (9 8th) 

I hope that we can leave you with a legacy of 

doing something very important for Connecticut's 

environment and that of the nation and the world. 

SPEAKER AMANN: 

Thank you. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (98th) 
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Mr. Speaker, Connecticut has been a leader in 

addressing issues around global warming. We passed 

the first bill in 1991, which was a credit to 

Representative Mushinsky who recognized then the 

importance of the issues associated with climate 

change. 

And in 2 004, we passed Public Act 252, AN ACT 

CONCERNING CLIMATE CHANGE, and that set goals of 

reducing greenhouse gas emissions to help achieve the 

regional goal of reducing such emissions to 1990 

levels by January of 2 010, ten percent below those 

1990 levels by January of 2020, but unfortunately 

we're already falling back behind in reaching those 

targets. 

This bill, House Bill Number 5600, sets stronger 

directives to get us back on track. Mr. Speaker, the 

Clerk has LCO Number 4970. 

Will he please call and I be allowed to 

summarize? 

SPEAKER AMANN: 

Will the Clerk please call LCO Number 4970, which 

will be designated House Amendment Schedule "A". 
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CLERK: 

LCO Number 497 0, House "A", offered by 

Representatives Roy and Widlitz. 

SPEAKER AMANN: 

The Representative seeks leave of the Chamber to 

summarize the amendment. Is there objection on 

summarization? If not, Representative Widlitz, you 

may summarize, Madam. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (98th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, first I 

move adoption of the amendment. 

SPEAKER AMANN: 

Thank you, Madam. The question before the 

Chamber is adoption of House Amendment Schedule "A". 

Will you remark? 

REP. WIDLITZ: (9 8th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, the 

underlying bill establishes mandatory greenhouse gas 

emissions caps consistent with the goals the 

Legislature passed in 2004. 

The amendment requires state agencies to 

identify, to report to DEP, OPM and the General 
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Assembly, policies and regulations that could be 

adopted by such agencies to achieve those emissions 

caps established in the bill. 

It also directs the Department of Environmental 

Protection to, with the advice of NESCAUM, which is 

the Northeast States Coordinated Air Use Management, 

by December of 2 009 to publish an inventory of 

greenhouse gas emissions to establish a baseline of 

such emissions for the state and a summary of 

greenhouse gas emission reduction strategies. 

By 2010, requires DEP to publish results of 

various modeling scenarios and identify economic 

growth opportunities from greenhouse gas emissions 

reductions. 

By July 2011, to analyze the greenhouse gas 

emission reduction strategies and make recommendations 

on which strategies will achieve the goals of the 

bill. 

And by 2 012, and every three years thereafter, 

develop a schedule with the opportunity for public 

comment of regulatory actions by the relevant 

agencies, policies and other actions to show 
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reasonable further progress towards reducing emissions 

to meet the stated goals of the bill. 

Now, if in the event there is federal legislation 

passed regarding greenhouse gas emissions and a cap in 

trade program, one year before the effective date of 

any mandatory federal cap in trade legislation, DEP 

and OPM shall explain the differences between such 

federal and state requirements and shall identify any 

further regulatory or legislative actions needed to 

achieve consistency with that program. 

The amendment also authorizes the use of the 

regional greenhouse gas initiative, which we refer to 

as REGGI. 

The auction revenue to pay for administrative 

costs of the state agency adoption of the regulations 

to achieve the emissions caps stated in Section 2 of 

the bill. 

The amendment requires DEP to monitor development 

of low carbon fuel standards in other states, evaluate 

the potential of any such standard to achieve net 

carbon reductions and assess whether the analytical 

framework used to determine the carbon benefit 
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measures the full life cycle of greenhouse gas 

emissions. 

That's a very important component of this 

amendment. It also requires the DOT within available 

appropriations to continue to investigate the 

potential for improvements to the state's 

transportation system that will reduce greenhouse gas 

emissions and coordinate with the northeastern states 

on regional strategies for high-speed rail, light rail 

passenger service and freight rail service. 

The amendment also authorizes DEP to use revenue 

from the existing five-dollar greenhouse gas reduction 

fee that we charge on new cars to implement the 

requirements of this act, thus providing funding to 

implement the Act. 

By January 1, 2 009 it directs the Governor's 

Steering Committee on Climate Change to establish a 

subcommittee to assess climate change impacts on the 

state and local infrastructure, public health and 

natural resources and habitats, recommend measures to 

mitigate such impacts and provide technical assistance 

to implement such recommendations and plans. 
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And this is also a very important component of 

the bill because we know that climate change is 

happening and we need to be able to identify the 

likely impacts and assist our municipalities in 

mitigating those impacts. 

It also requires the subcommittee to do research 

concerning the projected impacts of climate change in 

the state on our infrastructure, our roads, buildings, 

railroads, airports and so forth. 

The impact on our natural resources and 

ecological habitat, public health and on agriculture 

and the last part of the bill is a technical change 

clarifying the DEP Commissioner's authority to work 

with nonprofit organizations created for the purpose 

of facilitating the state's implementation of multi-

state air pollution control programs. 

Again, Mr. Speaker, I move adoption of the 

amendment. This is a very important step for 

Connecticut to take and I would just like to comment 

further. 

This is not a top-down mandate. This is 

requiring our state agencies to work with us to 

kkc 
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achieve policies and regulations that meet the 

mandated goals of this legislation. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER AMANN: 

Thank you, Madam. Care to remark further on the 

amendment? Representative McCluskey. 

REP. MCCLUSKEY: (2 0th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 

support of this amendment. Particularly, I want to 

draw the Chamber's attention to the language 

concerning the Department of Transportation. 

Clearly, Mr. Speaker, one of the best ways that 

we can address the problem with global warming is to 

get more people out of their single-passenger cars and 

onto mass transit, and also, Mr. Speaker, to get more 

of our freight off of the highways and put into our 

railroad network. 

As the Chamber knows today, in the Executive and 

Legislative Nominations Committee, there was a 

confirmation hearing for the new DOT Commissioner and 

hopefully, Mr. Speaker, this is just the beginning of 
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an effort to really ramp up mass transit and also 

freight rail in our state. 

So I urge my colleagues to support the amendment. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER AMANN: 

Thank you, Sir. Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I rise to pose a couple 

questions to the proponent of the amendment. 

SPEAKER AMANN: 

Thank you, Sir. Please frame your question and, 

Representative Widlitz, please prepare. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. It was mentioned that 

in this amendment there would be a requirement that 

the DOT prepare a report on alternative 

transportation, specifically I think light rail and 

other public transportation initiatives that could be 

started or expanded in order to help the state meet 

the goals that are established in this amendment. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, is that accurate? 

SPEAKER AMANN: 



00325 

kkc 63 

House of Representatives April 28, 2008 

Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (98th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Through you, 

Mr. Speaker. The DOT is already underway with many of 

these evaluations and what we have, the language we 

have in the bill is that within available 

appropriations they continue to investigate the 

potential for improvements to the state's 

transportation system to help us meet those goals. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER AMANN: 

Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and typically when there 

is a bill that includes some directive or some issue 

that's raised with regard to an executive agency, the 

bill would go to the committee of cognizance over that 

agency. 

In this case, I don't believe that this bill went 

to Transportation and, Mr. Speaker, I'd like to raise 

a point of order to inquire as to whether or not there 
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will be a referral to Transportation or if the bill 

will be acted upon without that referral. 

SPEAKER AMANN: 

The issue is on a point of order. Representative 

Hamzy, the referral is discretionary. It is up to the 

body whether to do that or not, so it seems like 

that's a question [inaudible] under House Rule 20, 

subsection C. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I would move that the 

bill be referred to Transportation. 

SPEAKER AMANN: 

The question before the Chamber is referral to 

which committee? Transportation. 

Representative Hamzy, could you just clarify and 

then we'll go forward, Sir. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

Yes, Mr. Speaker. Originally, I stood to 

determine through questions whether or not the 

underlying bill and the amendment, which I assume will 

be adopted, whether the intention was to refer it to 

Transportation because in the underlying bill, as well 
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as in the amendment, there are certain tasks that are 

being directed to the Department of Transportation. 

And it's my understanding that this bill had not 

gone to Transportation and so I originally rose for a 

point of parliamentary inquiry, and then when you, 

Mr. Speaker, you informed me that it's the will of the 

Chamber, I made a motion to refer it to 

Transportation. 

SPEAKER AMANN: 

Okay. So we're talking about the motion to refer 

it to Transportation. I'm ready to go forward with 

the voice unless you want to remark, Sir. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

I guess I should make the point of parliamentary 

inquiry first. 

SPEAKER AMANN: 

Very good, Sir. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

So I will do that now. 

SPEAKER AMANN: 

I think I already ruled on the discretionary and 

I think you motion for referral on the amendment is 
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well taken, Sir. So I think we're ready to go 

forward, Sir. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER AMANN: 

Do you have any remarks? 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

The only thing I would add is what I just said. 

In the underlying bill the Commissioner of 

Transportation was required to report on alternative 

means of public transportation. 

In the amendment that's before us now, the 

Department of Transportation is still required within 

available appropriations to determine whether or not 

alternative means of public transportation to include 

high-speed rail, light rail, passenger service and 

freight rail service are reasonable alternatives to 

meet the goals of the underlying bill. 

SPEAKER AMANN: 

I thank you, Sir. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (98th) 

Mr. Speaker. 
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SPEAKER AMANN: 

Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (98th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. If I may, I would like 

to comment on the issue the Representative has raised. 

SPEAKER AMANN: 

You may, Madam. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (9 8th) 

In the underlying bill, there were some 

references to requirements on the part of the DOT. 

We, however, have removed, we have deleted those 

sections and the language that is in the amendment is 

recognizing, first of all, that transportation is the 

sector where a lot of the greenhouse gas emissions 

occur. 

Because the Department is doing an investigation 

and an examination of how to extend public 

transportation, that's a major focus of the Department 

now to expand rail service. 

Because it doesn't require anything new of them 

and it is within their available appropriations, we 

wanted to acknowledge that that's an important sector, 
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but also acknowledge that the DOT is already doing 

that. 

And this is just language which encourages them 

to continue that and I'm just explaining why we did 

not refer it to the Transportation Committee, with the 

approval of'the Department, by the way. Thank you. 

SPEAKER AMANN: 

Thank you, Madam. Care to remark further on the 

motion before us? Care to remark further? 

Just for clarification, so we haven't lost you in 

this everybody. 

All those in favor of referring this bill to the 

Transportation Committee, okay, will be voting yes. 

Those who do not want it to go, will be voting 

no. Just for clarification. 

So with that, all those in favor of referring 

this bill to the Transportation Committee, please 

signify by saying Aye. 

REPRESENTATIVES: 

Aye . 

SPEAKER AMANN: 

The Nays? 
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REPRESENTATIVES: 

Nay. 

SPEAKER AMANN: 

The Nays have it. The motion is_rejected. Care 

to remark further on the amendment before us? 

Representative Hamzy, I guess you still have the 

floor, Sir. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Although I believe that 

just by our process that the bill and the amendment 

should have been referred to Transportation because 

referrals are made for, I think, lesser reasons. 

I do rise for another point of parliamentary 

inquiry. That is in Section 2 of the amendment, there 

is a requirement that DEP draft a report and submit it 

to the Joint Standing Committees of the General 

Assembly having cognizance of matters relating to 

environment, energy and transportation. 

And would ask if it is the Speaker's intention if 

this amendment is adopted to refer it to Legislative 

Management? 

(CHAMBER AT EASE) 
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SPEAKER AMANN: 

Will the House please come back to order. 

Representative Hamzy, just one minute. 

Representative Hamzy, the parliamentary inquiry 

before us is on whether this bill must be referred to 

the Legislative Management Committee due to the fact 

that the bill requires a report to be sent to the 

General Assembly by a task force. 

Cognizance of the Legislative Management and the 

Joint Rule 3C1, says cognizance is set forth in two 

separate sections. 

The first section states that the committee shall 

be responsible for the operation of the General 

Assembly, coordination and supervision of committee 

work and improvement of Legislative operations and 

deciding on matters of organization, procedures, 

facilities and also working conditions of the General 

Assembly and compensation of employees in the 

legislative branch. 

The second section of cognizance states that, 

quote, the committee shall also have cognizance over 

the Legislative Task Force and studies and shall be 

A 
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responsible for the facilitation of positive 

relationships with the federal government and other 

state governments. 

As I read Joint Rule 3C1, those are of cognizance 

in the first section of the rule are mandatory under 

our rules. 

Further, those additional areas of cognizance in 

the second section are discretionary. It is the 

opinion of the Chair that the fact that the bill 

requires a report to be sent to the General Assembly 

by the task force falls within the gambit of the 

second portion of the rule, which relates to the task 

force's study and therefore it does not require a 

mandatory reference. 

Do you care to remark further? 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

Mr. Speaker, only to say that while I'm 

disappointed in the response, I would note that it 

probably would have taken less time to pass this bill 

temporarily, convene a meeting of the Legislative 

Management Committee, act on the bill in accordance 

with our rules and re-take this matter up again in a 
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shorter period of time than it took to arrive at this 

ruling. 

And if we have any concern over our legislative 

process, the amendment indeed orders the Commissioner 

of Environmental Protection to prepare this report. 

It's not the subcommittee on the Governor's 

Steering Committee on Climate Change. 

And so I would note that in virtually every other 

piece of legislation that we consider, whenever there 

is an executive branch that's ordered to prepare a 

report to the Joint Standing Committees of this 

Legislature, that that bill automatically and 

routinely gets referred to the Committee on 

Legislative Management. 

And I would note that for the record. 

Mr. Speaker, with that ruling I would like to pose 

some questions to the proponent of the amendment. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Please frame your question, Sir. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, in Lines 25 

through 3 0 of the amendment before us, it requires the 
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Commissioner of Environmental Protection to prepare 

the report that I had referenced in my point of 

parliamentary inquiry. 

And it says the report should include a schedule 

of proposed regulations, policies and strategies, 

etc., that are designed to achieve the limits of the 

greenhouse gas emissions. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, what would this report 

specifically include? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz, do you care to respond? 

REP. WIDLITZ: (98th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Through you, 

Mr. Speaker, I think the language is fairly definitive 

about policies and strategies designed to achieve the 

limits of greenhouse gas emissions imposed by said 

subsection. 

An assessment of the latest scientific 

information would certainly include review by the 

commissioner of all of the available information that 

she has available to her and that of what other states 

are doing to basically do a comprehensive look at what 
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other states are doing, what the scientific evidence 

is, the best scientific evidence that's available and 

reduction efforts in other states. 

And other states have passed similar legislation 

so there will be studies. For example, California and 

New Jersey have already enacted these goals. 

So just looking, taking a comprehensive look at 

all of the information she has available to make those 

decisions on how we can reduce greenhouse gas 

emissions. Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

Thank you. And I probably should have clarified 

my question. Would these proposed regulations, 

policies and strategies, would they include mandates 

that other states may be imposing on residents or 

businesses? Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (98th) 
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Through your, Mr. Speaker. I would not 

presuppose what the Commissioner would recommend. 

Certainly, the Commissioner would have the ability to 

look at what other states are doing. 

Some other states are doing mandatory emissions 

caps. That might be one of the things that she would 

consider. 

And other strategies to reduce greenhouse gas 

emissions. Those could possibly come forward as 

recommendations. Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

•S DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

Thank you. Through you, Mr. Speaker. Because 

the amendment is not a strike-all, but it adds on and 

replaces certain parts of the underlying bill, there 

are a couple of questions that I would like to ask 

about the underlying bill and the effect that the 

amendment would have on it. 

Specifically in Lines 74 through 78 of the 

underlying bill, there is a mandate that is new to the 

, public policy, to what's being considered to the 
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changes in the public policy in the State of 

Connecticut in that it does state that the state shall 

reduce the level of emissions of greenhouse gases. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, usually when the term 

shall is used it is a mandate. Through you, 

Mr. Speaker, is that the case in this language as 

well? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (9 8th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. I would like the 

opportunity to clarify that the emissions requirements 

or the reductions on emissions are mandatory. 

This is not a bill to take lightly. This is a 

bill that says we need to get to certain places at a 

certain time in order to make a difference to mitigate 

the impacts of global warming. 

We have language that has replaced that language 

in the underlying bill to outline the steps of how 

we're going to get there. 

That would be the subsequent section beginning in 

Line 87. There is a schedule of activities involving 
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evaluations of programs, proposals that would reduce 

greenhouse gas emissions. 

Ending up with, by 2012, regulations that we can 

have up for review to establish exactly how we're 

going to get there. 

So this is not just a fluffy little plan. This 

is marching along the way to achieve these goals and 

that should be very clear. Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

Thank you. And I guess I should have started 

with some macro questions with regard to the way you 

envision this bill to work. 

As I understand it, there is a directive given to 

the Commissioner of Environmental Protection to 

establish sort of a baseline, if you will, of what 

current emissions are. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, is that accurate? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (9 8th) 
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Through you, Mr. Speaker. Yes, that is accurate 

and that would be done through NESCAUM, which has the 

ability and the resources. 

NESCAUM is not specifically mentioned, but if 

you'll note around Line 88, the Commissioner will have 

the advice and assistance of a nonprofit association 

organized to provide scientific, technical, analytical 

and policy support to the air quality and climate 

programs of northeast states. 

And that would be NESCAUM. Through you, 

Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

Forgive me for my ignorance, but is NESCAUM an 

acronym? 

I would assume. Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (98th) 
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Through you, Mr. Speaker. New England States 

Coordinated Air Use Management. I was prepared for 

that one. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: (98th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. The language of the 

amendment is pretty broad. It says with the advice 

and assistance of a nonprofit association. 

How do we get from this language to one specific 

nonprofit that's identified as NESCAUM to provide this 

type of assistance? Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (98th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. NESCAUM actually did 

the baseline study for 1990 through 2000. They have 

the ability. They have the technical resources, the 

analytical resources to do this job. 

And it's something we can get underway 

immediately. Through you, Mr. Speaker. 
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DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: (78th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Is the Department of 

Environmental Protection going to contract with 

NESCAUM? Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (98th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. I would expect that 

the Department, yes, would contract with NESCAUM and 

there is a funding mechanism in the bill to support 

that funding for the contracting. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. Would the changes in 

contract law that we established in the last 

legislative session, would the process that was 

established be followed in this particular instance? 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 
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DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (98th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. The contract would 

have to be awarded consistent with the language in the 

bill. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. There would be no open 

bidding process, there would be no RFP or RFQ that's 

issued by the DEP in order to make this a fair 

process? 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (98th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. If there is another 

organization that meets the requirements of this bill, 

they certainly could be considered for that contract. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 
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Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. Is it the intention of 

this language as before us intended to preempt the 

state contracting process? Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (98th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. No. The answer is no, 

not to preempt the contracting process which we have 

worked very hard to improve. 

What this is intended to do is to identify the 

criteria upon which a study that would be useful and 

reliable to the commissioner would be based, and that 

is why we have this particular criteria. Through you, 

Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. So by virtue of the 

language in this amendment, we could anticipate that 

the Commissioner of DEP will issue an RFP to allow any 
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and all organizations who are defined, or meet the 

definition this language, to properly bid on this 

contract to fulfill these requirements. 

Is that an accurate statement? Through you, 

Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (98th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. The commissioner will 

take action depending upon the language described in 

the bill. 

That's the best answer I can give you. I can't 

presuppose what the commissioner is going to do. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

And I certainly understand that. I don't expect 

the Representative to speak for the commissioner, but 

the only thing that I want to be sure of is that the 

language that's in this amendment is not meant to 
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preempt the state contracting process that's been 

established in a previous legislative session. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (98th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Again, I'll clarify. 

The language is intended to establish the criteria 

that will best accomplish an accurate baseline study, 

which is dependable, and that the commissioner can 

base her future actions on. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: (78th) 

And I don't mean to beat a dead horse, but that 

does not mean that passage of this amendment will lead 

to a contract being signed with NESCAUM without the 

opportunity for any other nonprofit association to be 

able to bid on this contract. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 
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Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (98th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. The qualification 

would be, again, that the contract, whatever contract 

the commissioner enters into simply has to meet the 

requirements of this law. 

That is the best way I can explain it. Through 

you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

Thank you. So now we have the baseline that's 

established. That information is taken into account 

by DEP and then by January 1, 2010. Hold on. 

When is the information regarding the 

establishment of the baseline scheduled to be 

completed by? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (98th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. By December 1, 2 009. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 
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Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

So that's completed by the end of next year, 

December of 2 0 09, and then I assume that information 

is shared with the Governor's Steering Committee on 

Climate Change? Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (9 8th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. Yes, that will 

determine a baseline of greenhouse gas emissions in 

the entire state. 

From there we will try to achieve the reductions 

outlined in the bill through the various actions of 

the state agencies, bringing forth modeling 

suggestions, policy suggestions and proposed 

regulations which we hope to have by 2 012. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 
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And so DEP compiles this information, these 

regulations, these policies and these strategies and 

that's where the report comes in to the committees 

that have cognizance over transportation, energy and 

environment ? 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (9 8th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. Any regulation or 

policy, any regulation has to come before this 

Legislature for a lengthy vetting. 

There are public hearings going through regs 

review process. 

All of this will be completely vetted and there 

will be plenty of opportunity for public input. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, with regard 

to the establishment of the baseline, you mentioned 
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that this NESCAUM agency has been collecting data from 

1990, I believe, through, and I can't remember the 

year that you had, that you had mentioned, that this 

information which is used to establish the baseline as 

of 1990, is it information that is, has already been 

compiled? 

In other words, this nonprofit NESCAUM, they 

collect all the data that they've been collecting and 

I assume that they have been able to track changes 

between 1990 and the last year for which they 

collected this data, that information will be used to 

establish the baseline as of 1990? 

And indeed there may be variations or changes 

from 1990 through the most recent year that they've 

collected the data? Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (98th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Through you. It's my 

understanding that NESCAUM has basically done 

evaluations for power plants and the larger facility 

emissions. 
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We need a baseline for the entire state in order 

to be able to figure out what we have to do to achieve 

the emissions required for the bill. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. That does clarify. 

Mr. Speaker, the proponent of the amendment had 

mentioned that there were other states that had 

adopted these caps. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. I'm sorry. This 

baseline of greenhouse gas emissions, through you, 

Mr. Speaker, how long of a period of time has it taken 

them, and you don't need to be specific with regard to 

exact timeframes, I'm looking for approximations, of 

how long it took them to establish a 1990 baseline? 

And I believe the states that were mentioned were 

California and New Jersey and Hawaii. Through you, 

Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (9 8th) 
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Through you, Mr. Speaker. I would not like to 

take a guess at that. I really don't have that 

information, Sir. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. It seems to be that 

this is a pretty involved task. 

How was the date of December of 2009 established? 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (9 8th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. In order to begin 

really accomplishing any policies, adopting 

regulations, we need to have a baseline. 

The requirements of the bill have certain targets 

of greenhouse gas reductions. 

You can't start on the process until you have the 

baseline so that really, that is the first necessary 

piece of information that you need upon which we will 

go forward. 
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Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

I understand that and I appreciate that part of 

the bill. 

My only question was the timeframe, which would 

be roughly a year and a half from now, the deadline. 

How was that deadline arrived at? Was it in 

consultation with other groups or entities that do 

this type of work? 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (98th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. That is the timeframe 

in consultation with NESCAUM that it would take to 

achieve that baseline study. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 
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Thank you. And through you, Mr. Speaker. There 

are a couple of definitions that had me a little 

confused. 

With regard to the definition of an entity, as I 

read that in Line, starting on Line 9 of the 

underlying bill, does this definition include all 

commercial properties? 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (9 8th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. That is the statutory 

definition that is in the underlying bill. 

That is not new language. That is the statutory 

definition of entity. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

And through you, Mr. Speaker. As I read it, it 

does include commercial sites in addition to 
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generators of electricity, industrial sites or 

transportation fleet. 

And my follow-up question to that is, and I 

understand that this is existing language. However, 

we are changing the policy of the state with regard to 

allowable emissions. 

And I just want to try to clarify this. In the 

definition of facility, it defines facility as a 

building, structure or installation located on any one 

or more contiguous or adjacent properties of an 

entity. 

And my question is could a private residence be 

defined as a facility? Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (98th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. It is a broad 

definition. 

Actually, it would cover all of those, yes. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hamzy. 
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REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

And as such it would be subject to the mandatory 

cap that's being established in this amendment? 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (98th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. Let me clarify that 

the amendment itself does not establish a mandatory 

cap. 

It is suggesting that it is one of the ways that 

we may consider getting to those targets of reduction 

of greenhouse gas. 

That's, that is one of the, one of the ways that 

will be, could be considered to do that. 

And now by having a baseline of emissions of the 

entire state, that will enable us to decide which 

areas we can achieve those emissions, taking into 

consideration all kinds of things including the 

Connecticut economy. 

So that there won't be, this does not do anything 

to cap any particular facility at this point. 
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You may possibly be confusing this with the, with 

the REGGI capping of the emissions on power plants, 

which is totally separate from this bill. 

That's already going on. DEP has done 

regulations and the auction of those credits will be 

starting in•September, I believe. 

That's totally separate. What we want is a 

baseline greenhouse gas emissions level for the entire 

state, work with our state agencies to get to the 

targeted reductions in a way that will be fully vetted 

by the public and will come back to the Legislature 

through policies and regulations. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And I appreciate the 

response, but, but as we established earlier, the 

change in the public policy is that there is going to 

be a mandated reduction in the level of greenhouse gas 

emissions starting in Line 74 of the underlying bill. 
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And further, it states, it states that not later 

than a certain date, which is January 1, 2 020, that 

the state will be at a level of ten percent below the 

level of greenhouse gases emitted in 1990. 

And as of January 1, 2050, to a level at least 85 

percent below the level that's emitted in 2001. 

And so when I talk about caps, that's, as I 

understand it, what we're talking about in the 

underlying bill and in the amendment that's being 

considered through here, that we're considering now. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. Am I incorrect in that 

understanding? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (98th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. You are correct in that 

we will be targeting, we will be moving to achieve 

those specific reductions as outlined in the 

underlying bill in Lines 74 through 78. 

That is the point of the bill, to reach those 

targets. 
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How we get there depends upon the public policy, 

the regulations coming forward, that will come to this 

Legislature and will be fully reviewed. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. By, by establishing this 

hard and fast goal, in order words, the change that 

we're making is, as I understood it, the original 

legislation that we adopted, I think four years ago, 

was a suggestion, if you will. 

With the passage of this, the, the reduction is 

mandated. 

And I assume with any mandate, well, let me ask. 

If, if in fact we do not meet the mandate that's 

established in this bill, what are the consequences? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (9 8th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. The whole point of the 

bill is that we will get there. 
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This is a mandated target of emissions reduction. 

How we get there is the issue. 

The voluntary that you referred to the bill that 

we passed, Public Act, I think it's 252, that we 

passed in 2 004 set us out on that path. Those were 

voluntary targets. We're not getting there. 

This is a serious issue and it requires, it 

requires a commitment to getting there. 

And that's what this bill does with a framework 

of how we're going to get there. 

And this will be certainly a dynamic process as 

we go along. Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. If indeed we do not 

meet this imposed mandate, could we be opening up 

ourselves to a lawsuit possibly? Through you, 

Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (9 8th) 
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Through you, Mr. Speaker. We may be standing in 

salt water at that point. 

I'm not sure what, what the legal ramifications 

would be as far as a lawsuit. 

I don't have that, that answer for you, Sir. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. As a backdrop with 

regard to countries that have adopted the Kyoto 

Protocol, have any of those nations met any of the 

goals that were laid out in Kyoto? 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

I caution everyone to stick to House Amendment 

Schedule "A". 

Representative Widlitz, do you care to respond to 

that? 

REP. WIDLITZ: (98th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. This bill really does, 

this bill is a very focused bill on the State of 

Connecticut. 
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I think it's important that we do our part and we 

work with other states to, to do what we can to have 

an impact on mitigating the effects of climate change. 

And this is very directly focused on Connecticut. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And the only reason I 

asked that question was because there were goals met, 

there were goals that were established by a number of 

different states, and certainly a number of different 

countries. 

Would the, would the mitigation that's soon to be 

established by the DEP, would that include potentially 

additional nuclear facilities? 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (98th) 
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Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Again, through you. I 

cannot predict what the, what those recommendations 

will be and I would not do that. 

Certainly we will consider all of the options 

that are presented to us. The DEP Commissioner will 

do that. That may or may not be one of the options. 

I would have no way of predicting, of predicting 

that. Through you, Sir. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Just a couple more 

questions with regard to the amendment. 

In Lines 12 6 through 140, there was a directive 

to the DEP to monitor the development of low-carbon 

fuel standards. 

And also assess, well, let me, do other states 

currently have low-carbon fuel standards? 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz. Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (98th) 
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Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Through you. Other 

states are looking at that, but to the best of my 

knowledge, they have not adopted any low-carbon fuel 

standards at this time. 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. It also requires them 

to assess whether there's an analytical framework to 

determine carbon benefit measures, to carbon benefit 

measures the full life cycle of greenhouse gas 

emissions. 

I'm confused. I don't know. What does that 

mean? Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (98th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Actually, I'm very 

pleased that you've asked that question because this 

is a very, this is a very important part of looking at 

any new standard. 
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Now, we've kind of just been through this with, 

with ethanol, using the example corn growing. 

Had we had a full analytical, the ability to have 

a full analytical assessment of the impact of what it 

would take to, to grow that product, what it takes to, 

the manufacturing process to turn it into fuel, the 

emissions of greenhouse gases that that actually 

takes, the impact on the worldwide food situation, if 

we had had this very critical analytical ability to 

judge that, we may have made a different decision. 

Maybe not. But it certainly would have been a 

more complete conversation. 

So this, before we would do any adoption of any 

kind of new fuel standard, it would be critically 

important to make sure that this analytical system 

exists. 

And currently there is, there is research being 

done on that, but I don't think we would feel 

confident right now that that really exists. 

So this is something that needs to be analyzed 

very carefully going into the future and we should not 

jump to any conclusions on that in the near future. 
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And that's what that's section is all about. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: (78th) 

Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. In Lines 173 

through 182 of the amendment, we're requiring the 

Governor's Steering Committee to make certain 

assessments, develop recommendations and then provide 

assistance to implement those recommendations. 

And specifically in Subsection 1, where it says 

assess the impacts of climate change, would they be 

required to assess negative impacts as well as 

positive impacts, if any? 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (9 8th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Actually, this is my 

favorite part of the bill. 

As a Legislator who represents two shoreline 

towns, I think this is a critically important part of 
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how we go forward assessing what the likely impacts 

are of global change. 

We already know that the sea level is rising. If 

you look at where our sewage treatment plants are 

located, if you look at where our rail infrastructure 

is, where our 1-95 corridor, where our marshes, what 

is likely to happen to the ecosystem of our marshes, 

not only to look at what is likely to happen, but then 

how do we deal with that? 

And how do we go forward? We should be aware of 

these likely consequences and we should be able to 

help our municipalities to deal with them. 

And that's what that section is intended to do 

and it would be--

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hamzy. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (98th) 

Excuse me, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Sorry, Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (9 8th) 
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It would be both positive, you know, I can't 

imagine positives coming out of this. 

If there's a positive, that would be great, but I 

think what we're looking at are more than likely to be 

negative consequences of the climate change. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. It seems like that the 

terms are used interchangeably, global warming and 

climate change. 

And I didn't know if that was deliberate or if 

they do mean the same. 

Do they mean the same things? Through you, 

Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (98th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. The bill really 

focuses on climate change. Global warming, certainly, 

is one component of climate change. 
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Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: (78th) 

And through you, Mr. Speaker. Later on in that 

same Section 502, subsection C, it says with regard to 

the recommendations to enable municipalities and 

natural habitats to adapt to harmful climate change 

impacts. 

And through you, Mr. Speaker. That sounds pretty 

broad to me. I was wondering if that was in there 

deliberately or if it was, or if it was not in there 

deliberately to, to give this task to this 

subcommittee that would seem to be pretty, pretty 

broad. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (9 8th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. Certainly it is likely 

that some of the impacts will be harmful. 



kkc 

00330? 

108 

House of Representatives April 28, 2008 

As an example, as our marshes become flooded, we 
i 

will have erosion. We will have a whole, whole i 
ecosystem that depends upon those healthy marshes to i 

, exist. 

There may be, they will eliminate, if they are 
1 flooded, they will eliminate a buffer area that is 

essential. 

I So there are, there are just scenarios that we 
i 
j need to be made aware of and to consider and planning 

for the future of our constituents in the State of 

I ) Connecticut. 
i 

! Not necessarily to predetermine what they are, 
; but to, that's what part of this committee will do is 

j to look at those likely impacts and to try to help us 

| deal with the consequences of them. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hamzy. 

| REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

' And through you, Mr. Speaker. Those, that charge 

' that's created in this, in Section 502, is it the 

I 
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intention to, to make that charge regardless of 

whether or not we meet the mandate that's established? 

In other words, are we requiring them to do, to 

undertake this task regardless of what happens with 

regard, with regard to meeting the cap on emissions 

that's call for in the underlying bill? 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (98th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. Absolutely. 

Regardless of what action, other actions we take, we 

are likely to see impacts from climate change. 

And this is an important section and evaluating 

those impacts and helping our municipalities to deal 

with the consequences of those actions, it's a very 

important piece of the bill regardless of anything 

else we do. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 
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Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And I thank the 

proponent for her answers. 

I want one thing to be abundantly clear. I 

certainly believe that, that we have experienced a 

period of global warming. 

I don't deny that. I also believe that, that 

climate change exists. I believe that whatever 

happens, the only constant will be change in our 

climate. I don't think that there's any, any arguing 

that fact. 

^ The one thing that I do question, though, is 

adopting a bill and an amendment which commits us to 

meet certain goals that we are not even close to, to 

accomplishing, nor is any other country in the world 

that has adopted similar goals, close to 

accomplishing. 

And I fear, and I worry, that we are setting 

ourselves up potentially for litigation and it's 

something that I want, I guess, people to understand 

and also to take into account. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
^ REP. WIDLITZ: (98th) 
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Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz, for what purpose do you 

rise? 

REP. WIDLITZ: (98th) 

Sir, when the vote is taken, I would like to 

request that it be takenby Roll. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

The question is on a Roll Call Vote. All those 

in favor signify by saying Aye. 

REPRESENTATIVES: 

Aye. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Whenthe vote is taken, it will be taken by Roll_ 

Call,j, Thank you, Madam. 

The gentleman from New Canaan, Representative 

Hetherington. 

REP. HETHERINGTON: (12 5 th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. If I may address a 

question or two to the proponent? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Please frame your questions. 
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REP. HETHERINGTON: (125th) 

Thank you. Are there any checks along the way by 

which we can measure our progress towards the targets 

of 2 02 0 and 2 050? Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz, do you care to respond? 

REP. WIDLITZ: (98th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Through you. There will 

be a back-and-forth of information coming from the 

departments to the Legislature. 

By 2010, we are requiring the DEP to publish the 

results of various modeling scenarios and identify 

economic growth opportunities, as an example, from 

greenhouse gas emission reductions. 

By July 2 011, to analyze the reduction strategy, 

strategies, and make recommendations on which 

strategies will achieve the goals of the bill. 

We've also asked the DEP Commissioner to monitor 

what other states are doing and to keep up to date 

with the latest science. 

So certainly that conversation will be at the 

forefront of any discussion on actions we take. 
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Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hetherington. 

REP. HETHERINGTON: (125 th) 

Thank you. Through you, Mr. Speaker. The means 

of accomplishing this, these targets, if I understand 

the amendment correctly, are regulatory. 

That is, they are to be achieved by regulations 

promulgated under the oversight of the Department of 

Environmental Protection so that all of this will be 

^ achieved by regulation rather than by further 

legislation. 

Is that, is that correct? Through you, 

Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (9 8th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. There will be a 

regulatory process, certainly. But I would not say 

that all of this will be achieved by regulation. 

What has happened in California as a result of 

^ passage of a similar requirement is that there is a 
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tremendous amount of venture capital invested now in 

looking at alternative energies and improved 

technology. 

In the Northeast where we already, we already are 

operating under the Regional Greenhouse Gas 

Initiative,' REGGI, we already have the second highest, 

for the region, the second highest investment in 

venture capital. 

This is going to encourage, if you look at 

Connecticut's economy, we are outstanding in the field 
I 
1 of fuel cells. 

We are leaders with an infusion of capital into 

the states that make a commitment to go forward with 

this there will be great interest. 

And so there will be improvements in efficiency. 

There will be investments in new technology. 

So all of those things combined will help us to 

achieve those goals. Part of it will, indeed, be a 

regulatory process. Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hetherington. 

^ REP. HETHERINGTON: (12 5 th) 
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I'm trying to understand what the word mandate, 

or mandated means in the context of this bill. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. Is it, is my 

understanding correct that there are no enforcement 

provisions, no penalties provided if the targets are 

not met? Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (98th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. In this particular 

Bill there are certainly, there are no penalties 

because this is going forward with a planning process 

to achieve a certain target. 

Now, in the future when we do adopt regulations 

or policies, that may certainly come up for a 

discussion as part of the entire discussion, but I 

cannot tell you what will happen in the future as a 

result of the regulations. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hetherington. 

REP. HETHERINGTON: (12 5th) 
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If the targets are achieved, does that mean that 

our concerns that have been referenced will not, will 

not be realized? 

That is, that we won't be standing in salt water 

by 2 02 0 or suffer any of the other dreadful 

consequences? In short, if we achieve these targets 

are we going to be okay? Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (98th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Through you, 

Mr. Speaker. Climate change is happening. 

I don't think the State of Connecticut can put up 

a wall and stop it from happening. 

But what we certainly can do is work with other 

states and encourage the federal government to take 

action on this issue. 

Our collective, as the Governor has, has proposed 

to do just last week in New Haven, she signed a 

resolution with other governors to work with the 

federal government to achieve greenhouse gas 

emissions. 
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All of us working together will make a, 

hopefully, will make a difference. Can I promise 

that? Absolutely not. But what is the alternative? 

The alternative is to do nothing and then wait 

and see what happens. Certainly that's not 

responsible to our constituents. It's not responsible 

to our country. 

We have the ability to take an action that will 

help to mitigate the consequences of climate change. 

That is, that is a laudable goal. It is something I'm 

proud to be a part of. And I think that is the best 

way that I can answer your question, Sir. 

REP. HETHERINGTON: (125 th) 

And just as a follow up, do we have any way of 

quantifying what the achievement of these goals will, 

will accomplish? Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (98th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. I don't think that I 

could identify a way of, at this point, of analyzing 

that. 
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As we go forward, certainly the changes will be 

monitored very carefully and we will have to wait for 

those results, unfortunately, when they happen. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hetherington. 

REP. HETHERINGTON: (125th) 

Well, I thank the proponent for her answers. I 

have to confess some reservations about, about this 

measure. 

^ I, whenever we pass legislation that says the 

government is mandating something, it seems to me 

logical to conclude that there are some sanctions for 

not achieving those mandates. 

And when we don't have any sanctions enumerated, 

I really wonder what the consequences are. Are they 

lawsuits? Are they fines? Are they prison terms? 

Are they disabling major segments of our economy if 

we're not achieving the goals? 

I'm troubled by a mandate without, without a 

clear map of the consequences. 
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I'm also troubled by accomplishing all of these, 

and I must believe that the reduction that is 

required, whatever required means, I must, these are 

significant. 

These are going to be carried out entirely by 

regulations, which we have no indication of what they 

include at this time, but it seems to me that, that we 

as a Legislature, as lawmakers, are to some extent 

abdicating our lawmaking authority here to 

administrative procedures. 

^ I'm also concerned that we don't have a better 

understanding of what these goals will accomplish. 

You know, we reference terrible things about 

standing in water, in salt water and having all our 

sewer treatment plants back up and other miserable 

consequences, but, you know, I don't see any assurance 

that if we don't do, if we do these things that we 

will avoid the dreadful consequences of global 

warming. 

So not knowing what mandated means, not knowing 

what the sanctions are, not having control in this 

'*) Legislature over the continuing process and not 
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knowing what we achieve in the end other than the 

comfort of, for God's sake we're doing something, I 

don't really see that, that we really understand what 

we're about. 

And for that reason, I have to say I'm reluctant 

to support this amendment. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Thank you, Sir. On House Amendment "A", 

gentlewoman from Wallingford, Representative Mary 

Mushinsky. 

REP. MUSHINSKY: (85th) 

Thank you, Madam. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Thank you. 

REP. MUSHINSKY: (85th) 

In support of the amendment, which will become 

the bill, we hope, I'd like to give the Chamber an 

18-year history lesson to see why we're here where we 

are today. 

I'll make it fast, though. But there is a long 

story behind where we are today and why we ended up 

!!> with a mandate bill after this long time. 
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First, the most ominous threat to the environment 

today is climate change, global warming, and there is 

serious repercussions which we cannot ignore to our 

economy, to world stability and health. 

And local impacts to Connecticut including some 

we've seen already, a northward shift of diseases, 

population displacements due to sea level rise, more 

variation in precipitation, higher risk of drought and 

changes in wildlife habitat and air pollution. 

Our fossil fuel use is also a great threat to the 

New England economy, more so than any other region in 

the U.S. because our little corner of the world here 

is the most dependent on expensive fossil fuel oil. 

The most dependent, so we snooze, we lose. In 

1989, Senator Miatti and I looked at the projections 

of prominent scientists, including James Hanson of 

NASA, who said we're 99 percent sure the warming is 

not a chance event. 

And he said if the computer models are correct, 

we will begin to see global warming effects soon after 

2000 . 
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And to my great surprise, they came true a year 

early in 1999 when two state-sized Antarctic ice 

sheets broke off and began melting at the rate of 

1,100 square miles per year and continuing to today. 

We also began to see other evidence that you're 

familiar with, increasing storm intensity, coral 

death, retreating glaciers and polar ice, declining 

polar bears, which every school child is aware of and 

regional drought in the Southeast United States. 

There are now water wars in the Southeast United 

States. And in Connecticut, we did experience some 

new mosquito-borne diseases we had not previously 

known and our salt marshes have already begun to show 

the effects of sea level rise. 

The vegetation is changing already in our salt 

marshes. And we now know that the climate systems are 

further affected by feedback loops that are speeding 

up warmer, warming even faster than the computer 

models had first predicted. 

So that's the reason why this Legislature passed 

the first ever global warming laws in 1990 and 1991. 
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There were two of them and they talked about, 

they passed, they addressed fleet standards, 

transportation goals, carbon offsets. 

They aligned major state expenditures with the 

state plan of conservation and development, required 

goals to reduce vehicle miles traveled, to promote 

clustered development, evaluate the effects on 

agriculture and we created a task force to synchronize 

land use planning so we wouldn't have to drive as 

much. 

Now, many of these, of the stronger 

recommendations did not pass the General Assembly when 

the deadlines started to kick in. 

The smart growth recommendations failed to pass. 

The tough standards for the state fleet were watered 

down when the year arrived. 

And for a while, we would not do the strict 

standards of California cars, although we eventually 

did so. 

So what I've learned in 18 years is that it's 

easier to pass goals in the General Assembly than to 

actually reduce emissions. 
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And today's the day we're actually going to start 

reducing emissions. 

I give credit to leaders in the General Assembly 

and Governor Rell, and previously Governor Rowland, 

who all worked on the issue in the absence of national 

leadership.' 

And the advocates, including some of who are here 

today in Environment Northeast and Connecticut Climate 

Coalition, have been educating and galvanizing the 

public. 

More than 20 states since the first law in 1990 

have taken action on their own and numerous 

municipalities have joined them. 

Meanwhile, at the federal level, I know we have a 

section in this bill to align ourselves with federal 

standards, but to be honest, I don't have high hopes 

here, at the federal level officials are still 

censoring Dr. Hanson's scientific reports. 

They edit out what they don't agree with. So in 

2004 we passed another law, an act concerning climate 

change. 
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And this one committed the state to reduce, to 

make a plan, or to take steps to reduce greenhouse gas 

emissions as part of REGGI, the Regional Greenhouse 

Gas Initiative, and the governors of New England and 

the Eastern Canadian Premiers began acting together to 

develop plans. 

And then they reported to DEP and worked to 

establish a registry and reporting system, so we 

started to record what was happening and report it. 

And the law required the first sector power 

plants and commercial and industrial sites to begin 

reporting their emissions. 

Now additional sectors, which are very important 

to solving this issue, are transportation and building 

and, of course, we need to include them to really 

solve the problem. 

So the Governor's Steering Committee submitted an 

amended plan this year and we're now 18 years later 

after the first global warming law. 

We are finally today going to vote on how we will 

reach these goals to avoid the worst effects of 

climate change on our people and our environment. 
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I was at the signing ceremony on April 18 and I 

had great joy at meeting Governor Schwarzenegger of 

California and Sebelius of Kansas and I was honored to 

see our own Governor, Jody Rell, signing the document 

and supporting action on climate change. 

It was a joy to see her standing up there with 

the other governors. I fervently hope that her 

signing of this document means that she will support 

this bill. 

Reducing our emissions is going to be a multi-

' generational commitment. My kids will do it. My 

grandkids will do it. You're grandkids will do it. 

Everyone will be working on this for many 

generations. We will not completely avoid climate 

change. We will try to ameliorate it because it's 

already started. 

But whether climate change is an issue for you or 

not, if we do this today we will be saving energy 

dollars for our consumers and businesses and we will 

be reducing our dependence on unstable parts of the 

earth, nations we shouldn't be trading with. 
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We have lost precious time. We have spent 18 

years setting goals, but not reducing emissions. 

Eighteen years later, it's well past time to 

deliver on this commitment. Please support the 

amendment and the underlying bill. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

The gentleman from Stratford, Representative 

Harkins. Are you standing up, Sir? I couldn't find 

you for a moment. 

REP. HARKINS: (12 0 th) 

My apologies. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Go ahead, Sir. 

REP. HARKINS: (12 0 th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and good afternoon. I 

was hiding behind my computer. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

I try and do that a lot. 

REP. HARKINS: (120th) 

Mr. Speaker, I rise just to make some comments 

about the proposed Amendment, only based upon the 

comments I heard from Representative Mushinsky. 
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And I don't know about everyone here, but I'll 

tell you, I've been wringing my hands all day about 

climate change. 

It was a little cool this morning, but last week 

it was a little bit warmer, so, you know, you never 

know quite what to wear on a day-by-day basis. 

And, you know, I try to watch the weather. It's 

great. I mean, Channel 12, they have the weather on I 

think every five minutes nowadays because it changes 

constantly. 

And I tell you, we've done some great things with 

technology. I mean, weathermen can actually tell a 

forecast now what used to be two days, I think they're 

up to four now where they can actually give a pretty 

good picture of where the weather is. 

But anything beyond that it starts getting a 

little dicey. They really can't forecast it as well. 

They don't have the facts or the evidence to truly 

support an accurate forecast, unless you want to go 

out and buy the Farmer's Almanac for the year. 
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I guess you could take your chances on that and 

see what they have to say about what may be coming up 

in the upcoming months. 

There are so many varying opinions on this 

particular topic. I actually find it fascinating. 

We've gone from global warming to climate change. It 

sounds pretty convenient. 

Kind of cover all your bases. The weather is 

getting warm and then it stops. It starts getting 

cooler. You could say I told you so. ) 
It's an effect that maybe getting warmer, but I 

was reading an article last week. 

We actually had one of the coolest years last 

year and I also, it was my understanding and I'm not a 

scientist by any way shape or form, but it was my 

understanding that since 1998 the planet has actually 

been getting cooler. 

We all admit, or at least I do, that the planet 

has gotten warmer. I mean, there's data to support 

that. 

1 
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But I guess the big question is that lies out 

there, that, quite frankly, I don't know if anyone can 

answer, is what cycle are we on? 

Are we in a cycle? And we were talking history 

earlier on about 18 years ago, well, let's go further 

back and look at the origins of Greenland. 

I mean, people actually live there and were able 

to sustain food and raise crops and things changed. 

Climate changes and it seems as though we're 

making decisions based on projected computer models. 

Computer models are great. The only problem with 

it is the longer you push out the timeline, the less 

reliable the results are. Kind of like that weather 

forecast. 

I guess four days is okay. You go out four weeks 

it becomes pretty unreliable. You go out four years, 

why even look at it? 

But for some reason when we talk about climate 

change, you've got people doing computer models out to 

2020, 2050. 

I don't even know what data they're putting in 

it, but it's subjective data. It's data they feel as 
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though is useful and they can base it up with some 

claims that there's been some historic trends, but 

what is the data? 

You know, I was reading an article earlier about 

how we record climate and how we actually have less 

climate stations throughout the world. 

Kind of raises the question of how reliable is 

that data that's coming in. I guess it's only as 

reliable as what we have. 

But seeing that there's a reduction of climate 

stations actually recording temperatures tells me that 

we're not getting all the data. 

When I heard about Antarctica, about a large 

sheet of ice that broke off, I saw that in the news 

and Representative Mushinsky had mentioned it. 

The one thing that I also heard was it lies under 

the Ring of Fire and it's under an area that actually 

extends from the Andes mountain chain. 

I didn't know that. I just heard about that. 

Did that have something to do with it? Perhaps. 

Is it a little bit warmer in that section of 

Antarctica? I don't know. I've never been there. 
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But then I also read that the ice in Antarctica 

is actually getting thicker, but then how can that be? 

How can the ice be getting thicker when everyone 

is saying it's getting warmer? We get this 

conflicting data, articles, opinions. 

You get different scientists on all different 

spectrums of this climate change theory. It kind of 

makes you wonder what's right and what's wrong. 

Is C02 a problem? I don't know. There's a lot of 

people out there, a lot of proponents and a lot of 

environmentalists that believe it is. 

Is it something we should watch and look and 

study? Absolutely. Is it absolutely man that's 

causing climate change? I don't know. 

I find one thing interesting, though. Again, 

talking about historical times. During the Middle Ice 

Age, it was devastating to those in Europe. 

Crop failures, people were starving, disease, and 

the one interesting thing that came out of it, there's 

actually a record, where they had an increase in witch 

burnings. 
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Guess what? Man blamed himself. And then the 

weather got warmer and things improved and the witch 

burnings declined. 

So it seems that over the years we think we've 

gotten smarter, but have we really gotten smarter? 

Once again we're blaming ourselves. It's our 

fault. And we'll think we're a little too arrogant at 

times to think we have that much control over Mother 

Nature. 

One of the other concerns I have is when we 

talked about malaria and tomorrow morning Roy Innis 

from CORE will be here. We invited him a guest. It's 

in the bulletin. 

But he's going to talk about climate change, the 

effects on urban poor and I hope he talks about 

malaria because he was actually in Africa and he has a 

great story about it. 

But there are a million people a year that die in 

Africa a year from malaria, most of them children. 

What a shame. 
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The problem is they don't have tools to fight 

malaria because we took it upon ourselves with the 

environmentalists to ban DDT. 

Imagine if they had DDT to fight malaria in 

Africa and other poor nations throughout the world. 

Those poor children would not be dying and that within 

itself is a crime. 

It's nice to talk about models. It's nice to 

talk about what we believe is happening. Sea levels 

rising, the effect of hurricanes and other natural 

phenomena that occur, and that was the other thing, 

there was a scientist who recanted his comments on 

hurricanes. 

At first he thought it was climate change and 

global warming that caused them. Guess what, folks? 

He recanted that comment. 

Well, after I looked at the data it really 

doesn't have that effect. It gets a little confusing 

after awhile because you don't know who to believe. 

People are stating one thing and then they change 

their opinions when they actually find out the data 

and the information. 
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So I think we should move slowly. I think we 

should get the information and we should make 

decisions based upon fact, not against people's 

opinions, projected models or faulty science. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I will be opposing this current 

Amendment today. Thank you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Thank you, Sir. The gentlewoman from North 

Stonington, Representative Urban. 

REP. URBAN: (43rd) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And I rise in support of 

this amendment. People have mentioned the inter-

governmental panel on climate change and certainly 

that has pointed excruciatingly so global warming. 

But I would like to address the markets because 

oftentimes the markets will let you know what's going 

on. 

And many economists, as well as businesses now 

believe that the rising costs of weather damage and 

agricultural loss far outweigh the price of curbing 

emissions. 
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And I would point to back as far as 1973 when the 

world's second largest insurance company, Mr. Speaker, 

because the insurance companies are the ones who are 

going to be having to cope with the rising sea levels 

and increasingly severe storms that global warming is 

bringing to us. 

So may I repeat that back in 1973, Munich Re, who 

is the second-largest re-insurance company in the 

world, initially started looking at this problem of 

global warming. 

And other companies are now taking note that it 

is going to have a massive effect on our insurance 

industry. 

So I would suggest that my colleagues look to 

business to see exactly how they're reacting to this 

looming global warming. 

So if the science doesn't impress you, let the 

economics of the businesses that are incredibly 

worried about the amount of money it's going to cost 

them unless we tackle this issue of emissions soon. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 



00333 

kkc 13 7 

House of Representatives April 28, 2008 

Thank you, Madam. The gentleman from South 

Glastonbury, Representative Kehoe. 

REP. KEHOE: (31st) 

Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. I rise in 

support of the amendment. 

As I listened to the discussion going on and to 

hear folks say, well, when will we know? You know, 

when is enough? When we will have enough studies? 

It strikes me that all too often in our country 

we are reactive rather than proactive. 

We want to wait until the flood is at the door or 

the beach is gone or the salt is eroded into wells and 

then rather than taking proactive steps to lessen 

damage as they're beginning to occur, we wait because 

for one reason or another, many times having to do 

with money. 

And in the end it becomes that penny wise and 

pound foolish that if we had taken steps earlier, we 

may have lessened the damage and reduced the costs 

ultimately that we would pay. 

But if you're not convinced that climate change, 

global warming are happening or that there is down 
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side to our society and our lives from them, then 

consider from a pragmatic point of view picking up on 

Representative Urban's comments and Representative 

Mushinsky's comments. 

Most of what relates to global warming also has 

to do with inefficiency in our systems. Again, in the 

United States we've been very long blessed with cheap 

energy costs and so therefore we've treated it as a 

commodity that we didn't pay too much attention to. 

And one of the reasons that Europe is a bit 

further ahead of us that Europe, that oil has never 

been as cheap to them as it has to us and so therefore 

they've been more efficient in its use. 

But there's a direct correlation, for example, 

with respect to power plants, whether they're natural 

gas or coal, that the more they are operated 

efficiently there is a corresponding reduction as you 

make them more efficient and have more complete 

burning, there is a reduction in CO2. 

So by the mere fact of whether or not you do it 

supporting reducing global warming or to become a more 

efficient society, there is a reason to do that. 
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When you think about cars, we've for decades have 

driven cars that get eight to ten to 14 miles a 

gallon, highly inefficient, highly wasteful of our 

natural resources. 

So if you don't think that global warming is the 

reason to move to more efficiency, consider that as we 

get to plug-in hybrids with 100 miles to a gallon, 

perhaps increased mass transit, that we'll become a 

more efficient society and a more efficient user of 

our resources and therefore we'll also be contributing 
'.fiiin 

to fighting global warming. 

So if you don't think that the science is right, 

know that there are reasons to move ahead on this 

before it comes cataclysmic in the interest and 

I efficiency and better use of our resources and I urge 

support of the amendment. Thank you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Thank you, Sir. The gentleman from Cromwell, 

Representative O'Rourke. 

REP. O'ROURKE: (32nd) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I rise in support of the 

b amendment and it becomes the bill. i 
! 
i 
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And, Mr. Speaker, ladies and gentlemen, the case 

that global warming is a reality is absolutely true. 

The evidence is overwhelming. Around the globe, 

mountain glaciers that supply drinking water to 

millions and millions of people are disappearing. 

In Europe, the Alps, the great glaciers are 

melting away. The snows of Kilimanjaro in Africa are 

almost gone and in our country in Montana, Glacier 

National Park will soon be known as the national park 

formerly known as Glacier National Park as the great 

glaciers there melt away. 

In Tibet, glaciers are melting there. They 

supply millions and millions of people with drinking 

water. 

In the Arctic, in the North Pole, scientists last 

summer recorded that over 40 percent of the Arctic ice 

sheet, the north polar cap, had melted away and 

scientists predict that it could melt away completely 

in the summer within five to ten years. 

Should we be concerned about that? You bet, 

because that's a great air conditioner for the, the 

northern hemisphere, reflects a great deal of heat and 
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sunlight back into space to control the climate of 

this planet. 

Why is all this happening? Well, it's happening 

because of manmade release of C02. Last year, global 

C02 levels increased two and a half parts per million. 

We're now at 385 parts per million of C02 in our 

atmosphere, compared to our pre-industrial levels of 

280, so man has increased the natural C02 levels of 

this planet by close to 40 percent. 

And that is the cause, scientists tell us, of the 

warming. In order to prevent catastrophic global 

warming, they say we have to stay within, below 450 

parts per million and that means we have to act now. 

We've already waited too long and our action has 

to be very urgent and very vigorous to stay below that 

level and protect our civilization and future 

generations. 

And, Mr. Speaker, part of the problem in this 

country is that our federal government has been 

gripped by special interests and partisan gridlock and 

failed to have a rational energy policy, a global 

warming policy for the last ten years. 
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And it's up to the states now in so many 

different areas to take action. States really are at 

the forefront of prodding the federal government to do 

the things that need to happen to protect the people 

of this country. 

And that's why it's so important that we act and 

we put this bill in place. To not to do, to not take 

action is immoral. It would be wrong. 

It would be a great failure on our part. So we 

need to take action. 

This bill won't do everything, but it does set 

much sharper standard, harder intention on our part to 

move forward to make these reductions. 

We are going to have to follow it up in the 

future. 

We're going to have to very quickly make major 

investments here in this state and in this country to 

build a new economy that isn't based on fossil fuels, 

isn't based on oil, isn't based on coal, but based on 

clean, renewable, sustainable energy like solar and 

wind and geothermal and the first fuel which is energy 

efficiency. 
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And the good news is that while we have two 

crises, we have a global warming crisis facing us, we 

also have a looming crisis of oil scarcity that's 

already affecting our economy. 

Those two crises have the same cause, that being 

our dependence on fossil fuel. They also have the 

same solution and that is turning our economy into one 

that's based on clean, renewable energy. 

The next President is going to have to put this 

country on this course. Our state should step forward 

and do the same thing in the next year. 

We should make a massive commitment to do that 

and there will be great economic benefits to our state 

as well when we turn to clean, renewable energy. 

There are a lot of job opportunities and we'll 

have a healthier planet, a more prosperous state and 

we'll guarantee the future for our children and our 

grandchildren by doing so, Mr. Speaker. 

So, I strongly urge support for this bill and 

let's get this passed. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 
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Thank you, Sir. The gentleman from Thomaston, 

Representative Piscopo. 

REP. PISCOPO: (76th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, on the 

amendment, climate changes, human activity has very, 

very little- to do with that climate change. 

The Representative from Wallingford brought us on 

a little history lesson of some 11 years or so. 

I just want to go back to maybe a million years, 

but I'll walk you through that very slowly. Over the, 

a lot, there's a lot of influence on climate and 

change. 

A lot of it has to do with our ocean currents. 

There's the North Atlantic Oscillation. There's the 

Pacific Decadal Oscillation. 

There's, I just saw a study where the Pacific 

Decadal Oscillation is showing signs of cooling, so we 

may be heading into a cooling period. 

I don't know how government regulation would, 

would regulate that now, if we go into a cooling, what 

adjustments we make on our economy to adjust the 
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cooling, but that's something that we're just getting 

a handle on, our ocean currents. 

And that's in, they run in cycles. The sun runs 

in cycles. The sun has everything to do with our 

climate. 

It's our number one driver of all our energy. It 

burns hot, it burns cold. It burns in 11-year cycles. 

We're just coming out, as mentioned earlier, of a 

relatively warming cycle. 

We've enjoyed lower costs in the winter to heat 

our homes. We've enjoyed higher crop productions. A 

lot of the countries are doing well. 

Historically, society does better in a, in a 

global warming period. It, it just, that's just the 

way it works. 

The Renaissance was brought on by a global 

warming period. If we were standing here two cycles 

ago in the v70s, we'd be really worried about the 

coming ice age. 

All the major news magazines, Newsweek, Time, had 

these ominous crises of glaciers and cold and we're 
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going to, we're really going to have to adapt and make 

real adjustments on this coming ice age. 

If we were in the Legislature back in the 

mid-'70s, that's exactly probably what we would be 

talking about. 

The sun burns hot and cold. A lot of it's 

measured by the sunspots, which we're just getting a 

handle on. 

Sometimes it, sometimes it would burn, sometimes 

what the sun will enter is what we call a Maunder 

Sunspot Minimum. That's where there are no sunspots. 

That's where we go into a huge period of cooling 

and that is something to fear. 

Recent studies show that the sun may be heading 

into a Maunder Sunspot Minimum. The sun is driven in 

1500-year cycles, so every 1500 years this planet 

enjoys a relatively warming cycle. 

Every 23,000, if we were here 15 years ago, that 

was 1500 years ago, that was during the medieval 

warming period. That was long before 

industrialization and all the cars were on this 

planet. 
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And they were going through a period of warming, 

hotter than today, during the Medieval warming period. 

You can't blame that on mankind. There was very, 

very, there was a lot fewer people there than are here 

now. 

We're going through a medieval warming period in 

the last 1500-year cycle. As the sun turns, spins on 

its axis, it wobbles. That's a 23-year, 23,000-year 

cycle, a wobble in the sun as it spins. 

If we were here 23,000 years ago, we'd be 

standing under a pretty good amount of ice because it 

affects the way the sun hits the earth. 

As, as the earth, you all know from fourth grade 

science, you see the globe, the earth is kind of on an 

axis. It tilts on its axis. 

It goes through an axial-tilt cycle every 41,000 

years. We're half way through that axial-tilt and 

we're starting to go the other way, maybe toward a 

cooling. 

So we go through a 41,000 axial tilt cycle. If 

we were here 41,000 years ago, we would probably be 

under a good mile of ice. 
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Every 100,000 years, the sun goes through an 

elliptical pattern. Its relatively round orbit around 

the sun, it turns into an elliptical pattern, which 

would, which would create a solar radiation 2 0 to 3 0 

percent change. 

Now it's, now we have a solar radiation change of 

three to six percent, 2 0 to 3 0 percent change in solar 

radiation. 

You want to talk about climate change then when 

the sun is at the far end of its elliptic to when it's 

on the near end. Hot, hot summers, cold, cold 

winters. 

That's every 100,000 years. Mankind's been 

around for 2 00, about 2 00,00 0 years. If we were here 

100,00 0 years ago, there'd be very few men, mankind. 

We almost went extinct. There were a few tribes 

in Africa, scattered, and as the glacier receded, they 

spread and reproduced. Thank God. 

We know all this through ice core samples, seabed 

sediments, stalactite analysis, analysis of our 

seabeds, tree rings, ancient tree rings. 
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It was mentioned that glaciers recede and expand. 

Some areas of the world they're receding, some areas 

of the world they're expanding. 

There's trees way up north of where they, there's 

evidence of trees way up north of where they are right 

now in Canada. 

There were two colonies on Greenland, thriving, 

growing grapes and livestock. That was during the 

Medieval-warming period I mentioned earlier. 

There was also a Roman warming period 150 0 years 

before that. So we, so, as I said earlier, the 

climate does change, Mr. Speaker. 

So what is it the Connecticut Legislature seeks 

to do? We're going to try and regulate climate. 

It was mentioned in debate with my friend from 

Plymouth that we are going to regulate every facility, 

that's every commercial establishment, your local 

manufacturers, your grocery stores, whatever 

commercial establishment there are, there is, we're 

going to try and measure their carbon footprint and 

try and regulate that growth. 
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Carbon is, well, carbon is the basic element of 

every living thing, a blade of grass, a leaf, me. If 

I was boiled down right now to nothing, there'd be 

about a six-pound pile of carbon. Well, these days, 

maybe about an eight-pound pile of carbon. 

I know- a lot of you would probably like to see 

that, but, but carbon is a basic element of life and 

when energy is produced, it burns carbon dioxide. 

When I'm talking to you, a lot, a lot of you 

would probably think I'm expelling too much carbon 

dioxide right now, but when energy is produced, it 

burns carbon dioxide and that's just a fact. 

We produce carbon dioxide. Carbon dioxide is 

measured in our energy, producers. 

Those generators that are keeping the lights on 

here, they're producing carbon dioxide. And we can't, 

what we are trying to do is, carbon dioxide equates to 

progress. 

The more energy, the more productive you are, the 

more carbon dioxide you are expelling or burning and 

so we are trying to, in effect, regulate the output of 

carbon dioxide. 
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The President of Czechoslovakia, when the 

European Union all signed on to this Kyoto Treaty, the 

President of the Czechoslovakia got up and said, 

listen. We're just getting on our feet here. 

I don't want to start regulating our carbon 

dioxide, our economic output. This is crazy, so I'm 

not signing on to this Kyoto Treaty, and neither 

should have we. 

We did sign on back in 2 004, what was basically 

the Kyoto Treaty, but we had goals. We were going to 

meet 1990 standards by 2010, ten percent under 1990 

standards by 2020 and 50 percent by 2050. 

We had goals. Now we are debating mandates and 

that is frightening. I'm with the President of the 

Czech Republic. I don't want to, I don't want to 

regulate or progress. 

I don't want to limit our economic growth. We 

compete with the world. This is Connecticut 

ingenuity. 

There will be technologies that will be able to 

measure carbon dioxide output or there will be 
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technologies which will continue to put us with 

cleaner air and cleaner water and pollution controls. 

We got to, we've got to let that happen. We 

always strive for that. This is the land of 

ingenuity. We can do that. 

And we should do that. We should limit our 

outputs of nitrous, of sulfur, of those gases that 

produce acid rain and pollution. 

But carbon dioxide is plant food. The human, 

you've been hoodwinked thinking that carbon dioxide is 

9 a real pollutant here and there's no reason why we 

should be going after it. 

It was mentioned the polar bears. I just want to 

bring up about polar bears. The major biologist in 

Canada says that there are 100 percent more polar 

bears than there were in 1963. 

So I guess in closing, Mr. Speaker, let's not 

regulate our output. Let's not hurt our economy in 

the name of global warming or, worse yet, climate 

change, whatever that means. 

So please, I'm asking all my colleagues, let's 

i vote this thing down. We have goals on the books 
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already. We'll just go with the goals and let's vote 

this thing down and go on. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Thank you, Sir. The gentleman from Bethel, 

Representative Bartlett. Representative Bartlett, are 

you seeking'the floor? 

Representative Bartlett, your light is on. Are 

you seeking the floor? Thank you, Sir. 

Representative Sawyer. 

REP. SAWYER: (55th) 

I am seeking the floor, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

I'm glad you are. Please proceed, Madam. 

REP. SAWYER: (55th) 

Thank you, Sir. Looking at this bill and I think 

very simply you can say a cap is a cap is a cap is a 

cap. I guess I could say it's a cap. 

But no one else seems to want to say that in the 

line of questioning. In Line 74 is the word shall. 

The state shall. Shall. 

And we're talking about greenhouse gases, Mr. 

Speaker. If the state shall do something and someone 
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from the private sector says you haven't done it, it 

opens our state up tremendously to lawsuits. 

Lawsuits perhaps to the like we've not seen 

before. In my legislative career, I've seen us 

struggle through many lawsuits that have cost the 

state a great deal of money. 

Some that have produced some good results, some 

that have produced some very expensive, not-so-good 

results and some that have caused more problems than 

when we started. 

Mr. Speaker, when you look at the plotting of the 

state's temperature, the country's temperature, the 

world's temperature, which they can do as 

Representative Piscopo said from ocean bottom testing, 

from bedrock, you find that 124 to 128,000 years ago, 

before man really had an impact, we had global 

warming. 

Far beyond what we have now and then shortly 

thereafter we had global cooling. 

But in my lifetime, Mr. Speaker, what I remember 

is in the '70s, the early '70s, and we were worried 

about global cooling. 
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I Mr. Speaker, in my former life and in my work in 
! 

oceanography, what I can tell you is one of the 

j biggest impacting factors on heat, on cold, are the 

j oceans. 

And presently right now, Mr. Speaker, I can tell 

you that the Atlantic and the Pacific, of course the 

two largest bodies of water that influence the world 

climate, they' re both at a high peak at the moment. 

Something that is cyclical. And what happens is 

when one of them starts to have a cool off and then 
I . A 

* the other one starts to have a cool off, you will see 

these shifts. 

And at the present time, the next ocean to cool 

off is the Atlantic Ocean. 

So in my lifetime, if I do live as long as my 

father, we will back in the discussion of global 

cooling. 

I think the intent of this bill was to do 

something very positive. I think, Mr. Speaker, the 
! actual impact of this bill is very negative. Thank 

you, Sir. 
1 •) DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

i 
I 

L 
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Thank you, Madam. The gentleman from Kenton, 

Representative Witkos. 

REP. WITKOS: (17 th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and I will be quick. 

There was a comment made earlier as to climate change 

and how it affects insurance rates. 

And we're seeing insurance rates rise sharply, 

but I also wanted to comment on that and refute that, 

ladies and gentlemen, because the Liverpool Daily-

Post, which reports on Lloyd's of London, the largest 

insurer in the world, reported that they had profits 

of $3.8 billion due to a lack of catastrophes in 2007. 

And there is many, many pressures now forcing the 

rates to come down to a more favorable condition as 

the conditions subside across the globe. 

So, I do want to make sure that everybody in the 

Chamber was aware of that fact. Thank you, 

Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

On House Amendment Schedule "A", the gentleman 

from East Granby, Representative Ferrari. 

REP. FERRARI: (62nd) 
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Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I was, I had planned to 

wait a little while longer, but I'm not sure how much 

longer I can wait probably before I freeze over. 

A number of people and others have, 

Representative Widlitz, had mentioned, I think 

everybody's•mentioned global climate change. 

Yes, I agree. I think we all agree that there's 

global climate change, it changes every day. 

In fact, a recent article shows that global 

climate change seems to be slowing wide, showing 

widespread cooling. 

The January 7, '07 to January 8 numbers shows a 

two-third to three-quarter, can't read my own writing, 

Sir. 

Centigrade reduction, which would be enough to 

wipe out in the last year, which would be enough to 

wipe out the warming recorded over the last 100 years. 

Some of the facts and figures that have been 

mentioned by a number of people here today came from a 

book, I think the copyright was in '07. It was 

updated and expanded in '08 and it's by a fellow named 
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Singer and a fellow named Avery, called Unstoppable 

Global Warming, every 1500 years. 

The book is a very informative source of 

information on this topic and anyone with an open mind 

should read the book and I suspect that even the most 

strident global warming advocate, if they are honest 

with themselves, would have to question at least some, 

if not many of their suppositions that are set forth 

by Al Gore and other leading members of this movement. 

Global climate change, as we all know, happens. 

Glaciers melt, droughts happen, floods happen. 

Tornados and hurricanes also happen. 

Anyone who lives in New England knows that you 

only have to wait a minute and the weather will 

change. 

It's more than a joke. If you remember last 

week, it was in the 80's. The week before that, it 

was in the 40's and 50's, and probably the rest of 

this week it will be in the 40's and 50's. 

Well, maybe not long-term changes, but clearly 

changes, changes that we could not anticipate. 
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There are many factors that these things occur, 

literally thousands of these things can occur and even 

a small variation can change the outcome. 

And I think Representative Piscopo mentioned the 

critical reports in the '70s. 

In the-'70s, the National Academy of Sciences' 

experts said, represented that there was a possibility 

that a serious worldwide cooling could befall the 

earth within the next 100 years. 

Serious. Cooling. You may know that the UN's 

intergovernmental panel on climate change said that 

they found a human fingerprint in the current global 

warming. 

Did you also know that the statement was inserted 

into the IPCC's 1995 climate change report for 

political reasons, not for scientific reasons? 

And then when the science volume came out, they 

made that prediction before the science volume came 

out. 

Then the science volume came out and was edited 

to take out five different statements specifically 

saying that no such human fingerprint had been found. 
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And why did they do that? I would hazard a guess 

that they did it because it didn't jive with their 

already predisposed notion that humans are causing 

global warming. 

Call me cynical, but I have seen it happen 

before. Statements made to agree with a predetermined 

result. Happens all the time. 

This bill seeks to standard, establish some 

standards that the state should reduce the level of 

emissions of greenhouse gases. 

No choice here by 2 02 0 to a level of ten percent 

below the level emitted in 1990 and by 2050, to a 

level at least 80 percent below the level emitted in 

2001. 

Representative Sawyer, I think, emphasized the 

word shall, and I think that's a very important word. 

Even if we don't put funds in or anything else, 

somebody's going to come in and sue us. 

I'm no lawyer, but I'd get one if I were an 

environmental group or somebody who wants these 

standards met, regardless of any logical reason for 

it, I would do that. 
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What happens, well, we know. We're going to get 

sued. Section 1 of the bill defines greenhouse gases 

and we leave that up to the Commissioner of DEP to 

determine, with consultations with all kinds of groups 

and all kinds of acronyms and so on. 

What she may reasonably anticipate will cause or 

contribute to climate change, including, among other 

things, carbon dioxide. 

Of course, that's what we exhale. So we may be 

leaving it open for the government to determine how 

much air we can exhale. 

We can breathe all we want in, but we just can't, 

we've got to let it out in little bursts. That would 

be a lot of trouble for politicians, wouldn't it? 

I don't think I'm going to convince too many 

people here today that global warming may be the 

biggest scam since Ponzi and that our own P.T. Barnum, 

who said there's a sucker born every minute, would 

have been proud and maybe he was a little bit 

conservative about that. 

Anyone who disagrees with the concept is now 

considered by Al Gore and others a pinhead, if you 
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don't agree with it, you must be absolutely mistaken, 

or even worse, you're some kind of evil human being. 

Cap and trade is not going to reduce emissions, 

it simply changes where they're coming from, or 

penalizes those who create lower energy costs from 

things like coal. 

Cap and trade are likely to cause increases in 

the prices of electricity, among other things. 

Who benefits from this frenzy? Certainly many 

now who are going to make a lot of money on carbon, or 

Wall Street. Those are the folks that are riding this 

horse for all they're worth. 

I was looking on the Internet the other day to 

find out about carbon trading and I came across, 

actually it was the very thing, the first thing that 

picked up. 

Carbon trading, the world's next biggest market, 

and the New York Times had run articles and so on and 

so forth, and currently valued at $30 billion, the 

carbon trading market is likely to be over a trillion 

as the price of carbon becomes more and more valuable. 
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It's because huge profits that stand to be made. 

Now, who else? Perhaps there are some elite groups 

who want to use this to reduce our freedoms? 

After all, if the government can tell us what to 

do, how much carbon to use, they can pretty much run 

our lives. We all know that's getting more and more 

dangerous, or at least some of us do. 

There are also those that feed at the trough of 

government grants to fund their research projects. 

Consider that the U.S. government is spending 

$2 billion a year on global warming-inspired science 

grants. That amount probably unheard of a few years 

ago. 

So who else? Special interest groups like 

Environmental or Save the Seals or puppies or polar 

bears or other groups that are going to get this great 

fundraising tool. 

Who wants to see polar bears extinct? Even 

though, as Mister, Representative Piscopo mentioned, 

there are more here now than in the past. 

So what happens if we're wrong? We clearly put 

ourselves, our businesses at a severe disadvantage to 
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our competitors in the states, in the country, in the 

world, countries that aren't going to adhere to 

outside influences or standards, who are going to do 

what they please. 

We will have established new sets of 

bureaucracies, and we all know how easy it is to get 

rid of them. We will have in place mandatory caps, 

and you could have the government determine when could 

we drive our cars? 

Oh, maybe not over the weekend. We can drive 

them to work and home, but we can't do it over the 

weekend. 

When we can turn our lights on, restrict power so 

we can meet those emission limits. 

Who else? Lower-income folks, who will have to 

pay for the higher electricity costs and fuel costs 

because those carbon dollars are not going, they're 

not being made out of thin air. 

They're going to be getting those from the people 

that have to pay the bills. Those living closer to 

the economic edge because they're going to have to pay 

more for food and other staples. 
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Employers who might be required to eliminate 

employees because they are forced to buy credits 

because their emissions are too high, businesses could 

close or move to other friendly states, or again, in 

other countries that won't have to meet those 

standards. • 

Ladies and gentlemen, America has been prosperous 

because of individual Americans and their hard work 

ethics, ethnic. These efforts have made this country 

what it is today, not the government. 

Changes such as the ones being proposed will 

diminish this. If we don't have problems, if we have 

problems with available fossil fuels, then we ought to 

use the ingenuity and inventiveness of the American 

person and American people to allow changes to be 

found and innovations to be made. 

If we believe global climate change is something 

we need to prepare for, we should be using our 

resources to adapt. 

Adapt to the change and not spending our 

resources to attempt to change it. We should not be 
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so arrogant to think that we can author global 

climate. 

We have to admit it, folks, but we reside on this 

earth and it will do what it pleases, with or without 

us. 

Perhaps we can even put into this bill or 

consider building more nuclear power plants all over 

the country, which would reduce emissions 

significantly. 

And the founder of Greenpeace now even backs 

nuclear energy. A couple of volcano eruptions or an 

earthquake will do more global warming trend, or even 

consider the sun and the sunspot cycle as a larger 

cause of global warming and we certainly can't change 

that. 

And I appreciate the time that you've given me 

this afternoon and thank you very much, Sir. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Thank you, Sir. One small correction, 

Representative Ferrari, it was not P. T. Barnum, it 

was W. C. Fields. P. T. Barnum is a respected member 
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of the Connecticut political scene and Mr. Fields is 

not. 

Thank you, Sir. I just wanted to get that 

straightened out. 

The question is on the adoption of House 

Amendment Schedule "A". Are you ready for the 

question? 

If so, staff and guests please come to the Well 

of the House. Members take your seats. The machine 

will be opened. 

CLERK: 

The House of Representatives is voting by Ro1. 

.Call. Members to the Chamber. The House is voting 

House Amendment Schedule "A" by Roll Call. Members to 

the Chamber, please. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Have all the Members voted? Have all the Members 

voted? If so, the machine will be locked. The Clerk 

will take a tally. And the Clerk will announce the 

tally. 

CLERK: 
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On House Amendment Schedule "A" for House Bill 

Number 5600. 

Total Number Voting 147 

Necessary for Adoption 74 

Those voting Yea 13 4 

Those voting Nay 13 

Those absent and not voting 4 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

The amendment is passed. The Distinguished 

Deputy Republican Leader, Representative Bill Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. In, in developing or 

reviewing the questions that I had of the bill, I 

neglected to ask a question about probably the central 

crux of this bill now as amended. 

And that is in Lines 74 through 7 8 of the 

original Bill. So, through you, Mr. Speaker, to the 

proponent, in these lines we are commitment the state 

to reduce the level of emissions of greenhouse gases. 

And we're doing it in two steps. We're doing it 

in step one of setting a deadline of January 1, 2010--

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 
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Excuse me, Representative Hamzy. Getting a 

little over-chatty in here. Please take your 

conversations outside. 

I could not hear Representative Hamzy's question. 

So, thank you. Representative Hamzy, sorry. Please 

proceed, Sir. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. As I was saying, we're 

committing ourselves in two steps, setting a first 

deadline of January 1, 2 020, to be ten percent below 

the level that was emitted in 1990. 

And then as a second step, setting a deadline of 

January, 2050 to be at a level of 85 percent, I'm 

sorry, 80 percent below the level emitted in 2001. 

And it raises the question, at least in my mind, 

is what does that mean? Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz, do you care to respond? 

REP. WIDLITZ: (98th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Through you to the 

proponent of the question. 
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I think it's very clear what it means. There are 

two targets. The first one is January 1st of the year 

2020 . 

The second one is based on the level emitted in 

2001. By the time we have the report of the baseline, 

we will have more current numbers, so those numbers, 

that second target will be based on, on those numbers, 

the more recent numbers. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

And through you, Mr. Speaker. As I understand 

it, right now we do not know what the 1990 levels are. 

Is that accurate? Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz. Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (9 8th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. We have a general 

estimate of what they are, but when we get those more 

solid numbers from whoever we contract with, probably 
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NESCAUM, let's not go back there, we will have, we 

will have a better handle on what that number is. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY:- (7 8th) 

And through you, Mr. Speaker. How were these 

levels chosen? Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (98th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. They were chosen 

through the goals of the Governor's Committee. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

And through you, Mr. Speaker. Essentially when 

the, when the, when this process is followed through, 

we will have roughly eight years as I calculate it to 

reduce the level of emissions to ten percent below 

1990 levels. 
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As I understand it in the bill, we're going to 

establish the baseline by the end of 2009, the 

Governor's, sorry, forgot the name. 

The Governor's Steering Committee will make 

suggestions and recommendations of policies that can 

be implemented to the Commissioner of DEP. 

The Commissioner of DEP by January of 2012 will 

make, will pass on her, his or her recommendations to 

the General Assembly, which the Legislature will then 

consider, which will actually leave us less than eight 

years by the time the General Assembly goes through 

its session to achieve this goal. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. Is that timeframe 

relatively accurate? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz. Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (98th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Through you, 

Mr. Speaker. Yes, I would say that's relatively 

accurate. 

But also remember that the Governor's Steering 

Committee has also put out a recommendation, a climate 
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action plan, climate change action plan of some 80 

recommendations, so it's not like we're standing still 

right now to get to there. 

We have achieved some efficiencies, and we are 

making some progress already with those 

recommendations, such as encouraging the use of energy 

star appliances and that, encouraging mass transit, 

that type of thing. 

So it's not like we're starting from base zero 

right now. We already have a climate action plan that 

the Governor's Committee has put forward and is moving 

forward. Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

But as I understand it, the reason why we are 

debating this bill is because the goals were not on 

target to meet any of the goals that, that we adopted 

in 2004. 

And it's my understanding that we have not only 

met, not met those goals, but emissions have actually 

increased since 2004. 
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And so, again, what I am worried about, and I'm 

wondering about, is we are potentially, well, we're 

doing two things in my mind with this bill. 

We are creating a standard that cannot be met. 

There are a lot of recommendations that have been made 

about conserving energy. 

In fact, in my, in my reading about this issue, I 

went to a website called About.com, which I had never 

been familiar with. 

And it says the top things you can do to reduce 

J global warming and there is not one thing on this list 

that I disagree with. 

Number one, reduce, re-use, recycle. Number two, 

use less heat and air conditioning. Number three, 

change a light bulb. 

Number four, drive less and drive smart. Number 

five, buy energy efficient products. Number six, use 

less hot water. 

Number seven, use the off switch. Number eight, 

plant a tree. Number nine, get a report card from 

your utility company and number ten, encourage others 

) to conserve. 
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There's not one thing in this list that I 

disagree with and actually there's not one thing on 

this list that I don't practice already. 

But through you, Mr. Speaker, to, to the 

proponent, if we did everything, if everyone did 

everything that was in this list, would that get us to 

the goal that we are now mandating ourselves to reach? 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (9 8th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. NESCAUM will help us 

figure that out because we will, from the result of 

that study, have a baseline and we will have 

proportions of, we will know where the greenhouse 

gases are predominately coming from. 

And we will have that baseline report and then we 

will be in a better position to focus on the areas 

that are most easily, first of all, obtainable. 

The targets we can most easily obtain greenhouse 

gas reductions and move on from there. 
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So it's really not possible for me to give you a 

definite answer to your question until we have that 

information. Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: • (7 8th) 

But, through you, Mr. Speaker, to the proponent. 

As I understand it, this is not a new issue. We've 

been dealing with this issue for, I don't know, about 

2 0 years or so, I would think. 

And so I would think that there has been an 

enormous amount of research done where we can 

determine that most of the emissions come from two 

sources, transportation and energy production, 

specifically, energy production using fossil fuels. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. Is that accurate or is 

that inaccurate? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (98th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. Those are two of the 

highest producers of greenhouse gas emissions, the 
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transportation sector and the generation of 

electricity. 

However, there has been a decrease from the power 

plants because of changing to cleaning fuels, better 

technology and, again, when we show a commitment to 

achieve these targets, we encourage then investment in 

cleaner technology and fuel cells and all kinds of 

economic ventures to improve our ability to reduce 

those emissions and that all works together in going 

forward. 

$ The transportation sector, we have seen an 

increase in the emissions and that's something that 

the DOT is working on to try to help us relieve 

congestion on our highways and, and look into. 

We've bought all of those new cars for Metro 

North and Shoreline East and encouraged, actually 

we've done a totally turnaround in, in our approach to 

transportation from several years ago when Governor 

Rowland proposed doing away with the commuter line on 

the shoreline, Shoreline East. 

We have recognized, and with the DOT at the 

t| ') forefront, that we need to look at that sector, and we 

kkc 
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are, and they are. And as we go forward, all of these 

things will come into play together. 

So it's hard to pick on one particular piece. 

It's an overall approach to a target that we are 

trying to achieve. Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And I appreciate the, 

the responses given by the proponent. However, by 

adoption of this bill as amended, or passage of this 

bill as amended, we are establishing a strict deadline 

which we have been unable to, unable to meet with the 

adoption of the previous public act. 

In fact, emissions have increased since adoption 

of the previous, previous public act and I have 

serious reservations about the state opening itself up 

to a lawsuit when, in fact, these goals are not met. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Thank you, Sir. The gentleman from Stratford, 

Representative Miller. 
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REP. MILLER: (122nd) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I rise with some 

comments about the bill as amended. The State of 

Connecticut is the third smallest state in the nation, 

heavily populated and we're the gateway to New 

England. 

On the Moses-Wheeler Bridge in Stratford, there's 

125,000 cars a day. Not cars, but vehicles a day. 

That's a lot of traffic. 

I don't know what's on 84, Route 8, 91, but we 

have a tremendous amount of traffic in the State of 

Connecticut. 

Do you think this bill is going to make any 

impact on our environment? I doubt it. We just 

happen to live in an area between Boston, 

Massachusetts and New York and there's an awful lot of 

people, awful lot of traffic, awful lot of cars and an 

awful lot of pollution. 

We have, in the past, submitted legislation that 

would reduce our carbon footprint. Twelve years ago, 

we submitted a bill on bio-diesel. That's 12 years 

ago and nothing's really happened since. 
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The rest of the country is using it. Europe is 

so far ahead of us it's not funny and here we are, 

dilly-dallying with bio-diesel, not implementing it. 

We could reduce our greenhouse gases by starting 

to use this in our transit buses, in our trucks for 

the State of Connecticut and just about anything that 

has a diesel engine. 

We ought to be using this stuff and we're not. 

In Europe, 50 percent of their rolling stock are 

diesels, cars, light vans, some trucks, and they 

average without any problems, 40 miles to a gallon. 

They're using clean, diesel technology and clean 

diesel oil, which is low sulfur. And more recently, 

if you watch television, you'll see some ads from 

Volkswagen who are now promoting clean diesel 

technology here in the United States. 

Again, they get 40 miles to the gallon. We're 

getting about 2 5 to 3 5 with hybrids and everything 

else and we're not coming close to what they get and 

they're going to increase the number of diesel 

vehicles they have. 
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They want to bring that percentage over 50, maybe 

to 60 or 70 percent, because it's 20 to 40 percent 

more efficient than gasoline. 

It's about 25 percent less polluting and reduces 

greenhouse gases and that's what we're here today 

talking about, our carbon footprint. 

Some people brought up the fact that we're having 

trouble with the flooding, things of that nature. 

Well, in 1980 the State of Connecticut lost about 

7 0 percent of their wetlands. I don't know how that 

happened. 

We're a state with a lot of environmental groups, 

strong environmental community, and yet we lost 7 0 

percent of our wetlands, and then they wonder why we 

have flooding. 

We've lost a lot of our coastal wetlands and that 

also has a, had a devastating effect on our state, 

there are a dozen communities on the shore, from 

Norwalk all the way to West Haven, everything in 

between, there are problems. 

And yet we have two bills in the Environment 

Committee, one to deal with rivers, one to deal with 
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wetlands, and I don't think they're going to go 

anyplace because there's a strong lobby outside this 

room and special interests inside this room, so I 

don't think those bills are going to pass, yet they 

should pass because it will have an impact on our 

state. 

And if we don't start protecting our wetlands and 

doing things, our water pollution control plants, 

Stratford just got a $60 million grant and loan to 

upgrade their plant. 

And a lot of that water is coming from the sewer 

lines because the wetlands have been covered over, 

encroached upon, so people who have flooded basements 

now pump water via sump pump into the sewer system. 

And you can get as much as 1500 gallons an hour, 

Mr. Speaker. In a 24-hour period, Mr. Speaker, you 

can get 3 6,00 0 gallons. That's about four, five, six 

swimming pools and that goes into our water pollution 

control plants because we're not protecting wetlands. 

We're not doing the things we ought to be doing. 

The electric companies, they're at about a 30 percent 

efficiency. 



kkc 

003377 

183 

House of Representatives April 28, 2008 

Just the other day I was at Pratt-Whitney out in 

Middletown. They had a chip combined heat and power 

unit they just put in with a little loan from the 

DPUC. 

Their efficiency for that unit is 80 percent and 

they can go- off the grid for maybe three-quarters of 

their whole facility and run off that unit. 

Again, your power companies, you're getting 3 0 

percent. You're pushing power from one end of the 

state to the other. 

I've been a big proponent of putting in DG, 

on-site generation. It's less polluting, more 

efficient and, certainly, if we have any kind of a 

storm, if you've got your own power system, you don't 

have to worry about fallen wires 25 miles away that 

cut off your power. 

I'm not sure that this bill as amended is going 

to really do a whole lot except cost our ratepayers a 

ton of money. 

We have 3.5 million people in the state and we 

have over three million vehicles registered, cars, 

boats, planes, you name it. 
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We have a high percentage of vehicles running 

around our own state polluting. We have boats in the 

water that are using gasoline and they are, let me 

tell you, they're not very efficient. 

We have these skid-dos running around, burning up 

all kinds•of gasoline, polluting not only our 

atmosphere, but the Long Island Sound area and our 

lakes. 

I don't know what we're going to do. We're going 

to make people spend a lot of people and the biggest 

polluters in the state, we're not really helping them 

or encouraging them to reduce, or rather to put in 

brand new equipment so they can increase the 

efficiency of those power plants. 

I know there's a lot of people who are concerned 

about mercury and things of that sort. If we get new 

equipment in, we could reduce all those smokestack 

gases. 

And somebody brought up the fact that we have 

nuclear power. We should have more. 
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And if we can get a couple of more units in 

Connecticut, we don't have to worry about any 

pollution coming from them. 

They're safe. They do the trick. France, I 

guess, gets about 85 percent of all their electricity 

from nuclear power. 

Again, not, nonpolluting, and that would save a 

lot of our, our problems here in the state with, with 

our health. 

Connecticut has the high, one of the highest 

asthma ratings in the country. 

We have a lot of cancer, a lot of heart disease, 

COPD, and it's no wonder with all the traffic that 

we're subjected to coming through the State of 

Connecticut and whatever the winds bring over from 

adjoining states through our state. 

This is all being, affecting our health. I just 

again question what this bill is going to do. 

I just don't want to see our taxpayers, we have 

enough problems trying to pay our electric bills, our 

water bills, our gasoline bills, our heating bills, 
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our, just about everything we do in the state here is 

costing a ton of money. 

And now we're going to subject citizens to 

additional costs because we think we can do something 

with global warming, which may or may not be happening 

in the State of Connecticut. 

There are things happening all over the world. I 

don't know what's happening here directly in the State 

of Connecticut, and if I could, Mr. Speaker, through 

you, Mr. Speaker, ask the proponent a question. 

Representative Widlitz, if I can. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Please proceed, Sir. 

REP. MILLER: (122nd) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Representative Widlitz, 

can you tell me, today, what effect global change has 

had on the State of Connecticut? 

Whether it's increased our rise in Long Island 

Sound, increased the amount of water in Long Island 

Sound, in any other areas? Through you, if you would, 

please. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 
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Representative Widlitz, do you care to respond. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (9 8th) 

Sure, Mr. Speaker. Thank you. We have evidence 

that due to the warming of Long Island Sound that that 

may have contributed dramatically to the, the 

inability of the lobster population to fight off some 

of the parasites that, that have attacked that 

industry. 

The lobsters need cold water. They're moving, 

they're moving out. The ones that are here are, have 

their immunity compromised by warmer temperatures. 

That may or may not be directly related to global 

warming. I can't give you solid evidence that it is, 

but I suspect that it may be a contributor. 

We are seeing, as Representative Mushinsky 

referred to earlier, we are seeing mosquito-borne 

diseases that we haven't seen being that prolific in 

our area, eastern equine encephalitis, the West Nile 

Virus. Those are all signs. 

We also have, we have a, I've seen, I wish I 

could remember exactly what the report was, but I've 

seen a report recently that showed that the sea level 
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rising on the coast of Connecticut is up to about 

one-tenth of an inch a year currently. 

And I have seen a model, a projection, that by 

2020 if things go at the same rate as they are 

progressing now, it could be as much as five inches. 

You know, I can't, I can't stand here and say to 

you that is a direct cause of global warming, but we 

are seeing climate change. 

It's evident and we have an obligation to deal 

with that to the best of our ability, whatever that 

is . 

And I, I sincerely hope that this is a step in 

the right direction. I believe it is or I wouldn't 

have been standing here for four hours talking about 

it. 

So, you know, that, that's really the best 

information I can give you. 

I sincerely believe that this is something that 

we need to do for the benefit of our constituents and 

future generations. Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Miller. 
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REP. MILLER: (122nd) 

Thank you. I want to thank the Lady for her 

answers. 

As far as the lobsters go, I know I brought this 

up in the Environment Committee. Long Island has been 

using a heavy dose of malathion, I guess it's a 

pesticide that is very, very dangerous. 

I know it's been outlawed here in the State of 

Connecticut, as well as the State of Vermont, and from 

what I understand, they're still using it over there 

and I guess their DEP doesn't have a good control over 

it. 

So that's one reason, part of the reason why 

we're losing the lobsters. The mosquito business, I 

recently read an article, we've got a new mosquito in 

the state. It's called the tiger mosquito. 

That's not the proper for it, but it looks, it 

has legs like a tiger and it came in from Japan of all 

places in a bunch of tires that were being sold in 

this country. 

So we're getting a lot of stuff. The world is 

getting smaller every day and we're getting invasive 
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plants have come here. We're getting fish that come 

here from other parts of the world, mosquitoes, you 

name it, so a lot of things are happening. 

But it's our own fault. Maybe we're not careful 

enough when the stuff is coming in via the planes and 

freighters. -

I just, again, want to caution the Assembly that 

we ought to be careful what we do. Our citizens are 

at the point of, they're dipping into their savings to 

pay bills. 

And here we are going to now incur an awful lot 

of expenses putting on additional help, as God knows 

DEP is understaffed these days, and for everything 

we're going to want to have done, they're going to 

have to hire a lot of people and, you know, at some 

pretty decent salaries and benefits, so I just feel 

that we, that this is a well-intentioned Bill. 

I know there's something happened in our world. 

The climate is changing to some degree, but I don't 

want to get off on the wrong foot and say that we have 

to do this yesterday when there's plenty of time to 
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deal with this, but we should be using a little common 

sense. 

For instance, in Washington, our counterparts in 

Washington, they're spending $2 billion subsidizing 

big agricultural conglomerates to plant corn. 

Ethanol is one-third less efficient than 

gasoline. It's not as clean as they say it is for the 

environment and look out if you have a major fire 

because you're going to have to have some special 

chemicals to deal with that stuff. 

And lastly, we ought to be putting up more 

refineries. It's funny how 13 0 ethanol refineries got 

built and we can't build one new gasoline refinery. 

On that note, Mr. Speaker, I thank you for your 

indulgence. I thank the lady for her answers and I'll 

say good night. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Good night. Thank you, Representative Miller. 

Representative Piscopo. 

REP. PISCOPO: (7 6th) 



003386 

kkc 192 

House of Representatives April 28, 2008 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, the Clerk 

has an Amendment, LCO Number 4864. Will the Clerk 

please call and I be allowed to summarize? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

The Clerk is in possession of LCO Number 4864, 

which will be designated as House Amendment Schedule 

"B". Would the Clerk please call. 

CLERK: 

LCO Number 4864, House "B.", offered by 

Representative Hamzy, et al. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

The gentleman has asked leave of the Chamber to 

summarize. Is there any objection? Hearing none, 

please proceed, Representative Piscopo. 

REP. PISCOPO: (76th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, it was 

mentioned by my friend from Plymouth that there is a 

lot of common ground here and I think, and this 

amendment seeks to find that common ground and I move 

adoption. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 
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The question is on adoption. Will you remark, 

Sir? 

REP. PISCOPO: (7 6th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, we're all 

for a cleaner environment, alternative fuels, 

conservation and in the beginning of this Session 

there were a number of bills dealing with, well, in 

the name of climate change which I object to, but 

there were a lot of good bills dealing with what I 

would label common ground. 

9 And just looking through some of those bills that 

were introduced to the Environment Committee or to the 

Energy Committee, one kind of struck me as being a 

pretty good bill. 

I'm not even really sure who the original author 

of the language was, but I kind of took any reference 

to climate change and global warming out of the bill 

and I'm introducing that, I hope in a good faith 

attempt, to this Body. 

What it does, is it takes our energy 

conservation, it creates an energy conservation action 

plan. 
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It provides for alternative fuel research. It, 

it expands our, our purchase and installation of, 

installation of alternative energy devices, energy 

conservation materials, replacement furnaces, boilers. 

It helps those that may not be able to afford 

these cost-saving devices and energy-saving devices on 

our house. It accesses the energy conservation loan 

fund so the fiscal note would be less. 

It provides for solar rebates for those that want 

to go solar and create photovoltaic cells and there's 

a rebate program. 

It, it has a furnace rebate for those that have 

old furnaces who want to upgrade to a more efficient 

burning furnace and it creates the green collar jobs 

that was mentioned at the beginning of the Session, I 

believe during the State of the State Address. 

It has a provision in there to create green 

collar jobs. And I think those, that's some area of 

common ground we can all agree on. 

My friend from Plymouth mentioned ten items you 

can do to reduce global warming. I do nine out of ten 

of them. I still have to plant a couple trees, maybe 
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on May 8th, but I do nine out of ten of those and then 

more. 

I, I love the Governor's one day, one thing every 

day to save energy. That's a great program. 

We can all work together. We're all pro-

environment so we could all work together toward that 

end. 

And, Mr. Speaker, you know, I just want to put 

that up in a good faith attempt and when the vote be 

taken, I request a Roll Call.. 

' ̂  DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

The question is on a Roll Call Vote. All those 

in favor signify by saying Aye. 

REPRESENTATIVES: 

Aye. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

When the vote is taken, it will be taken by Roll 

,Call. Thank you, Sir. Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (9 8th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. As a matter of fact, 

this is the Governor's bill that had a public hearing 

, •) before the Energy and Technology Committee and 
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actually last week I reached out to the Governor's 

Office to see if they would be interested in including 

parts of this in the bill that, the amendment that we 

just passed. 

I continue to support the pieces of this 

amendment that are certainly very valid and have 

widespread support. When it comes down from the 

Senate, I'd be happy to do that. 

However, this is a strike-all amendment, which 

completely strips out what we've just voted to approve 

so I would encourage my colleagues to vote no. Thank 

you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Thank you, Sir. The distinguished Chairman of 

the Energy and Technology Committee, Representative 

Fontana. 

REP. FONTANA: (87 th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I, too, rise to 

respectfully oppose the amendment. 

As Representative Widlitz indicated, it is a 

strike-all amendment and having sat through the public 

hearing on this bill, I can tell you that it is in no 
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way superior to the language which Representative 

Widlitz previously offered in Amendment "A". 

Furthermore, Mr. Speaker, although it was offered 

in good faith by the Governor, or those who submitted 

it on her behalf, the proposals contained in this 

language are, what I would consider, a motley 

assortment of good proposals, bad proposals and simply 

unfinished proposals. 

Certainly, Sections 1 and 2 accomplish worthwhile 

objectives, but Sections 3, 4, 5 and 6, and arguably 

8, do not. 

So, to the extent the proponent of the amendment 

would care to work with Representative Widlitz and 

myself to try to develop a set of proposals we could 

all support, I would welcome that opportunity, but in 

the meantime, Mr. Speaker, I would urge rejection. 

Thank you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Thank you, Sir. Will you remark further on House 

Amendment Schedule "B"? Will you remark further? 
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If not, staff and guests please come to the Well 

of the House. Members, take your seats. The machine 

will be opened. 

CLERK: 

The House of Representatives is voting_by Roll 

Call̂ . Members to the Chamber. The House is voting 

House Amendment Schedule "B" by Roll Call. Members to 

the Chamber. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Have all the Members voted? Have all the Members 

voted? If so, the machine will be locked. The Clerk 

will take a tally and the Clerk will announce the 

tally. 

CLERK: 

House Amendment Schedule "B" for House Bill 

Number 5 600. 

Total Number Voting 147 

Necessary for Adoption 74 

Those voting Yea 44 

Those voting Nay 103 

Those absent and not voting 4 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 
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.The amendment is defeated. Will you remark 

further on the bill as amended? Will you remark 

further on the bill as amended? 

Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, the Clerk 

has an Amendment, LCO Number 5091. 

May he call it and I be allowed to summarize. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

The Clerk is in possession of LCO Number 5091, 

which will be designated House Amendment Schedule "C". 

Would the Clerk please call. 

CLERK: 

House "C", offered by 

Representative Hamzy, et al. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

The gentleman asks leave of the Chamber to 

summarize. Is there objection? Hearing none, please 

proceed, Sir. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. This is a relatively 

simple amendment. 
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I do want to stress that it is an add-on. It 

does not strike the underlying bill as amended. It 

changes one section, or makes changes to one section 

in Section 4. 

Any of the money that's realized through the 

auction of carbon emissions would be used to lower 

energy costs for the ratepayers of this state, 95 

percent of the proceeds will be used for that purpose. 

Five percent of the proceeds would be used to 

fund Operation Fuel, and I move adoption. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Will you remark further, Sir? 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

Yes, thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, there 

is going to be a lot of money that's going to be 

realized through this cap in trade program that the 

State of Connecticut is going to be participating in 

beginning in September. 

None of that money that's going to be realized is 

going to be used to reduce the bills that the 

ratepayers of this state pay for electricity. 
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Right now, according to one study, we have the 

third highest electricity rates in the country. 

We are all cognizant of the fact that we cannot 

fund Operation Fuel to the level that we would like to 

fund it and I believe that adopting this amendment 

will help to accomplish both of those goals and I 

would urge adoption. 

Mr. Speaker, I apologize. I'd askthat when the 

vote be called, it be called, it be voted on by Roll 

Call. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

The question is on Roll Call Vote. All those in 

favor signify by saying Aye. 

REPRESENTATIVES: 

Aye. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

When the vote is taken, it wil1 be taken by Roll 

Call.. Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (98th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I rise to oppose the 

amendment. 
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What this amendment effectively does is take, is 

take all the money from the auctions of the credits 

under the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative and takes 

it away from investment in new technology. 

We would all like to give immediate relief to 

electric ratepayers, ourselves included. That's for 

sure, but this is shortsighted because it diverts the 

money into rate relief and avoids the long-term 

solution, which is to invest money in new technology, 

into renewable energy resources and therefore is very 

shortsighted. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I'll just say that I 

encourage my colleagues to reject the amendment. 

Thank you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Thank you, Madam. Representative Fontana. 

REP. FONTANA: (87 th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I, too, rise to 

respectfully oppose the amendment. 

As best I can tell, Mr. Speaker, the language in 

this amendment is substantially similar to Senate Bill 
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Number 588, which the Energy Committee heard this 

year. 

It's important for the Chamber to note that 

Senate Bill Number 588 did not get reported favorably 

out of the Energy and Technology Committee for some of 

the reasons that Representative Widlitz identified. 

For those reasons, I would respectfully oppose 

the amendment and urge rejection. Thank you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Thank you, Sir. The gentlewoman from Plainville, 

Representative Boukus. Representative Boukus, are you 

seeking the floor? 

Representative Boukus, you have your light on. 

REP. BOUKUS: (22nd) 

Well, thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

And now you have it off. Thank you, Madam. 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS: (68th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and good afternoon. I 

rise to urge Members of this Chamber to support the 

amendment for a variety of reasons, not the least of 
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which is that Connecticut is already seen as a leader 

in investing in renewable technologies. 

We have passed out of the Energy Committee and 

into law Project 150, which is a goal of having 150 

megawatts of renewable power on line. 

One of' the first power plants is actually being 

built in my District, it's a woodchip burning power 

plant called Tamarack Energy. 

We are already investing heavily in solar and 

other types of clean technologies. The State of 

Connecticut is seen as a leader in this regard. 

But furthermore, Mr. Speaker and Members of the 

Chamber, the diversion of five percent of these funds 

into Operation Fuel is something that is sorely needed 

by the ratepayers of Connecticut who are struggling 

with high electricity rates. 

We have the opportunity today to say we're going 

to divert these funds into Operation Fuel to help 

those who need it the most, the low-income ratepayers, 

those who have the least ability to pay. 

In fact today, I happened to open my mail from a 

few days ago, actually, and we got a letter from Pat 
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Rice from Operation Fuel dated April 22nd requesting an 

additional $1.75 million for Operation Fuel to 

continue throughout the rest of the year for 

ratepayers and consumers who are hurting. 

She shared with us a story on Friday, April 19th. 

She got a call from an elderly man who lived in 

Norwich, I believe, and he was putting a mattress next 

to his, his stove to use for heating his own home. 

Ladies and gentlemen, we have the opportunity to, 

to make a statement here today and divert funds into 

Operation Fuel to help those who need it the most. 

I would sincerely urge adoption of the amendment 

for that reason and because Connecticut needs to 

continue her renewable investments. 

We're already doing that. Ratepayers are going 

to need serious relief. You know, Representative 

Nardello, Representative Fontana and others on the 

Energy Committee, we've been working on rate relief 

for a number of years and our rates are still the 

highest in the country. 

We need to do something. This will do, this 

accomplishes the goal. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
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DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Thank you, Sir. Representative Hetherington. 

REP. HETHERINGTON: (12 5 th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I strongly urge my 

colleagues to adopt this amendment. 

There is no lack of incentive in Connecticut for 

investment in alternative energy systems and I believe 

we will have no trouble continuing to attract capital 

with the incentives we have for alternative energies. 

But there is not one dime, not one dime in this 

J bill to relieve the high costs of energy that people 

are facing right now and will next winter. 

And at least this takes some of the legitimate 

earnings, if you will, from the implementation of 

this, this legislation and turns it into giving some 

short-term relief to the consumers, the energy 

consumers of this state. 

There is nothing else in this legislation that 

does anything for consumers in anywhere near term, and 

as to long term, is purely speculative. 
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But this, this does something for the people of 

our state now and I would urge adoption. Thank you, 

Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Thank you, Sir. The gentleman from Danielson, 

Representative Caron. 

REP. CARON: (44th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, I, too, 

would rise in support of the amendment. 

Mr. Speaker, over the years, the past six or 

eight years or so, we have asked the residents of the 

State of Connecticut and the ratepayers especially, to 

get behind good, green power, renewable power, cleaner 

public policy, reduction in energy use, more 

conservation, but they came a cost. 

And consequently, Connecticut has one of the 

highest rates in the country and not only that, it's 

exceptionally volatile. 

What this amendment does, is for a change rewards 

the ratepayers of Connecticut for some of their 

renewable and clean conservation-minded policies that 
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we've enacted and gives them something for their 

money. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a good Amendment and it 

ought to pass. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Thank you, Sir. The distinguished Vice Chair of 

the Energy and Technology Committee, Representative 

Nardello. 

REP. NARDELLO: (89 th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Through you, a question 

to the proponent of the amendment. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Please proceed, Madam. 

REP. NARDELLO: (89 th) 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask if the proponent 

of the amendment has a figure to determine in Lines 16 

through 21, what the amount of said monies would be 

from those, from that section, that would be returned 

to ratepayers? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hamzy, do you care to respond? 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 
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Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I apologize. I did not 

hear the question. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Nardello, could you please repeat 

the question, and just a moment. 

We have a little question-and-answer going back 

and the two people involved are having a little 

trouble hearing each other. 

So, again, if you'd take your conversations 

outside, we'd all appreciate it. Representative 

Nardello, could you please repeat your question? 

REP . NARDELLO : ( 8 9th) 

Yes. Through you, Mr. Speaker. In Lines 16 

through 21, there is the, the proposal of the return 

to ratepayers. 

I'm asking the proponent of the amendment if he 

knows how much would be returned to ratepayers? What 

the dollar amount would be? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 
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As I stand here before you, I don't have an exact 

figure because the auction has not taken place yet. 

But what I do know is that similar auctions in 

Europe have realized multi-million dollars in, in 

proceeds of these types of auctions. 

Once we get closer to September and gauge the 

interest of, of various parties, I think then we will 

know exactly how much money is at stake here. 

But, but this is more of a policy statement than 

it is a, a set figure that we're going to determine. 

And the policy will be that we want to offer rate 

relief to people who are paying some of the highest 

electric prices in the country and we also want to 

help offset these huge costs in electricity prices to 

the poorest of the poor in this state. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Nardello. 

REP. NARDELLO: (89th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. While I laud the 

intent of that particular language, however, without 
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knowing the exact amount I think would make it 

difficult for us. 

In addition to that, we have a bill on our 

calendar, which seeks to do exactly that, it's the 

electricity market incentive rebate, and it's House 

Bill Number- 5783, and we do have exact numbers on 

that. 

We know through filings that that would return 

$450 million, $415 million to ratepayers. 

So we do have a bill on the Calendar which seeks 

to address this, so while I realize that this is 

laudable, we don't have exact amounts and therefore I 

cannot support the amendment. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Thank you, Madam. Representative Miller. 

REP. MILLER: (122nd) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I rise to support the 

amendment. One thing in this state, we have a lot of 

seniors who are having a difficult time, giving up 

buying a lot of food so they can pay their utility 

bill. 
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I think this amendment would go a long way. I 

don't see the harm in it. I think it's an amendment 

that would probably be good for everybody in the 

state, so I urge its passage. Thank you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Thank you, Sir. Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS: (68th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, for the second time. I 

guess the only comment I would make in response to a 

little bit of what has been said here, is that with or 

without dollar amounts, you have a choice today. 

You can say, yes, we want the, the results of 

this auction to go back to the ratepayers for rate 

relief, regardless of how much money it costs and we 

want it to go to the most low-income people here in 

Connecticut, or you don't. 

You know, at the end of the day, we're making a 

policy call that the ratepayers should have the 

benefits of this program. 

I think it's completely irrelevant what the 

actual dollar amount is. 
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You know, we have the highest electricity rates 

in the country and at the end of the day, they deserve 

to be the beneficiaries of this. 

So again, Mr. Speaker, for the second time, I 

would urge adoption. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Thank you, Sir. Representative Mushinsky. 

REP. MUSHINSKY: (85th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. While this amendment is 

well intentioned, there's a better way to go and there 

is a bill that we will see later on investing in 

replacing heating systems, boilers, leaky windows and 

so forth at $6,000 per household and it could also be 

applied to small businesses. 

This is what they're doing in Pennsylvania. 

They're giving out 3 0 times as many loans as we are in 

Connecticut and this is a permanent reduction in 

energy costs for these consumers. 

They get at least a 30 percent savings and 

forevermore they have a 30 percent savings. They save 

money every single month into the future. 
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That's really the way to go, is a permanent 

reduction in their cost of energy. That's the way 

Pennsylvania is going and, with luck, this bill will 

come down here and we'll be voting on this one to do 

the same in Connecticut. 

So I hope you'll look at the long-term reduction 

of energy and not just a one-time quick fix. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Thank you, Madam. Will you remark further on 

House Amendment Schedule "C"? If not, staff and 

guests please come to the Well of the House. 

Members, take your seats. The machine will be 

opened. 

CLERK: 

The House of Representatives is voting by Roll 

Call. Members to the Chamber. The House is voting 

House Amendment Schedule "C" by Roll Call. Members to 

the Chamber. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Have all the Members voted? Have all the Members 

voted? If so, the machine will be locked. The Clerk 
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will take the tally. The Clerk will announce the 

tally. 

CLERK: 

House Amendment Schedule "C" for House Bill 

Number 5 600. 

Total Number Voting 144 

Necessary for Adoption 73 

Those voting Yea 43 

Those voting Nay 101 

Those absent and not voting 7 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

.The amendment isdef_eated. Will you remark 

further on the bill as amended? Will you remark 

further on the bill as amended? 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO: (142nd) 

I'm sorry. I wanted to catch you before you 

closed that. Can I yield I yield to Representative 

Williams? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

No, but I'll call on him next. 

REP. CAFERO: (142nd) 
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Hey, there's a good deal. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Okay. Good. Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS: (68th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and good afternoon. The 

Clerk has in his possession LCO Number 4912. 

I would ask that he call it and I be allowed to 

summarize. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

The Clerk is in possession of LCO Number 4912, 

which will be designated House Amendment Schedule "D". 

Would the Clerk please call. 

CLERK: 

, offered by 

Representative Williams, et al. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

The gentleman has asked leave of the Chamber to 

summarize and as soon as I have a little more silence. 

Thank you. The gentleman has asked leave of the 

Chamber to summarize. Without objection, 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS: (68th) 
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Thank you, Mr. Speaker. This bill ultimate, this 

amendment ultimately would require the Department of 

Public Utility Control to study the issue of, of more 

nuclear power in Connecticut. 

And, you know, at the end of the day, we need to 

reduce our electricity rates for residents in 

Connecticut. 

We just had a fairly lengthy debate on the last 

amendment on that issue and so, you know, we feel, or 

certainly I feel, and the other proponents of this 

amendment feel that investigating the issue of 

bringing more nuclear power into Connecticut, which is 

something that does not emit carbon dioxide and does 

not cause any further global warming, is something 

that we should be studying. 

And so, Mr. Speaker, I would urge adoption. I 

would move adoption. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

The question is on adoption of House Amendment 

Schedule WD". Will you remark? Representative 

Fontana. 

REP. FONTANA: (87 th) 
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Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I, again, respectfully 

oppose the amendment and urge rejection. In the 

Energy and Technology Committee this year, we didn't 

even have a public hearing on this subject. 

I have no idea if it's a good idea, a bad idea or 

a needed idea. I certainly would be willing to look 

at it next year, but at this point without knowing, I 

would urge rejection. Thank you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Thank you, Sir. Representative Miller. 

REP. MILLER: (122nd) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I rise in support of the 

amendment. There was an article in, I forgot the 

newspaper, but that the United States were to put 

maybe 3 0 or 40 nuclear power plants throughout the 

country, we could stop importing oil. 

And again, here we are, we're talking about a 

bill about global warming, reduction of our carbon 

footprint. 

What better way to encourage nuclear power 

installations, not only in Connecticut but just about 

everywhere in the country, that would settle a lot of 
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problems that we're going to have or see in the 

future. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Thank you, Sir. Will you remark further on House 

Amendment Schedule "D"? Will you remark further? 

If not, let me try your minds. All those in 

favor, signify by saying Aye. 

REPRESENTATIVES: 

Aye. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Opposed, Nay. 

REPRESENTATIVES: 

Nay. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

The Nays have it. ,The amendment is defeated, 

Will you remark further on the bill as amended? Will 

you remark further on the bill as amended? 

Representative Klarides. 

REP. KLARIDES: (114th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, I sit here 

this afternoon listening to all the debate we've had 
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on this bill and I remember year after year we come 

back and it's always a heated debate on this issue. 

And even though like minds can, can disagree as 

to how to get to a certain point, I think we all agree 

on the ultimate end result. 

We also debate constantly about businesses 

leaving this state, our taxes being too high, how 

we're going to keep people here and bring people in. 

And I think that the most important thing we can 

do is take advantage of the benefits and the great 

resources we have in this state, and one of them is 

technology. 

Mr. Speaker, for this reason I ask that LCO 

Number 5092 be called and I be allowed to summarize. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Took us a moment to get copies, Representative. 

The Clerk is in possession of LCO Number 5092, which 

will be designated House Amendment Schedule "E". 

Will the Clerk please call. 

CLERK: 

,LCJD Jtfum̂  , offered by 

Representatives Cafero, Klarides, et al. 



003l» 

kkc 221 , 

House of Representatives April 28, 2008 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

The gentlewoman has asked leave of the Chamber to 

summarize. Is there objection? 

Hearing none, please proceed, Madam. 

REP. KLARIDES: (114th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. As I mentioned before, 

we're talking about technology existing in this state 

and what great resources we have. 

What this bill will do is establish a fuel cell 

program, which will take our transit buses and power 

them with fuel cells, make Bradley Airport a green 

airport in the sense we'll transition it to fuel cells 

and possibly have up to three hydrogen fueling 

stations, fueling hubs, in the state. 

I move adoption, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

The question is on adoption. Will you remark, 

Madam? 

REP. KLARIDES: (114th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Just to summarize, it's 

very rare that we find in this Chamber and in the 
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business we do, a marriage that exists between so many 

different sectors. 

Talk about technology, business, adding to our 

economy, the fact that we will have a company in the 

state using our resources to help us make these buses 

and fuel them, in and of itself is an economy booster. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask when t_his vote be taken, it be 

taken by Roll. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

The question is on Roll Call. All those in favor 

signify by saying Aye. 

REPRESENTATIVES: 

Aye. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

When the vote is taken, it_m 

/.Call̂ . Thank you, Madam. 

Representative Fontana. 

REP . FONTANA: ( 8 7th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, during the 

committee process this year, the Energy and Technology 

Committee heard a couple of bills having to do with 

fuel cells. 
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And having said that, we do actually do a lot for 

fuel cells currently. In any case, we reported out a 

superior proposal, House Bill Number 5681, and that 

bill went to the Finance Committee and died. 

My guess, Mr. Speaker, is that we do not have the 

money at this time to do this and, certainly, if we 

intend to support fuel cells, there are many better 

ways to do it. 

I would therefore urge rejection. Thank you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 

support of this amendment for a number of reasons. 

First of which, the underlying bill has established a 

very aggressive timeframe to get to ten percent of 

1990 levels of carbon emissions. 

And what's interesting to see is that in this 

bill there is not one proposal to tell us how we're 

going to get there. 

It's all we're going to study this, we're going 

to do that, we're going to pass it on this committee, 
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pass it on to that subcommittee and they'll come back 

and tell us how we are expected to get to ten percent 

below 1990 levels in eight years. 

This amendment helps us to meet that goal which 

is adopted in the underlying bill. This amendment 

takes care of the single entity that has the highest 

carbon footprint in this state, Bradley Airport. 

With regard to funding, we happened to have a 

press conference this morning offering our alternative 

budget, which fully funds this initiative. 

And hopefully, if it is accepted in the spirit in 

which it was offered, which is to make adjustments to 

this current fiscal year's budget, this proposal will 

be fully funded as called for in our budget. 

We're not talking concepts. We're not talking 

about ideas. We're not talking about studies. We are 

talking in this amendment about concrete steps that we 

can take to meet the goals that are established in the 

bill that was adopted. 

I strongly urge passage. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative Miller. 
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REP. MILLER: (122nd) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I rise in support of the 

amendment. I would just like to say that at one time 

the United States was a leader in technology. 

Unfortunately, we're losing our place as number one. 

Japan and many European countries, Germany, 

specifically, are getting ahead of us. And more 

recently, I think it was Japan, they came out with a 

fuel cell that will provide heat and power to a house. 

Of course, Japan has much smaller unit of housing 

compared to the U.S., but nevertheless, it was the 

size of a refrigerator that sat on the back porch and 

they have a lot of promise in that to take care of 

their future needs. 

So this amendment that would help out with 

transit buses, I think it's a good amendment and we 

ought to give it some consideration. Thank you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Thank you, Sir. Representative Caron. 

REP. CARON: (44th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, again, I 

rise in favor of the amendment. 
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Mr. Speaker, this amendment does a couple of 

things. It takes one of the premier fuel cell 

manufacturers in the world and gives it a chance to 

supply the State of Connecticut with fuel cells. 

Expand its business, receive economies of scale, 

get the cost of a bus, which my understanding is, is 

extraordinarily prohibitive, to a price which is a 

little more affordable for a government, for a 

government to afford. 

Once Connecticut does it, the expectation is 

there will be other states who will see the 

feasibility of providing fuel cell buses or make 

orders to Connecticut companies and presumably reduce 

the cost even further and thereby creating an 

exceptional fuel cell market driven by the State of 

Connecticut. 

Secondly, Mr. Speaker, it makes Bradley Airport 

the greenest airport in the world. You can't get 

greener than this amendment, Mr. Speaker, virtually no 

emissions whatsoever. 

As a matter of fact, DEP does not even require 

regulations for anyone that uses a fuel cell. This is 
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good for Connecticut. It's good for the earth and 

it's good for the economy and I'd urge adoption. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Thank you, Sir. Representative Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: (98th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I could not pull this 

fiscal note for this particular amendment up on the 

computer, so I am assuming that many of you would, are 

having the same problem, so therefore I would like to 

clarify what the fiscal, the fiscal analysis, the 

fiscal note is. 

There will be an ongoing cost of $240,000 

beginning in Fiscal Year '09 to the Department of 

Transportation to develop and implement a fuel cell 

program. 

The DOT will require two junior transportation 

planners at a cost of $50,000 each, plus fringes, and 

one senior transportation planner at a cost of $60,000 

plus fringes. 

The amendment authorized $200 million in general 

obligation bonds to the DOT for the fuel cell program. 
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I would love to be able to vote for this 

amendment, but we don't have the money. We don't have 

a budget. We don't have a revised budget. 

So I'm rather shocked at that side of the aisle 

for proposing something that has no money and I 

encourage rejection based on that. Thank you, Sir. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Thank you, Madam. Representative Klarides. 

REP. KLARIDES: (114th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Just, just one or two 

final comments. 

The Chair of the Energy Committee had mentioned 

that we had another bill that, that was passed through 

committee, I believe, for this purpose and I, I 

believe he's referring to a bill that actually started 

out that way but ended up with JFS language in it. 

I believe that it calls for municipal renewable 

energy and efficient energy grant program, which 

certainly is a positive step. 

But we're talking about here, Mr. Speaker, is the 

first green airport in the world, I believe, an 
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airport which has the dirtiest carbon footprint of 

anything that we do on a daily basis. 

So we really have to think about when we sit for 

hours and debate what we're doing for our environment, 

global warming and everything else we do as far as 

energy is concerned, and take advantage of what we 

have right in our back yards as far as resources and 

education for technology and be a leader in 

environment. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Thank you, Madam. Representative Harkins. 

Representative Harkins, are you seeking the floor? 

No. 

Will you remark further on House Amendment 

Schedule "E"? Will you remark further? 

If not, staff and guests please come to the Well 

of the House. Members, take your seats. The machine 

will be opened. 

CLERK: 

The House of Representatives is voting by Roll _. 

.Call- Members to the Chamber. The House is voting 

House Amendment Schedule "E" by Roll Call. 
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Members to the Chamber, please. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Have all the Members voted? Have all the Members 

voted? If so, the machine will be locked. 

The Clerk will take a tally. And the Clerk will 

announce the tally. 

CLERK: 

House Amendment Schedule "E" for House Bill 

Number 5600. 

Total Number Voting 140 

Necessary for Adoption 71 

Those voting Yea 43 

Those voting Nay 97 

Those absent and not voting 11 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

JThe.,,aî n̂ taieivt _i,s defeated. Will you remark 

further on the bill as amended? 

Will you remark further on the bill as amended? 

Representative Harkins. 

REP. HARKINS: (12 0th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, I'd just 

like to make a comment on a few, make a few comments 
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on the bill. I do have an amendment, which I do not 

intend to call. You're welcome. Enjoy your dinner 

this evening. 

There are some very good aspects of this bill and 

I'd like to compliment Representative Widlitz on her 

bringing out-this bill and advocating for the 

environment. 

But my real concern, though, is just dealing with 

the fact that we're setting standards that we cannot 

obtain. The Department of, our own DEP in Connecticut 

has said that these goals are unobtainable. 

That's a real concern. We're setting ourselves 

up for a lawsuit. We're setting ourselves up for 

failure. 

Creating a baseline, I think it's a great idea. 

Let's find out where we stand. Let's accurately 

determine how much CO2 we're emitting and let's make 

good, sound policy. 

But by setting standards that are unobtainable, 

unobtainable, I don't think our, it's not fair to the 

citizens of the State of Connecticut and we're fooling 

ourselves. 
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I see the other states that are coming out with 

mandatory caps, states like New Jersey, Hawaii and 

California, and I've got to tell you folks, those are 

states that aren't exactly doing well economically. 

They have high taxes. They have businesses that 

are leaving.- They have populations that are 

declining. It's not a good place to do business. 

C02 is a function of economic activity within any 

given society. C02 is not necessarily a bad thing 

because it's an indicator of economic growth. 

It's just how much CO2 is being emitted. Can we 

do better? Can we be more efficient? Can we protect 

our environment more? 

All noble causes, all good things. But I don't 

believe we want to set standards that send a message 

to business that is going to set them up for failure 

in the future. That is my concern. 

We're all looking for cheap energy, whether it's 

through electricity or gasoline. My fear is by 

setting these standards we're starting to paint 

ourselves into a corner and the future may not look 

that bright for the State of Connecticut. 
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Again, I believe that setting the baseline, going 

and doing the studies, it's important. Let's set 

realistic goals. 

Without realistic goals, we're headed for 

failure. So, unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, I will be 

opposing this and voting no today. Thank you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Thank you, Sir. Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY: (7 8th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I will be brief. And I 

just wanted to put some comments on the, on the record 

as well. 

You know, climate change is a fact of life. The 

climate, the globe warms and it cools and this process 

has been ongoing for millennium, and it will continue 

to do that in the future. 

In this legislation, if you could think of what 

we're doing, we are setting an arbitrary goal that we 

have no idea what it is yet. 

We are mandating ourselves to reach that 

arbitrary goal, which we do not know what it is and we 
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are not providing any direction for how to meet that 

goal. 

And by mandating that goal with no direction and 

not knowing what it is, we do indeed open ourselves up 

to litigation. This issue of climate change has been 

around for more than 2 0 years. 

There has been an inordinate amount of research 

that's been done on how to mitigate some of these 

effects and why are these things not put into the bill 

before us? 

Well, my guess is that once people realize what 

it's going to take to meet some of these arbitrary 

goals, they're not going to like what's in there. 

And so what better way to establish these types 

of policies than to keep the way to get there hidden 

from the people of this state? 

We offered, I think a couple of very reasonable 

methods of how to meet these goals, fuel cells and a 

study of nuclear generation, both of which were 

obviously not passed by this Chamber. 

What I fear is that the solutions that we 

presented are going to cost a lot more than those two 
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measures that we offered and the effects or the 

benefits, I'm not sure, will be there. 

So I have serious reservations about what's 

contained in this. I strongly support the 

conservation measures that are called for as part of 

our state's policy. 

I think they're reasonable. I think they make 

sense, but unfortunately, I think we are setting 

ourselves up for failure and we are setting ourselves 

up for litigation. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Thank you, Sir. The gentlewoman from Greenwich, 

Representative Floren. 

REP. FLOREN: (149th) 

Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. You know, it 

may be inconvenient, but the truth is the earth is 

running a fever. 

And it's not a fever that can be cured by taking 

two aspirins and calling the doctor in the morning. 

The climate crisis is for real. It has been 

brought about by population growth, technological 

advancement and a lack of political accountability. 
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Nature's cycles are changing. The temperature of 

the earth's atmosphere and the temperature of our 

oceans are rising. 

Greenhouse gases, especially carbon dioxide, are 

causing environmental shifts that have never before 

been experienced. Recognizing these problems are the 

first steps in finding a solution. 

I don't think this legislation is perfect, but I 

do think it is a beginning and we have a long, long 

way to go to preserve and protect a clean planet that 

could sustain a healthy human civilization today and 

tomorrow. I will be supporting this bill. Thank you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Thank you, Representative Floren. Will you 

remark further on the bill as amended? Will you 

remark further on the bill as amended? 

If not, staff and guests please come to the Well 

of the House. Members, take your seats. The machine 

will be opened. 

CLERK: 
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The House of Representatives is voting by Roll 

Call. Members to the Chamber. The House is voting by 

Roll Call. Members to the Chamber, please. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Have all the Members voted? Have all the Members 

voted? 

If so, the machine will be locked and the Clerk 

will take a tally. 

Representative McCrory. 

REP. MCCRORY: (7th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I'd like to vote in the 

affirmative. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

Representative McCrory in the affirmative. And, 

Mr. Clerk, if now, would you please announce the 

tally. 

CLERK: 

House Bill Number 5600, as amended by House 

Amendment Schedule "A". 

Total Number Voting 147 

Necessary for Passage 74 

Those voting Yea 131 
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Those voting Nay 16 

Those absent and not voting 4 

DEPUTY SPEAKER GODFREY: 

The bill as amended is passed. 

SPEAKER AMANN: 

Are there any announcements or introductions? 

Representative Lawlor. 

REP. LAWLOR: (99th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I both have an 

announcement and an introduction, if that's okay. 

SPEAKER AMANN: 

You may proceed, Sir. 

REP. LAWLOR: (99th) 

First, the announcement, Mr. Speaker. The 

Judiciary Committee will resume its public hearing on 

judicial nominations immediately following the end of 

today's session in Room 2C of the Legislative Office 

Building. 

We do anticipate voting on those nominations 

tonight and following that, we will take action on 

eight bills referred to the Committee and, hopefully, 
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REP. MEGNA: Okay. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

REP. ROY: Thank you. Any other questions or 
comments? Sarah, thank you very much. 

SARAH UHL: Thank you. 

REP. ROY: Our next speaker will be Representative 
Pat Widlitz. 

REP. WIDLITZ: There are a couple of your Bills that 
I would like to make a comment on this 
afternoon. 

The first one, I would like to submit testimony 
in support of House Bill 5600 AN ACT CONCERNING 
CONNECTICUT GLOBAL WARMING SOLUTIONS. 

In 2004 we passed Public Act 4-252, which was 
AN ACT CONCERNING CLIMATE CHANGE, and we set 
goals of reducing greenhouse gas emissions to 
help achieve the regional goal of reducing such 
emissions to 1990 levels by January 1, 2010, 
and 10% below 1990 levels by January 1, 2020. 
We're already falling behind and reaching the 
2010 targets. 

House Bill 5600 sets stronger directives to get 
us back on track and in addition, sets the 
long-term target of the year 2050 to achieve 
emissions reductions of at least 80% below the 
2001 levels. 

This proposed Bill builds upon the work already 
well under way by the Governor's Steering 
Committee on Climate Change, and RGGI, which is 
the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative, and 
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actively engages the, all of these departments, 
the Department of Public Utilities, OPM, 
Department of Environmental Protection, the DOT 
and the Department of Administrative Services 
in the adoption of regulations to meet both 
long and short-term goals of greenhouse gas 
reductions. 

It's truly a comprehensive approach to 
addressing the issues relevant to climate 
change. The Bill requires state agencies to 
include an analysis of greenhouse gas emissions 
when conducting an environmental review of a 
new program. 

It requires the State Building Code to reflect 
more stringent energy standards, creates a new 
class of certified energy inspectors who will 
certify all new construction and major 
renovations, requires low carbon fuel standards 
for motor vehicle and home heating fuels and 
much, much more. 

But I'm particularly supportive of Section 3 of 
the Bill, which establishes a Climate Change 
Impacts Sub-Committee of the Governor's 
Steering Committee on Climate Change, and this 
Sub-Committee would oversee plans for assessing 
the impacts of climate change on specific 
communities. 

The Sub-Committee will develop recommendations 
to enable these communities to adapt to the 
impacts of predictable changes, and then offer 
aid to deal with them. 
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As a Representative of two coastal towns, I'm 
greatly concerned with the impacts of rising 
sea level on our local roads, bridges and rail 
infrastructure, planning for future land use 
restrictions regarding low-lying properties, 
failure of sanitary systems, intrusion of salt 
water into wells, and changes in our ecosystem. 

Of course the impacts of climate change will 
not be limited to the coastal towns, but will 
also affect the entire state and region. 

Accordingly, the Bill calls for an assessment 
of current state and private programs and 
research concerning the projected impact of 
climate change on state infrastructure, 
ecological habitats and agriculture. 

Obviously, it's not within our power to 
completely halt the advance of climate change 
and global warming, but we do have the 
opportunity and the responsibility to change 
our collective behavior for the benefit of our 
constituents and future generations. House 
Bill 5600 points us in the right direction. 

And I would also quickly like to just comment, 
since Senator Meyer mentioned a bill that I had 
raised last year concerning ATVs, I'd like to 
make a couple of comments about House Bill, 
5602 . 

I didn't put my comments in writing, because 
frankly, I thought the paper would just burn 
up. I think it's probably one of the worst 
pieces of legislation I've ever seen this 
Committee propose. 
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REP. WIDLITZ: Thank you, Representative Mushinsky. 
I know this is an issue that you've worked on 
for many years, and it's very important to many 
of us. 

REP. ROY: Senator Meyer. 

SEN. MEYER: Pat, thanks for so much leadership by 
you for a long time on the environmental 
issues, typically the area that you and I 
share. 

Is there anything in the global warming Bill 
that you would have us change, or are you 
satisfied with it as it's currently drafted? 

REP. WIDLITZ: I think it's a very comprehensive 
Bill. It really, it holds the state agencies 
to develop regulations to deal with the issues 
so all of those issues will have public 
hearings before they go forward. 

It is kind of a short timeframe for them to 
bring forward regulations, but I think in 
general it's a very comprehensive Bill. I 
think it's a good Bill. 

I know there was another bill before the Energy 
Committee, the Governor's bill that they heard 
yesterday, and probably there are some things 
that we might want to combine from the two 
bills. 

REP. ROY: Thank you. Any other? Representative 
Miller. 
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REP. ROY: Thank you. Any other questions or 
comments from Members of the Committee? Thank 
you. 

Our next speaker is Dennis McBride the Health 
Director from Milford. 

DENNIS MCBRIDE: Thank you, Representative Roy. 
Senator Meyer, honorable Members of the 
Committee, I really am thankful and grateful 
that the Committee has chosen to speak to so 
many important public health and environmental 
issues. 

I want to speak very shortly on two important 
Bills that you have before you. That's House 
Bill 5600 and House Bill 5601. 

The first, House Bill 56 00 deals with climate 
change, and I had presented last year to this 
Committee the issue of the health effects 
import of climate change. 

I support this Bill because it has in its 
important, Climate Change Impact Committee has 
included Public Health, the agencies of Public 
Health, as well as Emergency Management. 

And the reason I think these are important is 
because as we evolve and go forward in looking 
at climate change, especially adaptation of 
climate change, which involves how do we 
respond to the climate that has already changed 
because basically, the science tells us the 
climate has already, changed. 
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The issue is the cause of this change, and I 
think the science community is pretty much 
saying that humans had something to do with 
this, but that might be a little bit of a 
concern among a minority, but there's no 
question the climate has changed and has 
imports. 

The import it has for adaptation is that you 
have extreme weather. Thence you have 
droughts, heat waves and those kinds of things 
that require us to be prepared and have Public 
Health preparedness. 

So I think that it's important as we go forward 
in an issue that's going to affect not only 
this generation but several generations going 
forward, that we adopt and recognize that 
health has an important effect in this, 
especially local public health. 

And I will refer you to a recent study. I'll 
give the Committee a report, a survey of health 
directors in California. It was done by the 
Public Policy Institute of California just 
completed this month on local public health and 
climate change. 

And what it showed was in California, the local 
public health departments felt they weren't 
informed and felt they're not prepared for all 
the important health effects of climate change. 

I'm part of the National Association for City 
and Health Officials, the Climate Change Task 
Force. I'm on that Task Force. I chair a Task 
Force, and we're doing a similar study that 



000790 

00082 I 
pat ENVIRONMENT February 27, 2 008 

will show the public health preparedness for 
climate change and we expect this study to be 
out soon. 

But I suspect it won't be much different from 
what California's seen and this bottom line is 
that we're not recognizing, we're not prepared 
for it, and I'll share the California report 
with the Committee. 

Very briefly, to speak in terms of House Bill 
5601, and I have to speak in very strong terms. 
One, I should commend the Legislature for 
passing its Bill, passing the legislation to 
strengthen the lead prevention for children 
Bill and the legislation last year, and this is 
just a follow up. 

And I think every week we are deluged by toys 
that have toxic levels of lead in them. This 
Bill is very important in terms of dealing with 
the every day aspect of health challenges that 
meet us at a very local level. 

We, in regards to lead, the science is in. 
There's no question about the issues of lead 
and its untoward effect to children. The 
phthalates and Bisphenol-A aside, yes, there's 
a tremendous amount of scientific evidence. 
It's not as strong as you have as a toxic 
material for lead. 

However, we in public health recognize and 
those of us who are, recognize the principle of 
the prevention aspect of this. It's called 
precautionary principle. 

» i'l 
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SEN. MEYER: Okay. Our next witness is Rylan 
Truman, followed by Jim Ginnetti and Ms. 
Preston, Judy Preston. 

RYLAN TRUMAN: Good afternoon, Senator Meyer, 
Representative Roy and Members of the 
Environment Committee. My name is Rylan Truman 
and I am an MSW student enrolled at the 
University of Connecticut School of Social 
Work. 

I thank you for the opportunity to testify in 
support of House Bill 5600 AN ACT CONCERNING 
CONNECTICUT GLOBAL WARMING SOLUTIONS. 

As many of us are well aware, recent levels of 
climate change and greenhouse gas emissions 
have had devastating impacts on the 
environment. 

What may not be quite so apparent is the 
correlation between global warming and public 
health. 

As a student of social work, I recognize the 
importance of representing and advocating for 
the most vulnerable populations of society. 
These populations largely include children, the 
elderly and the poor. 

Unfortunately, the health risks associated with 
global warming and poor air quality 
disproportionately affect these already 
disadvantaged groups. 

According to the Northeast Climate Impacts 
Assessment Report of July, 2007 by mid-century, 
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most northeast cities are projected to 
experience an additional 2 0 to 4 0 days per year 
over 90 degrees Fahrenheit if emissions levels 
prevail. 

Vulnerable populations, especially in urban 
centers have limited means and resources to 
cope with such dramatic temperature changes, 
and as longer periods of high temperatures are 
predicted for the future, these groups run a 
higher risk of contracting respiratory 
conditions such as asthma and chronic 
bronchitis. 

Furthermore, current research topics are 
exploring the correlation between air pollution 
and respiratory emergency room visits. 

I believe that making a concerted effort 
towards reducing greenhouse gas emissions can 
serve as an effective preventative measure in 
avoiding such public health issues. 

I support the goal to assess climate change 
issues within specific communities and would 
like to stress the importance of community 
involvement throughout the development and 
implementation process of climate change 
adaptation programs. 

I believe that as the people of Connecticut 
become more aware of how climate change 
directly affects them, they will be more apt to 
dedicate themselves toward making positive 
environmental changes within their communities. 
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I would like to extend my appreciation for the 
opportunity to present my views and would 
welcome any questions you may have. 

SEN. MEYER: Thank you, Rylan. That was very 
articulate. Are there any questions or 
comments by Members of the Committee? Thank 
you. 

RYLAN TRUMAN: Thank you. 

SEN. MEYER: You carried the case. Next is Jim 
Ginnetti. 

JAMES GINNETTI: Good afternoon, Chairman, Members 
of the Committee. My name is Jim Ginnetti. 
I'm Vice-President of External Affairs for a 
company known as First Light Power. 

We own generating plants, electric generating 
plants in Massachusetts, New York and 
Connecticut. Our plants in Connecticut are 
primarily hydroelectric. We own the plants 
along the Housatonic River in the western part, 
and some small plants in the eastern part. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. I'm 
here to talk about Raised House Bill 5600. We 
at First Light are very aware and supportive of 
reductions in the carbon dioxide as is RGGI, 
and we believe it's important that we set some 
realistic plans to reduce carbon dioxide. 

But we do think that the stated goal of Raised. 
House Bill 5600 to reduce emissions by 80% from 
2001 levels by 2050 is arbitrary, overly 
aggressive and really unrealistic. 
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According to the RGGI numbers, Connecticut's 
carbon dioxide budgeted allowance is about ten 
and a half million tons of carbon dioxide a 
year. To get down to 80% below that, it would 
require that all of the generation needed to 
serve Connecticut's load today without any 
possibility of added load growth over the next 
40 some odd years, would have to reduce their 
emissions to about 125 pounds a megawatt hour. 

That is about a 90% reduction from the most 
efficient technology that burns natural gas 
today. 

We're afraid that setting such an arbitrary 
goal will lead to further policy decisions that 
are unnecessary and uneconomic, and will make 
Connecticut a less competitive place for 
businesses that must compete worldwide. 

Other sections of the Bill would limit carbon 
dioxide emissions for new base load facilities 
to 1,100 pounds per megawatt hour and such a 
limit would only allow natural gas, nuclear 
wind and hydro be permitted in this state. 

However, Connecticut ranks last among all 50 
states in the potential for wind, and all the 
significant hydroelectric potential in the 
state has already been developed. 

And furthermore, we think the siting of a new 
nuclear plant in Connecticut faces significant 
hurdles and is quite unlikely. 
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This restriction would therefore leave only 
natural gas to be serving Connecticut's 
generation needs. We think that added demand 
on natural gas will continue to drive up the 
price. 

Natural gas is becoming a worldwide commodity 
now that there's a lot of LNG and we're bidding 
against people in other parts of the world for 
LNG, and that will drive electric rates even 
further. 

Much of the increase over the last decade in 
electric prices has been because natural gas 
has quadrupled in price from the late 1990s. 

So we urge the Committee to reject House Bill 
5600 as written. We think it will have 
negative, significant negative economic impacts 
on the state due to the rise in electric prices 
to try to meet it. 

We recommend the Committee focus its attention 
on research and development activities and 
alternative fuels and learning how to sequester 
carbon from power plants. We think we can do 
that without, reduce C02 without crippling the 
state's economy. 

Thank you very much. 

SEN. MEYER: You know, just looking at your comments 
about the proposed reduction in levels of 
greenhouse gas, you're taking the position that 
what the Bill calls for is too stringent, too 
expensive. 
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Do you have an alternative suggestion for us, 
or would you just rather not reduce? 

JAMES GINNETTI: Oh, no, no. As I said at the 
beginning, we support the RGGI and we are 
actively working with the DEP in both 
Connecticut and Massachusetts to set up those 
regulations, and we think the RGGI goals are 
quite realistic. 

In fact, the goal put in this legislation for 
2010 seems quite doable. Although, I will tell 
you we have concerns about what the cost impact 
of just that, meeting those goals would be. 

But to go from 2020 to 2050 and reduce it by 
another 70%, we just don't see that there's a 
way to do that. 

I think what we would recommend is you work 
within the RGGI framework, get the emissions 
reduced from the level that they are now, down 
to the, in 2 020, and then hopefully technology 
will catch up. 

Maybe somebody will come up with a way to 
sequester carbon out of fuels, such as coal, 
which we have a lot of and is not as expensive 
as natural gas, and then try to do this 
gradually. 

We're just afraid of setting a drastic 
reduction target like that, will cause people 
to put other policies into place that will have 
further, very uneconomic alternatives in 
Connecticut and raise electric rates even 
further and harm the economy. 
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SEN. MEYER: Okay. We're talking about 4 2 years 
from now, and I just--

JAMES GINNETTI: I understand. 

SEN. MEYER: We've got to have credibility here. 

JAMES GINNETTI: Well, I understand 42 years, but I 
understand also that to produce electricity 
there are not all that many ways to do it, and 
most of them require fossil fuel. 

Just from this data, if you only decided to 
burn natural gas, you still would be far from 
that limit in terms of the electric generation 
segment because that would be around 1,000 
pounds a megawatt hour. You'd have to get down 
to 125 to reach your target. 

I just think, at least from where we're 
sitting, this is overly aggressive and 
optimistic, and really, we don't see a way to 
get there. 

SEN. MEYER: Are there any questions from Members of 
the Committee? Yes, Representative Miller. 

REP. MILLER: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Good 
afternoon. 

JAMES GINNETTI: Good afternoon. 

REP. MILLER: I know you operate in a few states, 
and I just have a question. New technology 
with the pebble style nuclear plants, all their 
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megawatt operations that was discovered back in 
the 50s at the University of Wisconsin. 

What do you think the public would do with 
proposals such as that? The pebbles are much 
more recyclable and a lot less dangerous than 
the rocks. Could you give me a comment on 
that? 

JAMES GINNETTI: Yeah. I really am not 
knowledgeable enough on that technology. I do 
know our view is, when people mention nuclear 
there are many, many fears. I think it's years 
before people, especially in the northeast, 
there may be some plants. There is some 
activity. There may be some new plants in the 
southeast and in Texas that get built, but 
those are probably in the late next decade. 

Before New England would embrace those, I think 
it's many years away. 2 050, also you have to 
realize, the Millstones will be about 80 years 
old, and they may, you know, I don't know 
whether they can be life extended, but they may 
not be around either by that time, so it's a 
very thorny problem. 

We're just afraid of the policy impacts if you 
set a goal that we really can't even envision 
how you could get there. 

REP. MILLER: I know China is putting in the pebble 
type of nuclear plants. One a month, I guess, 
I don't know, it's an unbelievable amount of 
generation they have to put up, and I just 
thought maybe the public might be more 
receptive to something that's more recyclable, 
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less harmful and certainly better for the 
environment that what we're using now. 

JAMES GINNETTI: That may well be true. That would 
be a good outcome. 

SEN. MEYER: Thank you, Representative Miller. 
Representative Greene. 

REP. GREENE: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Jim, how are 
you? It's good to see you again. 

JAMES GINNETTI: Lenny, good to see you. 

REP. GREENE: You know, from what I'm gathering and 
what you're saying, what we have here in the 
Bill is certainly, in your opinion right now 
with the technology that we have, short nuclear 
and something else that maybe we haven't 
discovered yet, it's almost impossible to meet 
those standards. 

Do you know of any other states that would have 
something, impose similar to this? 

JAMES GINNETTI: I'm really not aware of anybody 
else who has set a goal like this. There may 
be others. I'm just not aware of that. 

REP. GREENE: Well, I'm coming from the standpoint 
of, you know, everybody talks about electric 
dereg and what it's done, and we know from our 
past experiences that the lack of competition 
has hurt and caused some of the prices to go 
through the roof as they have. 
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And now there's more and more competition 
coming in. But if we leave this thing in the 
Bill, is that going to maybe discourage 
competition in that industry? 

JAMES GINNETTI: Well, I think it, first of all let 
me just go back a second. I think, well I know 
most of the increase in prices since 1998 when 
deregulation occurred, has been because fossil 
fuel prices have gone up. 

In fact the ISO New England who operates New 
England, has fuel price adjusted electric 
rates, and had gas prices and oil prices and 
coal stayed where they were in '98, electric 
rates really actually would have gone down in 
the last ten years. 

But with the added amount of people burning 
natural gas, and you know what the world 
markets do to oil, those fossil fuels are going 
into generators and have just driven the price 
up. 

And one of our fears is that focusing only on 
natural gas, that's about the only thing that 
has been built in New England in the last 
decade, and the only thing people even talk 
about, puts all your eggs in one basket, raises 
the demand, which will raise the price, which 
then goes to raise the volatility and the price 
of electricity. 

We would rather see, you know, the United 
States has a, is a Saudi Arabia of coal. We 
just need to find a way to burn that so that 
it's environmentally approved. 

I 
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So we think if there's some research on carbon 
sequestration where you take the carbon out 
before you burn it and you put it underground, 
are ways that we should be looking at so that 
we can tap the coal that we have in this 
country and spread our reliance, not just on 
natural gas or oil, but on something we have in 
the United States itself. 

REP. GREENE: Jim, thank you very much. Thank you, 
Mr. Chairman. 

JAMES GINNETTI: Thank you, Representative. 

SEN. MEYER: Thank you, Representative Greene. Yes, 
Senator Debicella. 

SEN. DEBICELLA: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Just a 
quick question. I want to make sure I 
understand the nature of the objection here, 
because I think, you know, most Members of this 
Committee would say, you know, global warming's 
real. It's a real problem. We need to reduce 
it. 

And I for one, if we could reduce it by 8 0%, 
seems like a great goal to strive for. 

If the language of this Bill, because the 
language right now it says, the state shall 
reduce the level, and from what I'm 
understanding, your position is that because we 
don't know how we're going to get there, we 
just can't say that's our goal, let's get there 
without having the blueprint to get there? Is 
that that nature of your objection? 
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JAMES GINNETTI: Let me comment on a couple things, 
Senator. There's a section in the Bill that 
talks about that you'll, put into place laws to 
keep the temperature from rising a certain 
amount. 

It's hard to believe Connecticut by itself 
could do that. We think working in a framework 
of either just the RGGI states, but we pushed 
RGGI to go and push to a nationwide. 

One of the things that we also worry about is 
something called leakage, and you may have 
heard this. But when the RGGI states put these 
carbon dioxide restrictions in, there's going 
to be the potential, in fact likely, that more 
generation will come in from outside the RGGI 
states, and the generation in those other 
states might well produce more carbon dioxide 
than what you're not producing by running the 
plant in Connecticut. And we think that will 
be counter-productive, obviously. 

We think the focus ought to be, let's get some 
national legislation to control to some level, 
that would be rigorously debated, to some 
level, and we just are afraid of putting rules, 
and our target here, that might lead this body 
or other bodies to do something down the road 
that says, for example, if this goes into place 
nothing else but a natural gas fire plant would 
be looked at in Connecticut because nothing 
else could comply with that limit. 

So we're just saying, we need to do, you know, 
this is a thorny issue and we are supportive of 
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trying to do something. But we're just afraid 
of what putting such a drastic regulation into 
place would cause people to do. 

SEN. DEBICELLA: It seems like there's almost a 
middle ground on this in saying that the state 
could have goals of trying to reach this, but 
it's always the infamous word shall versus 
stating it as a goal, because I don't think 
many people would disagree that that would be 
an admirable goal for us to try to accomplish 
by 2050. 

My worry on this is that by saying that without 
having a path to get there, without having the 
technology to get there, we are essentially 
just setting ourselves up, as you said, for 
cost increases. 

But if we have that as a goal, that, we saying 
look at all of the different aspects of this 
Bill in setting up, I believe it sets up a new 
Climate Change Impacts Sub-Committee to be 
working towards figuring out how to do that, 
and at the same time in other areas, actually 
finding R&D to get clean burning coal, to get 
more efficient fuel cells, to get all the 
different alternative energy we're talking 
about. 

Is that an approach, from your perspective, 
that would make this bill more operable? 

JAMES GINNETTI: Yes, Senator, it would be. We have 
no problem with people studying and looking. 
We think that is needed. 
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One of the other things I would say, that, and 
I don't know whether it was behind this Bill or 
not, but you have to look at the cost impacts 
of doing some of these things. 

You know, Connecticut already pays the highest 
rates. We are pretty much locked in because we 
are at the end of the gas pipeline. We pay the 
highest prices for natural gas and before you 
put in legislation, you really need to look at 
what is the impact going to be down the road so 
we don't have unintended consequences. 

Now, you might get load reductions because all 
your businesses who use a lot of electricity 
might move someplace else. 

You need to be very careful with setting some 
kind of stringent targets like this, studying 
it, and as we go down the road maybe we'll find 
some new technologies. I'm just trying to 
alert you, and I spend most of my time in front 
of the Energy Committee, but alert you guys 
that you know, this is what you're putting in 
here is very, very, we don't see a way it could 
be done. 

And just to be careful in doing what you're 
putting into law here because it may have some 
unintended consequences that you would not want 
to happen. 

SEN. DEBICELLA: Great. Thank you. And thank you, 
Mr. Chairman. 
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RALPH DELUCO: Out of state. Other than their own 
property, it's out of state. Or they're 
running illegal out there. 

You know, I'm up in the northwest corner. 
There's a lot of land, a lot of people running 
illegal. They've got helicopters coming after 
us. A lot of people get caught, but I don't 
agree, that we fund this with people's fine 
money, but--

SEN. MCKINNEY: I mean, in theory if we open up 
trails, there won't be any fine money to fund 
the trails, hopefully. 

RALPH DELUCA: Right. 

SEN. MCKINNEY: I mean, there's always going to be 
some law breakers but--

RALPH DELUCO: Yeah. 

SEN. MCKINNEY: Okay, thank you very much. 

RALPH DELUCO: Okay, thanks. 

SEN. MEYER: Thank you, Senator. Any other 
questions? Appreciate it. Thanks. 

Our next witness is Dave Sutherland, followed 
by Roger Smith and Ann Berman. 

DAVID SUTHERLAND: Thank you. My name is David 
Sutherland. I am here today representing the 
Nature Conservancy in Connecticut, and we have 
submitted the written testimony supporting 
Senate Bill 359, the Clean Water Fund Act, 
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Senate Bill 362f which would establish the 
riverfront protection zones, and we have 
submitted written testimony strongly opposing 
House Bill 5602, the ATV Bill. 

I'd like to address my spoken remarks to House 
Bill 5600 AN ACT CONCERNING CONNECTICUT GLOBAL 
WARNING SOLUTIONS and express our very strong 
support for this with the changes that are 
being recommended today by the Connecticut Fund 
for the Environment. 

There are some sections of the Bill that are 
kind of puzzling to the advocates because we 
didn't propose some of these sections that are 
a little baffling, but we very strongly support 
most of this Bill, and particularly with the 
changes that are being submitted today. 

And I am submitting changes specifically for 
Section 3 of this Bill that we're recommending. 

There are two major categories of climate 
change policy. The first aspect of climate 
policy is to reduce our emissions of greenhouse 
gas emissions, and that's got to be our primary 
focus. 

That 80% goal that we're shooting for by 2050 
is the goal, that's what's most climatized [Gap 
in testimony. Changing from Tape 2B to Tape 
3A. ] 

--consequences of climate change. We're still 
going to see a lot of very serious impacts from 
climate change but we've got to get down to 
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that reduction level in order to avoid pretty 
much catastrophic impacts. 

The second aspect of climate policy that we 
need to address, that is addressed in this Bill 
is figuring out how we as a society are going 
to respond to and adapt to the impacts of 
climate change. 

So the first category is reducing our emissions 
of greenhouse gases. The second aspect is 
accepting the fact that regardless of what 
progress we make in that first aspect, we're 
already seeing some impacts of climate change, 
and scientists are telling us we're going to 
see even more impacts. 

We're seeing sea level rise. Here in the 
northeast we're going to see increasingly 
erratic precipitation, so we're going to have 
increasing amount of flooding. 

And we, what this Bill would call for, our 
Section 3 here is to establish a new task force 
or sub-committee of state agencies and outside 
experts that will start thinking about how are 
we going to address these natural disasters 
that are coming? 

How, what are we going to do about sewage 
treatment plants with sea level rise? 

What are we going to do about many 
neighborhoods that are already starting to be 
inundated just by sort of normal flooding, but 
what about when more catastrophic hurricanes 
strike? 
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The existing Governor's Steering Committee on 
Climate Change addresses that first aspect of 
climate change. How do we reduce our 
emissions? 

We need a separate body with some different 
agencies and different outside expertise that 
can focus on how are we going to respond to and 
adapt to the impacts of climate change? 

So we urge your support for that for procedural 
reasons. We'd recommend that Section 3, if 
possible, be voted out as a separate bill, but 
however it proceeds, we think setting up this 
Impacts Task Force is very essential. Thanks 
very much. 

SEN. MEYER: Thank you, Dave, and I look forward to 
working with you on Section 3 and I know you 
drafted some new language with respect to Task 
Force on Impacts of Global Warming. 

Some of us have been very impressed by the work 
and testimony of Sid Gale from my hometown of 
Guilford, who happens to be here today and is 
testifying later, and we look forward to him. 
I'm sure he'll be focusing on the same issue of 
impacts, and we must not leave that unattended. 

DAVID SUTHERLAND: Thank you. 

SEN. MEYER: Are there any questions or comments by 
Members of the Committee? Yes, Representative 
Mushinsky. 
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MUSHINSKY: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I wanted 
to ask you, speaking of Sid Gale. Last year I 
had put in a bill for him on having the 
Connecticut Academy of Scientists do the 
outside study. What would you think about them 
as an impartial [inaudible]? 

DAVID SUTHERLAND: Well, I've never actually dealt 
with them and quite frankly, I've heard very 
different conflicting reviews of them in the 
building, and I think the consensus I've heard, 
if I could sort of summarize it is, it depends 
on what you're asking them to do. 

I've heard some people say wow, they do great 
work. I've heard other people say, I wasn't 
impressed at all. 

I haven't had personal experience with them, so 
I don't know, but I think we really need to get 
several of our state agencies and some outside, 
a broad range of outside experts looking at 
this issue on an ongoing basis. 

I don't think we should just have a six-month 
study and say we've finished it. I think these 
groups are going to need to be talking together 
for quite some time. 

Emergency management, the Department of 
Insurance, the insurance industry is very 
concerned about what we're facing. Public 
Health, Public Safety, Transportation, all of 
these agencies I think have got to be a part of 
this. 

141 
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Maybe parts of the research that needs to be 
done they could sub-contract out or engage a 
group like the CAS to do that, but I think it's 
essential that we get a lot of agencies looking 
at this. 

REP. MUSHINSKY: Okay. And there's a Program Review 
and Senator Meyer and I are both on Program 
Review and we sent out a bill, or will be 
sending out a bill on the state leaders all 
getting together in a panel for some of these 
long-range problems, and the Senate leadership, 
the House leadership, the Governor, and all 
working as a team in a bipartisan way on some 
of these issues. 

DAVID SUTHERLAND: I'm sorry. By some of these 
issues, I assume you're talking about a very 
broad range of environmental and--

REP. MUSHINSKY: Well, [inaudible] change is one of 
those long-range issues, demographic issues to 
the state is one of those long-range issues, 
cheap oil, end of cheap oil is one of those 
long-range issues. 

So if that bill passes and if this Bill passes, 
who else could be an outside, a good outside 
source of scientific information for us? 

DAVID SUTHERLAND: Well, I think it's not just 
scientific. I think in the scientific realm 
you would, I think a specialist in coastal 
wetlands. 

One of the concerns we've got is that our tidal 
wetlands are going to be increasingly submerged 



000950 

143. 
pat ENVIRONMENT February 27, 2 008 

and destroyed by sea level rise and that's 
going to really harm fisheries, fish 
populations in a huge way. 

It's also going to remove the buffering effect 
that those wetlands have on neighborhoods that 
are inland from them, wetlands as you know. 
I'm sort of speaking to the rest of the 
Committee because I know you know this, but 
wetlands absorb a lot of the wave force from 
hurricanes and other storm events, and as we 
lose coastal wetlands we're going to lose that 
protection. 

So I think we need a specialist in coastal 
wetlands. I think we need specialists in 
habitat restoration of all sorts. We're going 
to see changes to our forests with this. 

I think we need some legal expertise in terms 
of coastal zoning. South Carolina, for 
example, has a very innovative program in terms 
of dealing with coastal properties and 
shoreline erosion. 

What are we going to do over the next several 
decades as more and more houses are damaged and 
destroyed? Are we going to allow just 
continual rebuilding? Should we look at that 
more differently? 

So we're going to need some construction or 
development expertise to be looking at some of 
these issues and legal expertise. 



000852 

144. 
A pat ENVIRONMENT February 27, 2 008 

I think we'll need, as Dr. McBride was 
suggesting earlier, we need some public health 
specialists. 

From what I'm seeing, or from what I've been 
reading, most of the spread of diseases that 
we're going to see over the next few years are 
going to be from factors other than climate 
change, but climate change will play some role 
in the spread of infections diseases. 

And so I think those are just some, and I've 
got a fact sheet actually in my briefcase that 
suggests some more expertise that I think we 
would need. 

REP. ROY: Thank you. Representative Moukawsher. 

REP. MOUKAWSHER: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I just 
have a question about, you testified primarily 
on I think it was House Bill 5600, and you did 
submit, you know, on behalf of the Nature 
Conservancy, support of the riverfront 
protection bill. 

DAVID SUTHERLAND: Yes. 

REP. MOUKAWSHER: And what I gather from it is, you 
know, there's a lot of description of what, you 
know, benefits there are to streams for having, 
you know, the vegetation surrounding it to be 
undisturbed. 

I think you were saying the Bill would add a 
100-foot butter along the streams to the area 
that's currently regulated by municipal 
wetlands commissions, and for whatever it's 



000950 

150. 
pat ENVIRONMENT February 27, 2 008 

be speaking on our beliefs and our thoughts on 
the bills. 

And again, I don't want to cut anybody off, but 
just keep that in mind, because the Chairs will 
be here. We hope to have some of you with us 
until the end also. Roger Smith. Thank you. 

ROGER SMITH: Thank you. My name is Roger Smith, 
and I direct Clean Water Action's global 
warming and energy campaigns in Connecticut. 

We've coordinated the Connecticut Climate 
Coalition since 2002, and it represents 90 
organizations with combined memberships over 
half a million Connecticut residents. 

I'm here today on behalf of Clean Water Action, 
and I've submitted testimony in support of 
House Bill 5600 on global warming, in support 
of Senate Bill 433 regarding diesel 
construction vehicles and in opposition to 
Senate Bill 372 regarding bio-diesel. 

Connecticut has been in the forefront of 
national climate efforts, and we've been 
recognized by the federal government and even 
invited to tell our story at international 
climate conferences. 

But early leadership was really due to Public 
Act 04-252 which set emission goals for the 
State of Connecticut of 1990 levels by the year 
2010, 10% below that by the year 2020 and 75% 
to 85% reductions in emissions by 2050. 



000950 

151. 
pat ENVIRONMENT February 27, 2 008 

Since that law was passed we've released a 
climate plan in 2005 and a plan to reach the 
long-term 2 050 goals is due this year. 

From that time, we've adopted a number of high 
visibility policies, including the regional 
greenhouse gas initiative that's been mentioned 
today, but the climate plan implementation has 
slowed and the plan itself has remained 
unchanged for years. 

California, New Jersey and Hawaii have since 
leapfrogged us by moving beyond voluntary goals 
and have said that their states shall reduce 
pollution to specific amounts by certain dates. 

Connecticut needs to follow suit and mandate 
that the agencies create incentives and 
regulations to achieve the needed reductions if 
the suite of policies they've come up with 
doesn't add up, they also have to go back and 
find new ideas. 

It's not just enough to put out a plan. The 
plan actually has to be commensurate with the 
goals that we have, and the imperative to 
reduce emissions has to become part of the 
agency's mission, especially for agencies like 
the Department of Transportation. That's the 
sort of path that House Bill 5600 will put us 
on. 

In addition, it's very important that we have a 
no back sliding provision. We need to follow 
the lead of Washington and California and set 
an emissions performance standard for any new 
base load of power plants. 
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As one new coal plant without carbon storage 
makes it essentially impossible to reach our 
climate goals, and this policy, too, is in 
House Bill 5600. 

Regarding Senate Bill 433, diesel construction 
equipment emits massive amounts of particulant 
matter pollution. In 2006, the DEP estimated 
that about 700 tons a year PM and just to put 
it into perspective, all of the transit buses 
in the state put out about three tons a year of 
particulate matter. 

We should hold contractors working with the 
state on state projects to a higher standard. 
Today they're required to have diesel oxidation 
catalysts on their vehicles, which cuts 
pollution about 30%. 

We should eventually move that standard up to 
diesel particular filters, which cut pollution 
90%. 

In the meantime, we support the creation of an 
early action retrofit fund, which will help 
owners of these vehicles to voluntarily go 
above and beyond what's required, and put on 
these particulate filters. 

And just a last remark on the bio-diesel bill. S&yix 
If the bio-diesel industry wants the support 
from the Clean Energy Fund, for non-electricity 
production, they should be, heating oil and 
diesel fuel customers should also be paying 
into the fund, and palm oil should not be 
receiving any public subsidy as much of it's 
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Every country in the world is using bio-diesel, 
even third world countries today, and I have a 
list in my office upstairs. 

We use 670 million gallons of heating oil. Two 
of the 5% blend of bio-fuel would save an awful 
lot of emissions, and I don't know why we're 
not doing that. Our policies are such that we 
were going to penalize diesel operations when 
diesel engines are the muscle of the world when 
it comes to transportation. 

They move products and things and trains. 
You're not going to replace it with any kind of 
new technology at this stage. Even the diesel 
hybrid is better than any hybrid that's made 
today. So I just wanted to get that off my 
chest and maybe help you have a different 
feeling for diesel. It is a great engine. 

ROGER SMITH: Sure. And I was just commenting on 
the specifics of the Bill, not the overall 
wisdom of diesel versus gasoline vehicles. 

REP. MILLER: I just needed an opening to get my 
remarks in, and you were the guy. 

REP. ROY: Thank you. Any other questions or 
comments? Seeing none, thank you Roger. 

Ann Berman, followed by Fred Knous. 

ANN BERMAN: Good afternoon, Senator Meyer and 
Representative Richard Roy, and thank you for 
this opportunity. 
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Steingraber said, I thought it might be not so 
much what the child has been exposed to but 
what the mother was exposed to during 
pregnancy. 

I would like to say that our recycling 
committee has, wants to bring up the point that 
we are concerned about all the disposal of 
millions of recalled toxic toys. These toys 
will one day burden our waste stream with lead 
and other pollutants, and for these products, 
there are safer alternatives, which need to be 
used. 

We would also like to support the Senate Bill 
358. and I want to, we support House Bill 5600. 
the global warming. Global warming is not just 
a future thing. It's a present concern and it 
should be started right now doing whatever we 
can for planning. Thank you very much. 

REP. ROY: Thank you, Ann. Thank you for your 
continuing fight for our environment. I really 
appreciate it. Any questions or comments from 
Members of the Committee? Seeing none, thank 
you. 

Fred Knous, followed by Tuncer Edil. 

FRED KNOUS: Good afternoon, Representative Roy, 
Senator Meyer, Members of the Environment 
Committee. For the record, my name is Fred 
Knous, and I'm offering some comments today on 
House Bill 5602 on behalf of Dr. Phil Brewer 
who is the Legislative Chairperson of the 
Connecticut College of Emergency Physicians. 
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once there is a place to use their ATV in 
Connecticut. 

I mean, can you imagine registering your car 
and you can't drive it on the roads? I don't 
think anybody here would like that too much. 

That's about all I can say on this Bill. 

REP. ROY: Thank you, Keith. One of the reasons 
that the 1% additional tax or fee on the 
purchase was put out there was to try to break 
the log jam, to provide start-up money to go 
after the trails. 

Certainly, we know that not enough money is 
going to be there to develop the trails, but 
what we're looking to do is get the planning 
moving forward, finding locations in the state 
that would be appropriate for this type of 
thing. 

After that, once they get to that point, then 
we'll be looking at the universal registration. 
So, any other questions or comments from 
Members of the Committee? Thank you. 

KEITH LIBBY: Thank you. 

REP. ROY: Neil Braun, followed by Martin Mador. 

NEIL BROWN: Chairman Roy, Members of the Committee, 
my name is Neil Brown. I'm Manager of External 
Affairs for PSEG Power Connecticut. 

I appreciate the opportunity to offer testimony 
in support of Raised House Bill 5600. 



000950 

200. 
pat ENVIRONMENT February 27, 2 008 

PSEG Power Connecticut owns and operates the 
Bridgeport Harbor and New Haven Harbor 
generating stations, which provide about 1,000 
megawatts of electric generating capacity in 
Connecticut. 

We are an interested subsidiary of Public 
Service Enterprise Group Incorporated, a 
diversified energy holding company 
headquartered in the neighboring State of New 
Jersey. 

PSEG companies own about 16,000 megawatts of 
nuclear coal, natural gas and oil-fired 
generating capacity in eight states, and we are 
proud of our role as an environmental leader in 
the electric power industry. 

In previous appearances before this Committee, 
we spoke out in favor of legislation that 
established Connecticut as a leader in the 
effort to control mercury emissions from coal-
fired power plants. 

We actively campaign for enacting the 
legislation and we are currently in the 
progress of completing a $170 million in 
investments in emissions control technology at 
our Bridgeport Harbor coal-fired unit that will 
enable us to deliver the emissions reductions 
called for in the Bill. 

We support Raised House Bill 5600 for the 
following reasons. We believe climate change 
is real and represents the fundamental 
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environmental and public policy challenge of 
our time. 

We supported the legislation in New Jersey with 
similar targets and timetables for reducing 
greenhouse gases. 

We supported development of the Regional 
Greenhouse Gas Initiative. 

And we continue to advocate for federal 
legislation to cap and reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions on a schedule sufficient to protect 
our climate. 

In the absence of federal action, states such 
as Connecticut, individually and in 
partnerships such as RGGI, are providing 

^ leadership in development policies that will 
help chart the course to a low-carbon future. 

Connecticut is providing such leadership 
through the Governor's Steering Committee, its 
participation in RGGI, and in this legislation. 

These actions are important. However, it is 
also clear that these initiatives must be 
implemented in a manner that will allow them to 
be harmonized with comprehensive, comparable 
federal action. 

Our ultimate goal should be one program and one 
market that set clear, transparent price 
signals for carbon sufficient to spur 
investments in energy efficiency, renewable 
resources, and new low and zero carbon electric 
generating technologies. 

i 
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We believe a low carbon future is achievable 
for Connecticut and for the nation, and we look 
forward to opportunities to invest in our 
future. Thank you, and I'd be happy to answer 
any questions. 

REP. ROY: Thank you. Any questions? 
Representative Miller. 

REP. MILLER: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Good 
afternoon. Are you still bringing coal from 
Malaysia, low sulpher coal? 

NEIL BROWN: We bring in, we import coal from 
Indonesia. 

REP. MILLER: Indonesia. 

NEIL BROWN: Yes. 

REP. MILLER: And are you able to get close enough 
to the Harbor? 

NEIL BROWN: Yeah, we have a process that works 
pretty well. We off-load the coal out in the 
Harbor and then bring it in on smaller vessels. 

REP. MILLER: If the Harbor were dredged, could you 
bring could you bring in the boat closer to 
share? 

NEIL BROWN: That I would have to, I'm nor sure. I 
would have to check--

REP. MILLER: Is there a cost to doing what you're 
doing? 
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NEIL BROWN: Yes. There is a cost, yes. 

REP. MILLER: Thank you. 

REP. ROY: Thank you. Any other questions from 
Members of the Committee? Thank you very much, 
Sir. 

NEIL BROWN: Thank you. 

REP. ROY: Martin Mador, followed by Bill Ethier. 

MARTIN MADOR: Good afternoon, Members of the 
Committee. I'm Martin Mador. I'm here 
testifying as the Legislative and Political 
Chair for the Connecticut Sierra Club, so I'm 
here today representing our 10,000 members in 
the state. 

I'm also, for identification, a director of 
Statewide Rivers Alliance and the Past 
President of the Quinnipiac River and Watershed 
Association, although I'm not speaking on 
behalf of those organizations. 

I'm here today to give you Sierra's position on 
six of the issues before you at the hearing 
today. 

Senate Bill 362 provides for a protective 
buffer of 100 feet for both urban and rural 
rivers, which is very important, which will now 
be a statewide standard, far better than town-
by-town regulations, which had fragmented our 
review of the effects on river and riverine 
areas. 

MkhX 
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Setting up a standard buffer of 100 feet is a 
very good policy. We wish it were larger. 
Massachusetts uses 200 feet. At least it sets 
a minimum standard, which is statewide, and we 
heartily endorse this Bill. 

Senate Bill 370 is a companion to the school 
pesticides bill passed in the previous Session. 
It extends the valuable protections of that 
bill to take care of facilities to make sure 
that very small children in these facilities 
are protected from the toxic effects of 
pesticides. 

House Bill 5600 is a critically important bill 
establishing carbon emission caps for all of 
Connecticut. The science of global warming is 
now settled. It is clear that we have a moral 
mandate to protect our, not so much for 
ourselves, but for the generations to come. 

This Bill requires a commitment, well, this 
issue requires a commitment from individuals, 
the state, the federal government and of course 
international cooperation. 

This Bill very strongly addresses the issues, 
which the state itself must take, so we 
heartily endorse this Bill. 

House Bill 5601 is part of the effort of the 
Coalition for a Safe and Health Connecticut to 
remove toxic substances from our environment. 

We very strongly endorse the removal of the 
chemicals mentioned in this Bill, and setting 
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SEN. MEYER: Thank you. Are there any comments or 
questions by Members of the Committee? 
Appreciate it. We'll try to help. 

The next witness is Eric Brown, the Connecticut 
Business and Industry Association. 

ERIC BROWN: Good afternoon, Senator Meyer and 
Ranking Member, Representative Chapin and other 
distinguished Members of the Committee. My 
name is Eric Brown, and I do serve as an 
Associate Counsel for the Connecticut Business 
and Industry Association. 

I'm here today to present testimony in 
opposition to Raised House Bill 560Q AN ACT 
CONCERNING CONNECTICUT GLOBAL WARMING 
SOLUTIONS. 

I have submitted several pages of testimony 
explaining the reasons for this position. I 
think I can summarize them in basically three 
categories. 

First, as we've heard several times today, 
Connecticut is already at the forefront of 
adopting policies to address emissions of 
greenhouse gases. In fact, we've heard that 
we've gotten international recognition today. 
CBIA along with many other stakeholders have 
been involved, as well as yourselves, in the 
development of many of these policies. 

For example, we were a stakeholder in the 
Climate Change Action Plan Development Process, 
which culminated in 2005 with some 55 
recommendations to the state. Some of those 
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have been implemented. Many more have not, but 
they're continuing to move forward. 

And secondly, that's my second point. We do 
continue to move forward. You've heard about 
the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative today. 
Right now the regulations to implement RGGI in 
Connecticut are in their final stages of 
development. 

They'll be coming into play later this year, so 
we are moving forward with yet more regulations 
and more policies to address greenhouse gas 
emissions in Connecticut. 

And finally, number three, we've heard a lot 
about goals today. But it was never the goal 
of either the Action Plan or RGGI to solve the 
global warming problem. 

Those efforts grew out of a perceived lack of 
leadership and lack of action at the federal 
level, and they were designed to spur federal 
action, and lo and behold we do have several 
bills going through the congressional process, 
and I believe all three major presidential 
candidates have expressed their commitment to 
going forward with carbon legislation in the 
near future. So federal policy is coming. 

However, this Bill before you today says that 
all of this is not enough, and what we really 
need is an extremely aggressive agenda coming 
out of the environmental advocacy community to 
bind Connecticut to mandatory caps, and all of 
this without any realistic regard in our 
opinion, within the Bill, to the impact of 
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trying to take that approach with regard to 
energy prices, energy reliability and the well 
being of our economy here in Connecticut. 

So again, you do have my written testimony, 
which will go into more detail, but I'll leave 
it there for now and offer to answer any 
questions you may have. 

SEN. MEYER: Eric, the Section 3 of this Bill 
proposes the creation of a new task force by 
which we would be given information about the 
impacts on our communities of global warming or 
climate change. 

You've been addressing the cap issue. Do you 
feel it's in the interest of your constituency, 
of the businesses of Connecticut to have an 
impact study of this kind? 

ERIC BROWN: Well, it's not my least favorite 
paragraph, or part of the Bill. You know, I 
think one has to ask, you know, what are the 
resources that are going to go into this. 

Again, we would fully expect that such a 
process would involve the worst case modeling 
that would create the most emotional impact, 
and I think one could in some respects at 
least, bypass that. 

Let's just assume that we're going to get, you 
know, a 20-inch rise in sea level, draw the map 
where that impacts, and decide, you know, what 
the heck are we going to do about that. 
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But, you know, I think it's at least a reasoned 
idea and again, it's not one that [Gap in 
testimony. Changing from Tape 4A to Tape 4B.] 

SEN. MEYER: Representative Urban. 

REP. URBAN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you 
for your testimony, Eric. I just have a few 
questions. 

It seems that what you are suggesting is that 
the federal government is going to be moving 
forward on this. Therefore, it's inappropriate 
for the states to continually tighten our 
restrictions. 

And yet, I would submit to you that it's 
because the states have tightened their 
restrictions that the federal government has 
finally stepped up to the plate. 

And I also find it interesting that the people 
that testified before you were testifying about 
their homes being flooded, and homes that were 
100 years old that had never been flooded 
before, and that sort of speaks to Senator 
Meyer's point about a task force to indicate 
what, in fact, these impacts would be. 

And I also find it incredibly interesting that 
one of the leaders for addressing global 
warming is the insurance industry. Lloyds of 
London, etc. internationally, are very wary of 
the impacts of global warming because they're 
the ones who are indeed going to be taking it 
on the chin as businesses if indeed we cannot 
ameliorate the impacts of global warming. 
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So I guess my question to you is, are you 
basing your objection to this Bill basically on 
benefit cost analysis? 

ERIC BROWN: Well, I'm not an economist, so I'm not 
sure I can answer that in the strict terms. 

I don't think of it as cost benefit analysis, I 
guess. I think of it, I think you're right. I 
think a lot of the state action has spurred 
federal action on this. 

I think most of the folks that I talked to 
about this say, no matter what the state does, 
or the states do, when there is a federal 
program, we darned well better have a system 
that integrates seamlessly with it. 

We would like to see a federal program, and so, 
you know, originally you talked about, you 
know, were concerned about continually 
tightening. 

You know, we are concerned about continually 
tightening without regard to impact, and I 
guess that goes to cost benefit analysis. 

REP. URBAN: Yeah, that would be--

ERIC BROWN: So you've got a very circular answer 
here. I guess, you know, we're certainly 
concerned about cost, and we're concerned about 
the lack of concern about cost in the Bill. 

I mean, even in the RGGI regs that are proposed 
now, I mean, we see those as costing hundreds 
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of millions of dollars. And costing who? Not 
the State of Connecticut. It's not a 
government funded thing. It's going to be 
funded by ratepayers. 

So some, from some set of ratepayers, hundreds 
of millions of dollars apparently are going to 
be needed to funded this RGGI program, and one 
can speculate about how those are going to be 
invested and the effectiveness that will be in 
terms of reducing demand and getting more 
energy conservation. 

But it's going to have to come, and you don't 
hear a lot of talk about that. 

REP. URBAN: And I thank you for what you're saying, 
and we could certainly get into a long 
discussion of present discounted values, etc. 

But I would submit to you that the long-term 
costs of climate change are going to dwarf the 
short-term costs of trying to deal with it now. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

SEN. MEYER: Thank you, Representative. Any other 
questions or comments? Thanks, Eric. 

ERIC BROWN: Thank you. 

SEN. MEYER: The next witness is David Killeen, 
followed by David Evans and Martha Kelly. Mr. 
Killeen, have I got that spelled right, 
pronounced right? 

DAVID KILLEEN: Yes. 



JOINT 

STANDING 

COMMITTEE 

HEARINGS 

ENVIRONMENT 

:
 PART4 

i 956-1259 

2003 



000950 

286. 
pat ENVIRONMENT February 27, 2 008 

So I guess I'm having trouble getting where 
you're coming from. 

DAN VERY: The soils in Woodstock are such that 
they're very stony, very gravely, even up to 
the very edge of where the water is in a 
wetland or a watercourse, so it is conceivable 
that you can build there. 

We have quite a few projects where Northeast 
District Department of Health actually approves 
installation of septic systems up to, as close 
as 20 feet of a wetland. 

REP. WILLIS: I don't think I want to hear that 
story. That's pretty sad. Thank you very 
much. 

REP. ROY: Thank you, Representative Willis. Any 
other questions or comments for Dan? Charles 
Rothenberger, followed by Lise Dondy. 

CHARLES ROTHENBERGER: Chairman Roy, Members of the 
Environment Committee, thank you for the 
opportunity to testify what's rapidly becoming 
this evening, in support of House Bill 5600 AN 
ACT CONCERNING CONNECTICUT GLOBAL WARMING 
SOLUTIONS. 

Connecticut Fund for the Environment is pleased 
that you' ve raised House Bill 5600,. This 
legislation goes a long way to ensuring that 
Connecticut maintains its leadership position 
in addressing global warming. 

There's really no longer any debate on these 
issues. The science is crystal clear that we 
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have to place ourselves on a pathway to 
reducing our greenhouse gas emissions by at 
least 80% over the coming decades, and that 
effort has to begin now. 

The longer we wait to seriously start reducing 
those emissions, the harder the task will be. 

And there really is a broad consensus among the 
business, the scientific and environmental 
communities, that we need to really move 
forward with the scientifically supported 
targets. 

Other states such as California and New Jersey 
have already established these comprehensive 
mandatory greenhouse gas limits and are working 
to implement them. 

A host of other states around the country, 
including neighbors Massachusetts and Rhode 
Island, Maryland further down the coast, are 
moving forward to adopt these mandatory limits 
and these states recognize that we really have 
a moral obligation to act now for future 
generations. 

And they also recognize that the same solutions 
that are necessary to solve the climate crisis 
are the very same solutions that are going to 
provide significant economic and health 
benefits to local communities that are taking 
this action. 

Today's Bill does several things. First, it 
takes an absolutely critical first step of 
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creating the necessary environment to reduce 
our global warming pollution. 

The scientists told us what reductions are 
necessary and the state has really endorsed 
those goals in its actions up to this point. 
All that remains is establishing a firm 
commitment to meeting them, and that's exactly 
what, this Bill does. 

As economic analysis in other jurisdictions has 
indicated, adopting firm emissions limits can 
significantly boost the local economy by one, 
increasing investments in energy efficiency, 
thereby reducing energy costs and overhead for 
local businesses and homeowners, and also by 
increasing private investment in clean, 
renewable energy technologies, technologies 
that can and are being developed right here in 
Connecticut and our fuel cell industry comes to 
mind as a perfect case in point. 

Analysis done in California, for example, found 
that implementation of their bill would have 
significant economic benefits, and I would just 
note that while this will be a comprehensive 
emissions limits program, the mechanisms for 
compliance will go through public notice and 
comment period ensuring continuing and 
meaningful participation for all stakeholders, 
and I'd be happy to answer questions. 

REP. ROY: Thank you. Any questions from Members of 
the Committee? Seeing none, Charles, thank you 
very much. 

CHARLES ROTHENBERGER: You're welcome. Thank you. 
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that's a very good item to do. We think that 
consumers getting a rebate by using bio-heat in 
their homes will encourage the use of it. It 
will help us become more competitive in the 
field out there, and I think that, you know, 
when an average homeowner figures 1,000 
gallons, they could get 10 cents a gallon back 
on that price with a 10% blend. 

You know, I agree that everybody would like to 
see, you know, a 10% savings on their heating 
bill, which would be very good for the people 
out here in the state. Thank you. 

REP. ROY: Steve, thank you. Are there any 
questions or comments from Members of the 
Committee? Seeing none, Steve, thank you very 
much. James Howland. He'll be followed by 
David Bingham. 

JAMIE HOWLAND: Good evening, Representative Roy, 
Members of the Committee. My name is Jamie 
Howland. I'm a policy analyst for Environment 
Northeast, a not for profit research and 
advocacy organization with offices throughout 
New England and eastern Canada. 

M£x 

Environment Northeast is one of the members of 
the steering committee for the Stop Global 
Warming Connecticut Campaign that, along with 
numerous other supporting organizations, is 
working to enact the requirements in House Bil 
.5600f in order to ensure that Connecticut 
actually achieves the greenhouse gas emission 
reductions it embraced in the 2004 climate 
change legislation. 
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That legislation sets the goal of reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions in the state, excuse 
me, 10% below the 1990 levels by 2020. 

I am also submitting written testimony on 
Proposed Senate Bill 433, AN ACT CREATING A 
DIESEL EMISSIONS REDUCTION GRANT PROGRAM. 

We concur with the recommended changes to the 
Bill submitted by Stop Global Warming. The 
Connecticut Coalition will be happy to 
entertain questions regarding them. 

However, to avoid repetition in my time now, I 
want to highlight Section 5 of the Bill, which 
relates to the potential for reducing the net 
carbon content of fuels used in the state 
through the adoption of the low carbon fuel 
standard. 

While we believe that reducing the carbon 
content of fuels by 10% by 2020 is an important 
component of achieving the 10% overall 
reductions, ongoing research at several 
universities makes it clear that determining 
the life cycle of carbon's impact of any 
potential low-carbon fuel is a very complicated 
process, and at this time a conclusive 
measurement standard does not exist. 

Hence we want to instruct the importance of the 
language in Subsections (1)(B), (C)and (D) of 
Section 5 and particularly subsection (C) that 
requires a full lifetime analysis that assesses 
all stages of fuel and feedstock production and 
distribution, from feedstock generation or 
extraction to distribution, delivery and use of 
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into Toys R Us or Wal-Mart that the toy they 
bring home for their new baby is a safe toy. 

Parents should be certain that their five-year-
old child is not walking into kindergarten 
carrying a new school necessity that are 
leaving them vulnerable and exposed to harmful 
chemicals. 

It is imperative that we take action to ban 
chemicals that are hazardous so that our 
children are safe. Thank you. 

REP. ROY: Thank you, Lindsey. Any questions or 
comments for Lindsey? Seeing none, thank you 
very much, Lindsey. 

LINDSEY ATIYEH: Thank you. 
ft|1 

REP. ROY: Chris Phelps, followed by Cheryl 
Thibeault. 
By the way, thank you to everybody who stayed 
all day and then into the evening. I 
appreciate it and we will hear anybody who 
wants to be heard. 

CHRISTOPHER PHELPS: Thank you, Representative Roy, 
Senator Meyer, Members of the Committee, and 
good evening. I'm Christopher Phelps. I am 
Program Director for Environment Connecticut. 
We're a statewide member-supported nonprofit, 
nonpartisan environmental advocacy 
organization. 

I've submitted written comments on four pieces 
of legislation before you, AN ACT CONCERNING 
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BIODIESEL, which we do not oppose, 
Representative Miller, the toxics in children's 
products legislation as well as clean water 
legislation. 

I'm going to focus my comments on House Bill 
5600, AN ACT CONCERNING CONNECTICUT GLOBAL 
WARMING SOLUTIONS. As it's been stated today 
and before today, global warming is one of the 
most profound threats of our time. 

And preventing the most dangerous impacts of 
global warming requires our state and nation to 
help increases in global warming pollution 
beginning now, to achieve the carbon emissions 
at least 15% below current levels by the year 
2020 and put ourselves on the path to an 80% 
reduction on emissions from all sources by the 
year 2050. 

Those are, as has been pointed out already 
today ambitious goals, and meeting them will 
not be easy. However, they are the minimum 
that the science tells us is necessary to 
respond to the threat posed by global warming. 

Protecting our environment, our economy and 
future generations simply requires bold action 
at this time. 

And Connecticut has begun to take steps along 
that path. In fact, it was the goal of the 
2004 climate change law enacted by this General 
Assembly, to reduce emissions of global warming 
pollution 10% below 1990 levels by 2020 and 75% 
or more in reductions by the year 2050. 
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Subsequently the state's Climate Change Action 
Plan was created to ensure implementation of 
those goals. Unfortunately, Connecticut's 
implementation of that plan has begun to 
falter, and our state will almost certainly 
fail to achieve the initial 2010 goal. 

And if we are to get back on track, Connecticut 
needs to act now. This Bill would reinvigorate 
our state's efforts begun in 2004 by requiring 
the state to adopt necessary regulations and 
policies to cut emissions 10% below 1990 levels 
by 2 02 0 and put our state on the path for that 
80% reduction in emissions by 2050. 

The good news is that we're not alone in this 
effort. I think it was Representative Greene 
earlier today who asked if other states have 
adopted similar legislation, and the answer is, 
yes, they have. 

California, New Jersey and Hawaii have already 
adopted similar bills. In Massachusetts, Rhode 
Island, Wisconsin, Maryland, Illinois, 
Washington and Oregon Legislatures are all 
currently considering similar legislation to 
this coming before you today. 

I know the buzzer has gone off, and it's late 
in the evening, so I will wrap up by pointing 
out that this action by State Legislatures and 
Governors across the nation is helping set the 
bar and set the stage for federal national 
action. 

And those states that have taken this step are 
earning a seat at the table as national 
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policies are written and implemented, and 
preparing ourselves to be able to most 
effectively participate in efforts to cut the 
warming emissions nationwide. 

But most importantly, we will have continuous 
state leadership by doing our share in this 
national effort to stop global warming. 

I'll end there and just, I would refer the 
Committee to my testimony on this legislation 
as well, as well as the other testimony 
including information on the issue of 
phthalates that came up earlier. I'd be happy 
to answer any questions. 

REP. ROY: Thank you. Any questions from Members of 
the Committee? Seeing none, thank you, Chris. 

CHRISTOPHER PHELPS: Thank you. 

REP. ROY: Cheryl Thibeault, followed by Michael. 
Devine. 

CHERYL THIBEAULT: Good evening and thank you, 
Chairman Meyer and Chairman Roy, and Members of __ 
the Committee. My name is Cheryl Thibeault and s B S i 
I am the Facility Business Manager at Covanta 
Mid-Connecticut and Covanta Projects of 
Wallingford, two waste-to-energy plants 
operated in Connecticut. 

Covanta, my company, owned and operates 34 
waste-to-energy plants in the United States, or 
in the case of private ownership, we contract 
with many municipalities and haulers. 

m 
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STEVE GUVEYAN: Good evening, Chairman Roy and 
Members of the Committee. I'm Steve Guveyan 
from the Connecticut Petroleum Council. We're 
a trade association of major oil companies, 
refineries, transporters, pipelines, doing 
business here in Connecticut. 

Our comments are on global climate change House 
Bill ,5600. I'll limit our comments at this 
late hour to two points. 

One, as drafted, the Bill, prima change Bill, 
calls for 11 new sets of regulations. Some 
could be written by DEP, some could be written 
by other agencies. 

A number of regulations will be on the same 
point. They're just going to divide it up and 
each agency will pass its own regs. 

•We find that very unworkable. We've been doing 
prima change, fuels, air quality issues for a 
long time, and I must say the work product that 
has come out of this Committee over the years 
has been very practical. 

You can roll up your sleeves, you can do the 
walk and it works out in the real world. This 
Bill with 11 new sets of regs is in very sharp 
contrast to the work product that has come out 
of here historically. 

Second, and most important, the Bill calls for 
a low carbon fuel standard. We're not really 
sure what that is. There is no state that has 
passed a low carbon fuel standard. The 
Congress has not passed one. 
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There is no way for us to take the carbon 
content out of home heating oil or out of 
gasoline, which is what this Bill says. 

California passed an executive order, saying 
that we want to try to reduce carbon content in 
the State of California by 10%. They are 
struggling mightily with it now. There's a lot 
of angst in California about why they went down 
that path. 

What this Bill is saying is, we're going to 
follow that path and go further. It will even 
include home heating oil, which California did 
not do, and we're going to take it way back in 
the fuel supply chain. 

What this Bill says is that if we use ethanol 
in Connecticut, which we do, it is 90/10 blend. 
Ninety percent gasoline, ten percent ethanol in 
the fuel tank, that that's not enough to get to 
our 10% carbon reduction intensity rule here. 

What we'd have to do is go back to Minnesota or 
Iowa or wherever that corn comes from for the 
ethanol. We have to count the fertilizer, got 
a natural gas base to it, as part of the carbon 
content. We have to count the diesel fuel 
emission going from the farm to the ethanol 
processing plant. 

We have to look at the emissions in the ethanol 
processing plant, I don't recall, out in Iowa 
or Illinois, we have to count that. 
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We're going to come down the Mississippi River 
in a huge barge, diesel inboard engines. We 
have to count the emissions from that here in 
Connecticut. 

By freighter all the way up to Bridgeport or 
New Haven, we have to count the emissions from 
that. Take all those emissions, reduce it by 
10%. , 

As a practical matter, Mr. Chairman and Members 
of the Committee, we can't do that. I mean, we 
are talking about bringing in fuel from one of 
the earlier witnesses made the point, Malaysia. 
Palm oil comes in from Malaysia because it's 
less expensive than soybean oil right from this 
country. 

There is no way for us to go around the world 
and reduce, figure out, calculate everybody's 
emissions and then take it out of what the 
emissions' total is in the State of 
Connecticut. 

So in summary, for us here in Connecticut, the 
low carbon fuel standard portion of this Bill 
just isn't practical. Thank you. 

REP. ROY: Thank you, Steve. Any questions from 
Members of the Committee? Steve, thank you 
very much. 

STEVE GUVEYAN: Thank you. 

REP. ROY: Patricia Taylor, followed by Margaret 
Miner. 
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Testimony in Support of HB 5600 

An Act Concerning Global Warming Solutions 

Senator Meyer, Representative Roy and members of the Environment 
Committee, I am pleased to appear before you today in support of HB 
5600, AAC Global Warming Solutions. 

In 2004 we passed PA 04-252, An Act Concerning Climate Change, setting 
goals of reducing greenhouse gas emissions to help achieve the regional 
goal of reducing such emissions to (1) 1990 levels by Jan 1, 2010 and (2) 
10% below 1990 levels by Jan. 1, 2020. We are already falling behind in 
reaching the 2010 targets. HB 5600 sets stronger directives to get us back 
on track and in addition sets the long -term target of the year 2050 to 
achieve emissions reductions of at least 80% below 2001 levels. 

The proposed bill builds upon the work already well underway by the 
Governor's Steering Committee on Climate Change and RGGI (Regional 
Greenhouse Gas Initiative) and actively engages the DPUC, OPM, DEP, 
DOT and DAS in the adoption of regulations to meet both long and short-
term goals of greenhouse gas reductions. It is truly a comprehensive 
approach to addressing the issues relevant to climate change. The bill 
requires state agencies to include an analysis of greenhouse gas 
emissions when conducting an environmental review of a new program, 

S E R V I N G B R A N F O R D A N D G U I L F O R D 
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requires the State Building Code to reflect more stringent energy 
standards, creates a new class of certified energy inspectors who will 
certify all new construction and major renovations, requires low carbon fuel 
standards for motor vehicle and home heating fuels and much more. 

I am particularly supportive of Section 3 which establishes a Climate 
Change Impacts Sub-Committee of the Governor's Steering Committee on 
Climate Change to oversee plans for assessing the impacts of climate 
change on specific communities. The sub-committee will develop 
recommendations to enable these communities to adapt to the impacts of 
predictable changes and offer aid to deal with them. 

As a representative of two coastal towns, I am greatly concerned with the 
impacts of rising sea level on our local roads, bridges and rail 
infrastructure, planning for future land use restrictions regarding low lying 
properties, failure of sanitary systems, intrusion of salt water into wells and 
changes in our ecosystem. 

Of course, the impacts of climate change will not be limited to the coastal 
towns but will affect the entire state and region. Accordingly, the bill calls 
for an assessment of current state and private programs and research 
concerning the projected impact of climate change on state infrastructure, 
ecological habitats and agriculture. 

Obviously, it is not within our power to completely halt the advance of 
climate change and global warming but we do have the opportunity and the 
responsibility to change our collective behavior for the benefit of our 
constituents and future generations. HB 5600 points us in the right 
direction. 
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Testimony of 
Rylan I. Truman 

Student of University of Connecticut 
School of Social Work 

Before the 
Committee on Environment 

Wednesday, February 27,2008 •j 
In Support of: 
Bill # 5600, AAC Connecticut Global Warming Solutions 

Good morning honorable senators, representatives and members of the 
Environment Committee. My name is Rylan Truman and I am an MSW student enrolled 
in the University of Connecticut School of Social Work. I thank you for the opportunity 
to testify in support of Bill no. 5600, An Act Concerning Connecticut Global Warming 
Solutions. 

As many of us are well aware, recent levels of climate change and green house 
gas emissions have had devastating impacts on the environment. What may not be quite 
so apparent is the correlation between global warming and public health. As a student of 
social work, I recognize the importance of representing and advocating for the most 
vulnerable populations of society. These populations largely include children, the elderly 
and the poor. Unfortunately the health risks associated with global warming and poor air 
quality disproportionately . affect these already disadvantaged groups. According to the 
Northeast Climate Impacts Assessment report of July, 2007, "by mid century, most 
northeast cities (like Hartford) are projected to experience an additional 20-40 days per 
year over 90 degrees Fahrenheit" if high emission levels prevail. Vulnerable populatioris-
especially in urban centers- have limited means and resources to cope with such dramatic 
temperature changes and as longer periods of higher temperatures are predicted for the 
future, these groups run a higher risk of contracting respiratory conditions such as asthma 
and chronic bronchitis. Furthermore, current research topics are exploring the correlation 
between air pollution and respiratory emergency room.visits.* I believe that making a 
concerted effort towards reducing green house gas emissions can serve as an effective 
preventative measure in avoiding such public health issues. 

I support the goal to assess climate change issues within specific communities and 
would like to stress the importance of community involvement throughout the 
development and implementation process of climate change adaptation programs. I 
believe that as the people of Connecticut become more aware of how climate change 
directly effects them, they will be more apt to dedicate themselves toward making 
positive environmental changes within their communities. 

I would like to extend my appreciation for the opportunity to present my views 
and would welcome any questions you may have. 
* Wilson, A.M. et. al, (2005). Air pollution, weather, and respiratory emergency room visits in two 
northern New England cities: and ecological time-series study. Environmental Research, (97) 312-321. 
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Testimony of David Sutherland - Director of Government Relations 
Before the Environment Committee - February 27, 2008 

In Support of Bill 5600 - AN ACT CONCERNING GLOBAL WARMING SOLUTIONS 

In our testimony on most bills, I note that I am representing The Nature Conservancy's 
28,000 members in Connecticut. With this legislation, I want to stress that I am representing 
over 1 million members of the Conservancy around the world. Despite Connecticut's size., 
what we do here to reduce our greenhouse gas emissions truly is of global significance. We 
therefore strongly support Bill 5600, with the changes that are being submitted today 
by the Connecticut Fund for the Environment, and changes to Section 3 that are 
attached here. 

A broad consensus of climate scientists projiects very serious impacts from climate change, 
including inundation of coastal communities from sea.level rise and increased inland 
flooding in the Northeast US. If even the mid-range estimates of these scientists bear out, 
many of our human and natural communities will very likely face catastrophic disruptions 
and destruction during this century. 

The impacts on human and natural communities will often be intertwined. For example, 
when coastal wetlands are destroyed by sea level rise, we will.lose critical fish habitat and 
endanger our fishing industries and food supply. We will also lose the protection that these 
wetlands provide to coastal neighborhoods by absorbing the force of storm waves. 

To lessen these threats and the carbon pollution emissions that cause them, we have to re- . 
examine virtually every aspect of bur lives in terms of reducing our emissions of. green house 
gasses. We have to make very big, dramatic changes, but we also have to look for every 
relatively smaller change we can make as well. This legislation would help us implement 
vital changes on both scales. 

PREPARING FOR CLIMATE IMPACTS: According to many scientists, we have already 
waited too long to take action to prevent some serious effects of climate change. Therefore, 
while we work as rapidly as we can on what has to be our first priority-preventing even 
more severe change that we have already set in motion - We also have to start planning and 
acting to enable our human and natural communities to adapt to the effects of climate 
change. We therefore want to draw attention to Section 3 of this legislation, which 
would establish a Climate Change Impacts Subcommittee (We recommend it be called a 
"task force") of the existing Governor's Steering Committee on Climate Change. 

The existing Governor's Steering Committee on Climate Change, comprised of six state 
agencies, is necessarily focused on the first of two major aspects of climate policy -
measures to reduce our greenhouse gas emissions. That aspect by itself is very 
challenging and demands as much attention as that committee can direct to it. 

The second major aspect of climate policy concerns strategies to help our human 
and natural communities prepare for and adapt to the impacts of climate change. This 

(over) 
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second aspect requires some of the same agencies, but a very different range of expertise/ 
It is essential that a distinct task force, of additional agencies and outside experts, be 
established by the. legislature to focus exclusively on this aspect of climate policy -
assessing and preparing for changes that are predicted to be extremely disruptive arid even 
catastrophic for many communities. 

For procedural reasons, we recommend that if possible Section 3, as amended by the 
language attached, be drafted and passed by the Committee as a stand-alone bill; but 
whether it advances on it sown or as part of this bill, it is essential that this legislature signal 
the importance of planning and preparing for the impacts of climate change by establishing 
this task force. 

Adaptation to: climate change is going to occur regardless of what we do. If we do not plan 
and prepare for it, it quite likely may occur in the form of hundreds of thousands of refugees 
fleeing the Connecticut coast as sea level rise and stronger hurricanes drive them out of 
their homes. 

It may occur in the form of our nation's fishery industries closing down as fish populations 
crash due to changes in the oceans and the disappearance of salt marshes that have no 
place to migrate inland as they are destroyed by rising sea levels. . 

It will occur in the form of communities demanding,that our governments spend billions of 
dollars on larger sea walis that may actually make the problems they are trying to address 
worse in the long run. 

We have to start planning now so that our human and natural communities have some 
chance of adjusting to the changes we have wrought. 

WHY SHOULD CONNECTICUT TRY TO DO SOMETHING ABOUT A GLOBAL 
PROBLEM: If every political entity, belt a state or country, decides that it is too small by 
itself to have an impact on reducing climate change, we will fail to address what is one of 
the gravest threats that our species has faced. We have seen recently that action by one 
state or country can spur action by others. The Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative, for 
example, has been closely watched by other states and countries, and is influencing the: 
Congressional debate. 

Second, for all of the serious economic hardships that many of Connecticut's citizens face, 
we remain one of the most affluent groups of 3.4 million people who have ever lived on the 
planet. If we are not going to step out to take some leadership on addressing our 
contributions to greenhouse gas emissions, how can we possibly expect Brazil or China or 
other states and countries to do their part. 
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SUGGESTED AMENDMENTS TO LANGUAGE FOR SECTION 3 OF 
J3ILL 5600 - AN ACT CONCERNING GLOBAL WARMING SOLUTIONS 

Please note that for procedural reasons, we recommend that if possible this section of 
Bill 5600 be approved as a separate bill. 

Sec. 3. (NEW) (Effective October 1, 2008) (a) Not later than January 1,2009, the 
Governor's Steering Committee on Climate Change shall establish a Climate Change 
Impacts [Subcommittee] TASK FORCE comprised of such state agencies and experts 
as the Governor's Steering Committee on Climate Change determines to be 
appropriate. Said [subcommittee] TASK FORCE shall (1) develop and HELP coordinate 
the implementation of plans for assessing the impacts of climate change on specific 
communities AND NATURAL HABITATS, (2) develop recommendations to enable such 
communities AND HABITATS to adapt to the impacts of climate change, and (3) aid 
AGENCIES AND such communities to implement the recommendations. 

b) On or before [July] OCTOBER 1, 2009, the [subcommittee] TASK FORCE shall 
report to-the Governor's Steering Committee on Climate Change on its assessment, 
AND ITS RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER ASSESSMENTS, of current state 
and private programs and research concerning the projected impact of climate change 
in the state on: (1) Infrastructure, including, but riot limited to, buildings, roadis, railroads, 
airports, dams, reservoirs, and sewage treatment and water filtration facilities; (2) 
ecological habitats, including, but not limited to, coastal and inland wetlands, forests and 
rivers; and (3) agriculture. The [subcommittee] TASK FORCE shall conduct not less 
than one public hearing regarding such assessment and regarding the subcommittee's 
recommendations for further assessments of impacts on the resources specified in 
subdivisions (1) to (3), inclusive, of this subsection. The Governor's Steering Committee 
on Climate Change shall report to the Governor and the General Assembly, in 
accordance with the provisions of section 11 -4a of the general statutes, on the 
[subcommittee's] TASK FORCE'S findings and recommendations. 

(c) On or before July 1, 2010, the [subcommittee] TASK FORCE shall report, 
THROUGH THE GOVERNOR'S STEERING COMMITTEE ON CLIMATE CHANGE, to 
the Governor and the General Assembly, in accordance with the provisions of section 
11-4a of the general statutes, concerning its recommendations for NEW, OR changes to 
existing state and municipal programs, laws or regulations to MITIGATE, AND enable 
municipalities and natural habitats to adapt to, harmful climate change impacts. 

For information, please contact David Sutherland at 860-344-0716 x 317. 
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645 Farmington Ave, 3rd Floor, Hartford, CT O6i05 (860)232-6232 

Written Testimony of Roger Smith, Campaign Director, Clean Water Action J 

Before the Connecticut General Assembly Environment Committee . 
. Wednesday Februaty 27th, 2008 

Testimony insupport of 
H.B.5600 ACT CONCERNING CONNECTICUT GLOBAL WARMING SOLUTIONS 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before this committee. Clean Water Action is a national 
non-profit organization with one million members nationwide and 11,000 members in 
Connecticut. Since 2002 we have coordinated the Connecticut Climate Coalition, a coalition of : 
90 organizations who support a broad range of initiatives to address global warming and are . 
proud of our state's leadership on this issue. 

In 2004, the Connecticut General.Assembly made Connecticut the second state in the nation to 
commit to global warming pollution reduction goals of 1990 levels by 2010, 10% below 1990 . 
levels by 2020 and 75-85% cuts by 2050.. Public Act 04-252 also directed the state agencies to 
release a short-term climate plan in 2005 and a plan to meet our long-term goals in 2008. 

This 2004 climate law prompted numerous other states to pass similar legislation and prompted 
California in 2006 to leapfrog these states by adopting a mandatory economy-wide carbon cap 
rather than just goals. New Jersey and Hawaii have followed .suit and a number of carbon cap 
bills are now moving in state legislatures. We need to rejoin the top tier of states by passing HB 
5600 and directing the state agencies to create incentives and regulations that are. robust enough . 
to reduce emissions to levels called for by the 2004 act. It's not enough, to just issue a Climate 
plan and hope it gets implemented. 

Unfortunately, action to date has not been sufficient to achieve the emissions reductions set 
out in the 2004 law. All indications are that emissions continue to rise, especially in the 
transportation sector. Most of the progress made so far has been in the electric sector, the only 
sector where we will have binding emissions limits through the "Regional Greenhouse Gas 
Initiative" (RGGI). Final regulations must be approved this spring and the program will begin in 
early 2009. In addition to RGGI we have a 20% by 2020 Renewable Portfolio Standard and a 
new mandate to our utilities to prioritize energy efficiency, over supply-side Options. 

Significant other challenges remain. About 40% of Connecticut's global warming emissions are 
from transportation, and another 40% from buildings- heating, cooling and industrial processes, 
with electricity production for slightly more than 20%. The CT Climate Change Action Plan is 
not particularly detailed nor far-reaching in the transportation sector. In a state a dense as 
Connecticut, far more could be done to promote mass transit, incentivize towns to grow along 
rail and bus lines, and aggressively promote rideshare and vanpool-type programs. The Climate 
Plan is dated, and for example, does not mention options like plug-in hybrid cars, which could 
play a significant role in cutting emissions if implemented wisely. 

CLEANWATER 

A C T I O N 
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For buildings Connecticut has lagged on: building heating efficiency and is doing far too little to 
incentivize businesses, homeowners and landlords to seal leaks, replace windows, upgrade 
boilers and thereby slash fossil fuel use.' Not enough is happening to train a new generation of 
architects, builders, remodelers and installers about new efficiency technologies, and help build a 
"green collar" workforce for Connecticut. 

Connecticut's agencies need a directive that the state is serious about achieving its global 
warming goals, and need to be empowered to create programs which will cut carbon 
dioxide emissions and lower our fossil fuel use. The agencies in the Governor's Steering 
Committee on Climate Change need to be told that their plans to cut emissions must be: 
adequate to reach our state mandates, and they must be held accountable by regular status 
reports to the state legislature. 

HB 5600 will send a very clear message to the state agencies that they must move forward with 
actions to cut greenhouse gas emissions. It will also send a message to individuals and 
businesses in the state that carbon dioxide emissions are a liability, and the best way to minimize 
risks associated with future regulations is to cut emissions now. This signal will help put 
Connecticut on a low-carbon-path and avoid expensive, abrupt cuts which may be required by :. 
future Federal regulations. , . 

In addition to establishing a cap and mandating the state agencies create policies to achieve 
it, Connecticut should adopt ahtirbacfeliding provisions. The construction of one new 
medium-sized conventional coal plant would emit over 5 million tons of CO2 per year arid make 
it essentially impossible to reduce our greenhouse gas emissions. All electric generating 
facilities in the state currently emit about 1Q million tons of CO2 annually. 

Connecticut should follow Washington State and California and set an emissions 
performance standard of llOOlbs/MWh of C 0 2 for any new baseload power plant built to 
serve Connecticut. This will ensure that Connecticut is not saddled with an expensive coal 
plant whose high pollution levels will be a tremendous liability moving forward, and which may 
become a "stranded Cost" to ratepayers if the public helps build it and it is prematurely retired. If 
a Coal plant has technology available to safely and permanently store carbon dioxide, those 
emissions would not be counted as part of their CO2 rate. 

The following is a short summary of progress towards implementing the top 15 policies in the 
state climate plari. For policies which have not been implemented or may never be implemented, 
the agencies have not yet revised the plan, revamped policies, or added new ideas to ensure the 
state is able to reach our climate goals. It's time for Connecticut to move again. 

Thank you, 
Roger Smith 
Campaign Director, Clean Water Action 
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TESTIMONY OF 
PSEG POWER CONNECTICUT 

CONNECTICUT GENERAL ASSEMBLY 
COMMITTEE ON THE ENVIRONMENT 

FEBRUARY 27,2008 

Re: Raised Bill No. 5600: An Act Concerning Connecticut Global Warming 
Solutions 

Chairman, Meyer, Chairman Roy, Ranking Member McKinney, Rankling Member 
Chapin, and Members of the Environment Committee; 

PSEG Power Connecticut appreciates the opportunity to offer this testimony in support of 
Raised Bill No. 5600, : " : 

PSEG Power Connecticut owns and operates the Bridgeport Harbor and New Haven 
Harbor generating stations which together support electric system reliability in 
Connecticut with approximately 1,000 megawatts of electric generating capacity. PSEG 
Power Connecticut is a subsidiary of PSEG Power LLC, one of the nation's largest 
independent power producing companies. We are an indirect subsidiary of Public Service 
Enterprise Group Incorporated (PSEG), a diversified energy holding company 
headquartered in the neighboring state of New Jersey. PSEG is proud of" its role, both in 
action and advocacy, as an environmental leader in the electric pOwcr industry. 

In previous appearances before this Committee, PSEG Power Connecticut spoke out in 
favor of Public Act 03-72; legislation that established Connecticut as a leader in the effort 
to control mercury emissions from coal-fired power plants. We worked with .this 
•Committee, the Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection, and environmental 
advocates to develop this legislation. We actively campaigned for its enactment. And we 
are currently in the process of completing a $170 million investment in emissions control 
technology at our Bridgeport Harbor coal-fired unit that will enable us to deliver the: 
emissions reductions called for in the legislation. 

We are pleased to testify before this committee in support Raised Bill No. 5600, We 
support the legislation for these reasons: 

• We believe climate change is real and represents the fundamental environmental 
and public policy challenge of our time. 

• We supported legislation in New Jersey with similar targets and timetables for 
reducing greenhouse gases. 

• We supported development of the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative. 
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• We continue to advocate for federal legislation to cap and reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions on a schedule sufficient to protect our climate. 

• In the absence of federal action, states such as Connecticut, individually and in 
partnerships such as RGGI, are providing-leadership in developing policies that will help 
chart the course to a.low-carbon future. Connecticut is providing such leadership through, 
the Governor's Climate Change Action Plan and its participation in RGGI.- Raised Bill 
5600 continues this momentum. 

These actions are important. However, it is also clear that these initiatives must be 
implemented in a manner that will allow them to be harmonized with comprehensive, 
comparable federal action. 

Our ultimate goal should be one program and one market that set clear, transparent price 
signals for carbon sufficient to spur investments in energy efficiency, renewable 
resources, and new, low-and-zero carbon electric generating technologies. 

PSEG believes a low-carbon future is achievable, for Connecticut and for the nation. We 
look forward to investing in this future. Thank you. 
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Connecticut Chapter 
645 Farmington Ave. 

Hartford, Connecticut 06105 
www.connecticutsierraclub. ore 

Environment Committee 
February 25,2007 

Testimony of Martin Mador 
In Support of 

SB 362 AAC Riverfront Protection 
SB 370 AAC Pesticide Applications at Day Care Centers 

HB 5600 AAC CT Global Wanning Solutions 
HB 5601 AA Banning Children's Products Containing Lead, Phthalates or Bisphenol-A 

HB 5603 AAC Enhancements to the Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Act 
In Opposition to 

HB 5602 AAC All-Terrain Vehicles 

I am Martin Mador, 130 Highland Ave., Hamden, CT 06518. I am the Legislative and 
Political Chair of the Connecticut Sierra Club, and am here today representing our 10,000 
Connecticut members concerned about the health of our environment. I possess a Master's of 
Environmental Management degree from Yale. 

Sierra strongly endorses the following five bills. 

SB 362 provides for a protected buffer of 100 feet for both urban and rural rivers, which 
will now be a state-wide standard, far better than the town by town regulations which in many 
cases are far too small to provide adequate protection for the riverine areas and the watercourse 
itself. We consider 100 feet a bare minimum, only half of the protection in Massachusetts. 

SB 370 is a companion to the school pesticides bill passed in 2007. It extends the 
valuable protections of that bill to day care facilities. 

HB 5600 is a critically important bill, establishing carbon emission caps for of 
Connecticut. The science of global wanning is now settled. It is clear that we have a moral 
mandate to protect our earth for the generations to come. This will require a commitment from 
individuals, the states, the federal government and international cooperation. HB 5600 is an 
essential part of the solution. 

HB 5601 is a part of the effort of the Coalition for a Safe and Healthy Connecticut to 
remove toxic substances from our environment. It addresses a critical issue for children's health. 
The Innovation Institute will provide important research and advice to Connecticut industries 
about toxic chemicals, helping to make their products fare well in the international marketplace. 

HB 5603 makes clear that the burden in an Inland Wetlands application process is clearly 
on the application to show that no harm will be caused by the proposed activity. This is an 
important tool to help IWW agencies effectively evaluate applications before them. 

Sierra Opposes the following bill. 
HB 5602 would allow access to ATVs to state property. These vehicles have a high 

nuisance value. This bill does not ensure that the trails open to ATVs would not cause distress to 
others. Further; it does not requir e registration of the vehicles, so enforcement would be 
problematic. 

SIERRA 
CLUB 
P O U N D E D 1 8 9 2 
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CBIA 
Connecticut Business&lndustry Association 

TESTIMONY OF 
ERIC J. BROWN 

BEFORE THE 
ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 

FEBRUARY 27, 2008 

Good morning. My name is Eric Brown and I am an associate counsel with the 

Connecticut Business and .Industry Association (CBIA). CBIA represents 

approximately 10,000 Connecticut businesses, both small and large companies 

throughout Connecticut. Approximately 90% of our member companies have 

fewer than 50 employees. CBIA appreciates this opportunity to communicate to 

you that: 

CBIA FERVENTLY OPPOSES 

RAISED BILL NO. 5600. AN ACT CONCERNING CONNECTICUT GLOBAL 
WARMING SOLUTIONS 

Because: 

• This bill seeks to override years of collaborative deliberations among 
a wide-range of state and regional stakeholders resulting in policies 
that have placed Connecticut at the forefront of climate change 
initiatives; 

• This bill reflects a climate change "doomsday" perspective with no 
regard for its impact on Connecticut's energy prices, reliability and 
economic well-being; 

• This bill would make Connecticut a more expensive place to do 
business, an even harder place to site new energy generation, and 
result in roughly 16 or more new sets of regulations. 

Instead, the General Assembly should: 

• continue to work on implementing the recommendations of the 
Connecticut Climate Change Action Plan; 

• continue to work on implementing the Regional Greenhouse Gas 
initiative in a manner that limits the impact on energy prices; and 

• continue to work with our Congressional delegation to adopt federal 
legislation for a national carbon program. 
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For more than Ave years, CBIA has participated in a variety of state and regional 

efforts to study sources of C02 emissions and make recommendations for 

measures Connecticut government should consider in its quest to be at the 

forefront of national and global efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. We 

were an official stakeholder in the collaborative effort to develop a Connecticut 

Climate Change Action Plan in 2005 - a first of its kind document that identifies 

over 50 recommendations for reducing greenhouse gas emissions. We also 

participated in the process of developing the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative 

(RGGI) - an effort of 9 northeastern states to work collaboratively to reduce 

greenhouse gas emissions in a manner that would not significantly increase 

energy prices and not inadvertently cause more pollution by incentivizing greater 

energy production from upwind states' power plants that are far less clean than 

our own. The general assembly has passed numerous bills aimed at promoting 

energy efficiency which, as a byproduct, generally result in fewer emissions of 

C02. Additionally, we continue to support efforts at the federal level to create a 
^ national carbon program that will reduce C02 emissions, invest in new energy 

(I) . 
technologies and further our nation's efforts to become more energy 

independent. All these initiatives have involved long, deliberative and detailed 

discussions between a variety of stakeholders. 

Unfortunately, Raised Bill No. 5600 reflects a narrow perspective that 

Connecticut has not done nearly enough, that we must suddenly override the 

collaborative work of the past several years and instead advance a highly 

aggressive agenda based on fear and worst-case scenarios. Indeed the future is 

so bleak, according to this bill, that we must advance this agenda without any 

regard to its impact on energy cost, energy reliability, and the economic vitality of 

our state. 

Nowhere is this made clearer in the bill than in subsection 2(f) that requires the 

Office of Policy and Management (OPM), the Department of Transportation 

(DOT), the Department of Administrative Services (DAS), and the Department of 

Environmental Protection (DEP) to adopt regulations "to stabilize atmospheric 
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greenhouse gas concentrations at a level adequate to forestall dangerous 

anthropogenic interference with the climate system and avoid an increase of 

global average temperature in excess of 3.6 degrees Fahrenheit or 2 degrees 

Celsius above the preindustrial average in the foreseeable future." Attempting to 

legislatively shackle Connecticut with such an unattainable and monumentally 

expensive responsibility is, at best, absurd. 

While the environmental lobbyists and activists supporting this bill would like to 

have control of Connecticut's' energy policy — you must not allow that to happen, 

Connecticut is in the midst of implementing .significant measures to control 

emissions of greenhouse gases which themselves, could have serious 

unintended consequences on our already nation-leading energy costs. The 

current draft of DEP's RGGI implementation regulations could cost Connecticut 

energy users hundreds of'million's of dollars over the next five years. 

Connecticut can ill-afford to adopt such a myopic and poorly conceived bill as 

Raised Bill No. 5600. Instead, the legislature should: 

• continue to work on implementing the recommendations of the 

Connecticut Climate Change Action Plan; 

• continue to work on implementing RGGI in a manner that limits the impact 

on energy prices; and 

• continue to work with our Congressional delegation to adopt federal 

legislation for a national carbon program. 

CBIA strongly urges the Environment Committee to consider Raised Bill No. 

5600 no further. 

Regarding the specific provisions within Raised Bill No. 5600: 
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Section 2: ; * 

Section 2(a) proposes to undue the approach of the 2005 Climate Change Action 
Plan and instead bind the state to mandatory caps including a cap with even 
more restraining emission limitations than those put forward in the Climate 
Change Action Plan. 

Section 2(b) requires DEP in consultation with DPUC, to establish emission 
levels and limits associated with the electric sector. RGGI already limits 
emissions from major fossil fuel power generators and requires them to acquire 
carbon allowances for each ton of carbon emitted. 

Section 2(c) requires four agencies to adopt regulations and appears to seek to 
establish a minimum tax for carbon emissions of $10 per ton. Applying this price 
to the current RGGI program would cost affected power generation units, and 
therefore their electric customers, upwards of a half-a-bilMon dollars over five 
years. 

Section 2(f) requires four state agencies to adopt regulations "to stabilize i 
atmospheric greenhouse gas concentrations at a level adequate to forestall 
dangerous anthropogenic interference with the ciirriate system and avoid an 
increase of global average temperature in excess of 3.6 degrees Fahrenheit or 2 
degrees Celsius above the preindustrial average in the foreseeable future." We 
can only speculate (and shudder) at the financial impacts of such regulations. 
We can be certain they would have no impact on the global average 
temperature. 

Section 3 

Section 3 proposes to create a new committee to develop plans for assessing 
impacts of climate change on Connecticut communities and recommendations 
for changing programs, laws or regulations "to enable municipalities and natural 
habitats to adapt to harmful climate change impacts." How much will this effort 
cost and what types of additional climate change laws and regulations and 
"adaptations" can we look forward to if the conclusions of the assessment's 
projections are worst-case scenarios? 

Section 4 

Section 4 proposes the creation of a reporting registry for stationary sources that 
emit "in excess of ten thousand tons in carbon dioxjde equivalents." This 
provision is unjustified on two fronts. First, according to EPA's "Greenhouse Gas 
Equivalencies Calculator," 10,000 tons of C02 emissions equates to burning 
about 100 gallons of fuel/hr which roughly equates to the emissions associated 
with a 14 mm Btu/hr boiler. This is a very low threshold that we believe could 
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require thousands of Connecticut facilities (not just businesses) to spend extra 
time, money and human resources tracking their carbon emissions and repbrting 
them to the registry - yet another measure to fortify our competitors' argument 
that Connecticut is NOT a friendly state to do business in. Second, lawmakers in 
Washington used the recently-passed 2008 appropriations funding bill to enact 
legislation that requires EPA to draft a plan within the next nine months for a 
mandatory emissions registry for economy-wide reporting of greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

Section 5 

Section 5 mandates the state to.implement a variety of costly measures including 
requiring "all state facilities [to] offset any greenhouse gas emissions." How 
many millions of dollars will this cost the state? This section also authorizes the 
DEP to adopt regulations to establish a Connecticut low-carbon fuel standard for 
all motor vehicle and home heating fuels sold in the state. It is our understanding 
that the carbon content of gasoline and heating fuel cannot be reduced because 
it is an inherent component of the fuel. No state legislature has passed a low-
carbon fuel standard. Compliance with a low-carbon fuels standard will require 
the development of alternative vehicles and fuels that are not yet economically 
viable. < 

Section 6 

Section 6 prohibits load serving entities to service any new fossil fuel power 
plants having a C02 emission rate greater than 1,100 Ibs/MW-hrs. As we read 
this section, Connecticut could look forward to no additional fossil-fueled 
generation units in Connecticut. With the proponents of this bill also firmly set 
against additional nuclear generation capacity in Connecticut, our state's options 
for meeting our future energy needs would continue to narrow. 

Section 8 

Section 8 is another example where recently adopted legislative standards 
developed through a collaborative process would be overturned in favor of "the 
most stringent model energy standards available," with no consideration of cost 
or other impacts. 

Sections 9 and 10 

Section 9 would create an entire new class of state employee known as "certified 
energy inspectors." Their function, as provided in Section 10, is to insure that no 
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certificates of occupancies are issued unless prescribed energy standards are 
met. This strikes us as an expensive and unnecessary bureaucratic intrusion 
into an industry that is already responding to market demand for more energy 
efficient homes and buildings. 

Section 11 . ^ 

Section 11 requires OPM to amend the State Plan of Conservation and 
Development to include a goal for reducing C02 emissions consistent with the 
Climate Change Action Plan. Since this bill would supersede the "goals" of the 
Climate Change Action Plan, it makes no sense in the context of the rest of this 
bill. Furthermore, what level of carbon emissions for a proposed project subject 
to the State Plan of C&D review would be considered consistent with state 
carbon emission goals or caps? Any? 

Thank you again for this opportunity to comment on Raised Bill No. 5600. We 
urge your committee to consider this measure no further. 
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To: The Connecticut General Assembly Committee on Environment 

Re: Raised Bill No. 5600 An Act Concerning Connecticut Global Warming Solutions 
Section 3: Authorization of a Climate Change Impacts Subcommittee of the 
Governor's Steering Committee on Climate Change 

Thank you for the opportunity to address you today. 

I believe that the proposed section is an important and overdue step forward by the State 
of Connecticut to complete the missing half of Connecticut's Climate Change Plan. 
Regrettably, it proposes Step 2, but omits Step 1, which was proposed last year in failed 
Bill 1432, Section 4, later designated Section 3, which called upon the State to initiate a 
study by the Connecticut Academy of Sciences to study and report on the possible 
effects of the global phenomenon of Climate Change as it may specifically impact our 
State. 

In a matter such as this, good regulation cannot proceed without a foundation of good 
science. While Section 3 proposes many regulatory elements that I have advocated over 
the past three years, its failure to incorporate the scientific element of last year's bill is a 
potentially fatal flaw. 

I urge you to repair this defect in the bill. I further urge you to separate Section 3 from 
other elements of the bill which may cause the entire bill to suffer the kind of gridlock 
which held last year's impacts provision hostage of controversial preventive measures, 
and ultimately led to its death by calendar, 

I had the privilege of addressing NOAA's Northeast Regional Coastal Zone Managers' 
Meeting last November in Rhode Island on the subject of impacts. I came away with the 
distinct impression that Connecticut is at the end of the line among Northeastern states, 
if it's in the line of march at all, in planning for Climate Change impacts. This is 
disturbing for a state which is the third most densely populated in the nation, which has a 
third of its population and possibly half of its critical infrastructure within ten miles of the 
coast, and which, according to our Commissioner of Environmental Protection, has 
approximately $440 billion in assets along the shoreline. Nor is the shoreline the only 
area of exposure, as this autumn's droughts in northeastern Connecticut, or this spring's 
floods in Fairfield County should remind us. 

We cannot continue to treat the subject of climate change impacts with complacency, or 
photo-ops celebrating efforts rich in symbolism and devoid of substance, as we have 

INTEGRATING MANAGEMENT RESOURCES AND PROCESSES FOR RESULTS 
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done to date with energy. We cannot let our history with transportation policy be our 
model for Climate Change policy, or we will wake up in twenty years to circumstances far 
more sobering than gridlock. 

There is no credible reason why this act of due diligence should be postponed for one 
more year. Therefore, I will take this opportunity in advance to thank you for assuring its 
passage this year. 

Respectfully submitted, 

2 
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H.B.5600 

Testimony of Jamie Howland, Policy Analyst, Environment Northeast 
February 27,2008 

Good afternoon, Senator Meyer, Representative Roy, Senator McKiriney, Representative Chapin 
and members of the committee. My name is Jamie Howland, Policy Analyst for Environment 
Northeast, a not for profit research and advocacy organization with offices throughout New 
England and eastern Canada. Environment Northeast is one of the members of the Steering 
Committee for the Stop Global Warming Connecticut campaign that, along with numerous other 
supporting organizations, is working to enact the requirements in H.B. 5600 AAC Global Warming 
Solutions in order to assure that Connecticut actually achieves the greenhouse gas emission 
reductions it embraced in the 2004 Climate Change legislation. That legislation, PA 04-252, sets a 
goal of reducing greenhouse gas emissions in the state to 10% below 1990 levels by 2020. 

Although the state has taken some significant steps to reduce emissions including adoption of 
California clean car standards, involvement in the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative (RGGI) and 
most recently in mandates for significantly increased energy efficiency investments, these measures 
will not be sufficient to achieving the reductions needed to meet our goals. In feet, the state is 
already well behind in achieving the reductions needed to meet the 2010 goal of limiting emissions 
to 1990 levels, let alone a 10% reduction twelve years from now. 

HB 5600 would require the state to adopt, monitor and enforce specific measures sufficient to 
actually achieve that 10% reduction by 2020. Importantly, it also charges OPM and DEP to assure 
enforcement and to monitor and report on the state's progress in achieving the reductions. 

Specifically, Section 2 requires the state to adopt the policies and programs to reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions to 10% below 1990 levels by 2020 and 80% below 2001 levels by 2050 and establishes 
a series of criteria to be used by state agencies in promulgating regulations to achieve the reductions 
in the most economically and societally beneficial way, while also being consistent with attaining the 
state's air quality standards and assuring that reduction are permanent, verifiable and enforceable. 
DEP will evaluate such regulations using the higher of either a $10 per ton, the RGGI or a federal 
program price per ton of carbon — adjusted for inflation. 

OPM and the Governor's Steering Committee are chained with monitoring compliance with and 
enforcing adoption and implementation of measures necessary to achieving the stated reductions. 
In order to assure that the state stays on target in achieving the required reductions, DEP and the 
Steering Committee must report on the state's progress and assess scientific information and the 
status of emission reduction efforts elsewhere. 

These requirements are similar to those adopted by California in 2006 (AB 32), New Jersey and 
Hawaii and that being considered by other states, including Massachusetts. 

http://www.env-ne.org
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However in addition to those provisions, Ii."B. 5600 would in effect jumpstart the process by . 
immediately adopting several specific measures which are summarized in an attachment to our 
testimony. As you will note, some are quite simple while others, such as expanding regional 
passenger and freight rail will require significant planning and investment. On the simpler side, 
automatic adoption of new more efficient building codes and establishment of mechanisms that 
would dramatically improve enforcement of such would build on policies the state has already 
adopted. And since buildings account for almost half of the energy used in the nation, the potential 
emission reductions from increasing the energy efficiency of buildings is significant. There are 
numerous examples of buildings built to optimize efficiency resulting in 50 to 80% less energy use. 

We concur with the recommended changes to the bill submitted by the Stop Global Warming 
Connecticut coalition and would be happy to entertain questions regarding them. However, in my 
time now I want to highlight Section 5 of the bill which relates to the potential for reducing the net 
carbon content of fuels used in the state through adoption of the Low Carbon Fuel Standard. While 
we believe that reducing the carbon content of fuels by 10% by 2020 is an important component 
of achieving the 10% overall reductions, ongoing research at several prestigious universities makes it 
clear that determining the life cycle carbon impact of any potential low carbon fuel is a very 
complicated process and at this time a conclusive measurement standard does not exist; hence we 
want to stress the importance of the language in subsections (1)(B), (C) and (D) of Section 5 and 
particularly subsection (C) that requires a full lifetime analysis that assesses "all stages of fuel and 

feedstock production and distribution, fromfeedstock generation or extraction to distribution, delivery and use of the 
finished fuel to the ultimate consumer, and (that) shall adjust the mass values for allgreenhouse gas emissions relative 
to such emissions' relative global warmingpotential'. 

We have attached a summary of some of the research as well as a list of news articles about the 
f) work done at the University of Minnesota and Princeton University. Given the interest in 

promoting biofuels evidenced in numerous proposals this legislative session, we would encourage 
the committee to require that a finding of a similar net carbon benefit be a condition of any 
economic incentive or tax benefit tied to biofuels. 

As we explore other measures that will enable us to achieve the dramatic reductions in greenhouse 
gas emissions that scientists tell us are necessary to avoid the most calamitous impacts of climate 
change, we are likely to assess and reassess the benefits that specific strategies or technologies might 
offer. The evaluation and progress report required in the bill will help assure that we do that in a 
way that does not impede the urgent need to act on the basis of the best information we have. 

As you consider this proposal I would remind you that Connecticut was an early leader in 
recognizing the threat of global warming. As early as 1990 the legislature adopted An Act Concerning 
Global Warming (PA 90-219) which mandated that the State purchase energy efficient vehicles and 
appliances, revised the building code and established goals for improving public transportation that 
the D O T was required to monitor. In 1991 the legislature passed an Act Concerning Global Climate 
Change (PA 91-395) that sought to address the GHG emission implications of sprawling 
development and beginning in 1993 required the Office of Policy and Management to report annual 
net carbon emissions and to set a goal for their reduction in the State Plan of Conservation and 
Development. And in 2004 you adopted PA 04-252 that sets the reduction levels this bill would 
require the state to actually achieve. I urge you to build on the state's long history of leadership on 
this and other environmental issues by favorable reporting H.B. 5600. 

) 2 
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2010 goal and 38.2 percent of the 2020 goal. And even that assumes full implementation 
of the 38 action items contained in the state's Climate Change Action Plan. 

Connecticut was in the forefront of states to recognize global warming as an issue and to 
act by adapting voluntary emission reduction goals. Since that time, however, there has 
been a growing recognition that voluntary targets are not sufficient to do the job - we 
must adopt mandatory limits on global warming pollution if we are going to have an 
impact. Indeed, we have already recognized the need for mandatory limits with the 
adoption of the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative (RGGI). 

Other states, such as California and New Jersey, have already established comprehensive 
mandatory greenhouse gas emissions limits and are working to implement them. A host 
of other states, including Massachusetts, Rhode Island, and Maryland are moving forward 
to adopt mandatory carbon caps. These states recognize that we have a moral obligation 
to act now for future generations. Moreover, they recognize that the same solutions that 
are necessary to solve the climate crisis are solutions that provide significant economic 
and health benefits. 

At the local level, 592 mayors from all 50 states (representing a population of over 67 
million citizens) have signed the U.S. Mayors Climate Protection Agreements 
committing themselves to meet or exceed the Kyoto Protocol targets and urging state 
government to take action to meet or beat those targets. Among those signing the 
Agreement are 13 Connecticut mayors1 representing the largest cities in the state. 

Today's bill would do several things. First, it takies the absolutely critical first step of 
creating the necessary environment for reducing the state's global wanning pollution by 
establishing firm limits on the emission of that pollution. The science has told us what 
reductions are necessary and the state has endorsed those goals. All that remains is 
establishing our commitment to meeting them. This bill does exactly that. 

There are several benefits to taking this step beyond the obvious one, ensuring that the 
level of resources devoted to this problem will be commensurate with the problem itself. 

As economic analysis in other jurisdictions has indicated, adopting a carbon cap can 
significantly boost the local state economy by increasing investments in energy 
efficiency, thereby reducing energy costs and overheads for local businesses, and by 
increasing private investment in clean renewable energy technologies - technologies that 
can and are being developed right here in Connecticut. In California, for example, the 
University of California found that implementation of a greenhouse gas emissions limit 
within the state would boost the local gross domestic product by $60-$74 Billion dollars 
and create tens of thousands of jobs. 

1 Representing Bridgeport, Easton, Fairfield, Hamden, Hartford, Ledyard, Mansfield, Middletown, Milford, 
New Haven, Stamford, Stratford and West Hartford. 
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Testimony of 
Steven Guveyan, Connecticut Petroleum Council 

HB-56Q0, An Act Concerning Connecticut Global Warming Solutions 
February 27,2008 

The Connecticut Petroleum Council is a trade association representing major oil 
companies, refiners, pipelines and others in the petroleum industry doing business in 
Connecticut. We suggest making major changes to climate change bill HB-5600, 
especially Section 5 of the bill pertaining to so-called "low-carbon fuels." More 
specifically, we recommend the following: 

• The low-carbon fuel standard ("LCFS", line 236) be deleted in its entirety. 

• The current requirement of 10% and 75%-85% greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction 
"goals" found in 22a-200 be retained, and the hard-and-fast mandate to reduce 
GHG emission levels by 10% and 80% (lines 74-78). be deleted. 

• Eliminate the artificially-imposed GHG value of $ 10 per ton (line 110), since the 
true market-value of greenhouse gas emissions here is unknown at this time. 

• Re-write the bill to eliminate the 11 new sets of regulations it requires. This 
proposal is very "user-unfriendly", because of all the new regulations. 

A So-Called "Low-Carbon Fuel Standard" (LCFS) Poses Significant Practical Problems 
At This Time, And Should Be Deleted From The Bill. 

The carbon content of gasoline cannot be reduced because it is an inherent component of 
the fuel. We know of no way to actually remove the carbon content from gasoline or 
heating fuel. Neither the Congress nor any state legislature has passed a low-carbon fuel 
standard. Only California is developing such a rule, based on Executive Order S-01-07, 
signed in 2007. The Maryland Climate Commission, after looking at a 5% LCFS, chose 
not to make it an "Early Action Item" last year. It went further, and said it wouldn't use 
ethanol in gasoline to get to a carbon reduction. The proposed Connecticut bill goes 
considerably beyond the California Executive Order, because it applies to all home 
heating fuels, which the CA Executive Order does not. 

An equal opportunity employer 

mailto:ctpetroleum@comcast.net
http://www.api.org
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Low-Carbon Fuels Are Essentially An Alternative Fuels Mandate, With An Advanced 
Bio-Fuels Component. 

Compliance with a low-carbon fuels standard will require the development of alternative 
vehicles and fuels that are not yet economic. The history of alternative fuel experiments 
in California has not been successful, which is why this proposal should be rejected in 
Connecticut. The California zero emissions vehicle (ZEV) mandate (2% ZEV's by 1998, 
5% by 2001 and 10% by 2003) was abandoned years ago because automobile 
manufacturers couldn't make a marketable and affordable electric vehicle. California also 
pulled the plug on its methanol experiment called M 4 5 , (85% gasoline, 15% methanol). 
Natural gas-powered vehicles failed to materialize when utilities were told by DPUC 
regulators they couldn't spend ratepayer money to commercialize alternative fuels on a 
broad basis. E-85 (a blend of 85% ethanol and 15% gasoline), has led to only four public 
E-85 fueling stations in CA, due to the fact that E-85 requires a new vehicle and fueling 
infrastructure, and is more expensive than gasoline, once adjusted for BTU's (British 
Thermal Units), or energy content. 

Cellulosic ethanol (or 2nd generation ethanol, produced from a feedstock other than corn 
or sugar cane) has the potential to deliver significant carbon-reduction benefits, but it is 
not yet commercially viable. Neither are hydrogen fuel cells or plug-in hybrids. A low-
carbon fuel standard could prevent "frontier hydrocarbons" (petroleum from oil-rich 
sands in Canada) from being produced—even though that is a safe and geographically 
close source of energy supply—potentially weakening our overall level of energy 
security. A LCFS will most likely also prohibit diesel or gasoline made from coal or gas 
to liquid technology. 

In short, a low-carbon fuel standard attempts to "force" certain technologies, such as 
cellulosic ethanol, hydrogen fuel cells or plug-in hybrids into the market, even if they are 
not economic—potentially costing consumers a great deal of money. In Connecticut, 
excellent quality hybrid vehicles are currently available from Toyota and Honda, but 
most Toyota and Honda vehicle-buyers do not buy them, because they are substantially 
more expensive than conventionally-fueled gasoline vehicles. 

The Energy Independence & Security Act, Signed in December 2007. Already Contains 
A Very Significant Alternative Fuels and Advanced Bio-Fuels Requirement. 

The federal Energy Independence & Security Act of 2007, signed by President Bush on 
December 19th, 2007, significantly increases the amount and type of alternative fuels our 
country will use in the next 15 years. It requires fuel producers to use at least 36 billion 
gallons of bio-fuels in 2022, a more than five-fold increase over the old rules. More 
specifically, the rule requires at least 9 billion gallons of renewable fuels (i.e. ethanol) in 
2008, moving up to 15 billion gallons by 2015. An additional 21 billions gallons of fuel 
from advanced bio-fuels (i.e. cellulosic ethanol and/or bio-diesel) is required by 2022. To 
conclude: federal rules already require a large amount of bio-fuels and advance bio-fuels. 
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The Life-Cycle Analysis Section dines 242-369) Is Inadequate. 

The requirement that "an analytical framework exists for measuring full life-cycle 
greenhouse gas analysis before DEP can move forward" (line 242) leaves only DEP in 
charge of answering that question, when, in fact, it is a very severe area of concern, both 
nationally and internationally, and poses extremely difficult scientific problems for 
regulators to consider. A collaborative effort to develop agreed-upon models is needed. 
Before life cycle carbon analysis models are used to develop regulatory "equivalence 
values" (values that relate a fuels' life cycle carbon impact to the carbon impact of 
gasoline), all stakeholders must agree upon the science behind them. We have strong 
Opposition to allowing DEP to decide this by itself. 

This Bill (HB-5600) Increases the Complexity of Fuels. And Requires 11 New Sets of 
Regulations. 

Most air/fuels rules are issued at the federal level. A system of state rules super-imposed 
onto the federal rules yields a very complex and unwieldy system. State-by-state bio-
fuels mandates create additional boutique fuels and interfere with the compliance 
flexibility allowed by the federal mandate (found in the Energy Independence & Security 
Act of2007.) 

This bill requires 4 new sets of state regulations by 4 different state agencies (see line 
86); those same 4 agencies are required to issue an additional 4 sets of regulations (line 
131) pertaining to stabilizing atmospheric greenhouse gas concentrations at a level 
adequate to forestall dangerous anthropogenic interference with the climate system and 
avoid an increase of global average temperature in excess of 3.6 degrees F. The low-
carbon fuel rule would be accomplished by a 9th set of regulations (line 239), and a 10th 

set of regulations pertaining to carbon capture and sequestration (line 317) is likely. The 
11th set of regulations (line 481) requires that any new construction or major renovation 
of state-owned or leased buildings use building construction energy standards that exceed 
current ASHREA standards by 20%. 

In summary, this bill is overly complex and will potentially be costly for consumers 
buying fuels of the future: it should be overhauled, shortened and simplified, and the 
unnecessary regulations should be eliminated. 
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT 
OFFICE OF POLICY AND MANAGEMENT 

TESTIMONY PRESENTED TO THE 
ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 

March 27, 2008 

W. David LeVasseur 
Under Secretary, Intergovernmental Policy Division 

Office of Policy and Management 

CONCERNING RAISED BILL 5600 
AAC CONNECTICUT GLOBAL WARMING SOLUTIONS 

Senator Meyer, Representative Roy and distinguished members of the Environment 
Committee, thank you for the opportunity to offer testimony with respect to Raised 
Bill 560Q - An Act Concerning Connecticut Global Warming Solutions. I shall first 
address Section 11 of this bill, which would remove the requirement that the Office 
of Policy and Management (OPM) prepare a periodic report on carbon dioxide 
emissions and add a requirement that the state plan of conservation and 
development include a goal for reducing statewide carbon dioxide emissions in 
accordance with the state's agreement with the Climate Change Action Plan adopted 
by the Conference of New England Governors and Canadian Premiers. 

The provisions of §16a-32a require OPM, in consultation with the Department of 
Environmental Protection (DEP), to submit a periodic report to the General Assembly 
detailing the net amount of carbon dioxide emitted annually within this state. For 
many years subsequent to the report's first submission in 1995, this was the only 
account quantifying the amount of carbon dioxide emissions in Connecticut. 

In recognition of increasing concerns about global warming, the General Assembly 
enacted Public Act 04-252 (now codified as §22a-200 through §22a-200b, 
inclusive). This legislation mandated numerous greenhouse gas initiatives within 
DEP, including the requirement that the agency "...publish a state greenhouse gas 
emissions inventory that includes comprehensive estimates of the quantity of 
greenhouse gas emissions in the state..." The emissions inventory that DEP 
prepares covers all greenhouse gases (primary among which is carbon dioxide) and 
does so within the framework of an overall greenhouse gas reduction strategy. This 
inventory is part of a wide-ranging DEP Climate Change Action plan. 

The report that OPM prepares is unnecessary, in that the information it contains 
replicates information concerning carbon dioxide emissions in DEP's inventory. 
Additionally, the OPM report is less comprehensive in scope than DEP's report, in 
that it only concerns carbon dioxide, while the DEP report evaluates all greenhouse 
gas emissions. DEP is supportive of the concept of repealing OPM's carbon dioxide 
reporting requirement. 

450 Capitol Avenue • Hartford, Connecticut 06106-1379 
www.ct.gov/opm 

http://www.ct.gov/opm
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Since the provisions of Section 11 of Raised Bill 5600. remove a reporting 
requirement that is redundant and represents an unnecessary use of the resources 
of both OPM and DEP, and the section appropriately adds the requirement to the 
state plan of conservation and development that it be in accordance with the 
Climate Change Action Plan adopted by the Conference of New England Governors 
and Canadian Premiers, I ask for your support regarding this section of the bill. 

I also wish to comment on Section 7(c)(9) of this bill. This section amends the 
Connecticut Environmental Policy Act (CEPA) to include "an analysis of the effect of 
the proposed action on greenhouse gas and other air pollution emissions and the 
economic and safety needs of the state" (emphasis added). While OPM is not 
averse to having greenhouse gas emissions added to the list of potential 
environmental impacts evaluated under the CEPA act, we do find the phrase 
"economic and safety needs of the state" problematic, and would suggest that the 
phrase be dropped from the legislation. 

We feel that this new language is somewhat duplicative of what already exists. As 
required in CEPA regulation, economic issues are already addressed via a 
cost/benefit analysis. Public safety issues are also required to be evaluated. 
Further, the majority of projects undergoing CEPA review are typically local and 
relatively modest in nature (new campus buildings, new sewer lines, local roads, 
etc). Such projects do not rise to the level of impacting the states economic and 
safety needs and it would be impractical to try to evaluate them on such a scale. 

For the reasons stated above, OPM does ..not support the proposed new language in 
Section 7(c)(9). 
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For the Environment Committee 
February 27, 2008 Public Hearing 

Submitted by Lynn Taborsak, Climate Change Specialist-
League of Women Voters of Connecticut 

Comments on 
R.B. 5600 AN ACT CONCERNING CONNECTICUT GLOBAL WARMING 

SOLUTIONS 

The League of Women Voters of Connecticut;-with over 2,600 members across the state, 

is a non-partisan, political organization committed to effective public policy through education 

and action. The League provides testimony and comments on public policy issues based on 

positions derived from member study and consensus. We thank you in advance for your 

consideration of our comments. 

Today we are providing comments on Raised Bill 5600. An Act Concerning Connecticut 

Global Warming Solutions. Many of its provisions are holdovers from 2004 when the legislature 

adopted An Act Concerning Climate Change. They include a litany of conventional solutions 

that help us reduce greenhouse gas emissions through building design, energy efficiency 

standards, the expansion of rail service, the encouragement of smart growth and open space 

preservation, the use of fluorescent bulbs and even hanging clothes on the line to dry. 

However, we are not going to reverse climate change in Connecticut without more 

dramatic action to reduce emissions. We strongly support the adoption of the many "new" 

solutions provided in this bill which include: 

• mandatory reductions in greenhouse gas emissions that are real, quantifiable and 

verifiable 

• the establishment of low-carbon fuel standards for all motor vehicle and home 

heating fuels 

• no permits to be allowed for new fossil fuel plants and power purchase contracts 

that exceed the carbon dioxide emissions rate of one hundred pounds per 

megawatt-hour 

League of Women Voters of Connecticut • 1890 Dixwell Avenue Hamden, CT 06514 • 203/288-7996 
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• require higher energy conversation and efficiency standards for new construction 

and major renovations 

• require a certified energy inspection as part of the certificate of occupancy 

process 

Connecticut is making good progress on its' Climate Change Action Plan and 

HB 5600 will continue that progress and solidify the gains beyond conservation and mitigation. 

It will produce the reductions we need to realize to stabilize our climate. The League of 

Women Voters of Connecticut believes that your action to reverse climate change will positively 

impact our economy, our environment, and the health and well-being of all Connecticut 

residents. . 

Lynn Taborsak 
Climate Change Specialist 
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. Cynthia Karlic 
Regional Environmental Manager 

NRG Energy, Inc. 

Energy and Technology Committee 
February 27,2008 

HB 5600 - An Act Concerning Connecticut Global Warming Solutions 

NRG is pleased to provide the following comments on draft bill HB 5600 - An Act 

Concerning Connecticut Global Warming Solutions. My name is Cindy Karlic; I am 

Regional Environmental Manager for NRG Energy, Inc. NRG is a competitive wholesale 

generator in Connecticut with power plants located in Montville, Middletown, Norwallc, 

Devon, Cos Cob, Torrington, and Branford. We operate over 2,000 MWs in Connecticut, 

enough power to serve over 1.4 million households. 

At the outset, let me say that NRG is in favor of mandatory federal limits on C02 

emissions, in the form of cap-and-trade legislation. We are members of the United States 

Climate Action Partnership (USCAP) and are actively promoting the passage of climate 

change legislation in Congress. We feel strongly that a federal solution to climate change 

is necessary, and will be far more effective - and far less costly to consumers - than 

regional or state initiatives, no matter how well intentioned they are. We also believe that 

a cap and trade approach, rather than a command-and-control limit on specific plant 

emissions, will produce more emission reductions at a lower cost. For both of these 

reasons, we have concerns about the proposed legislation's cost to consumers, as well as 

to producers, and its effectiveness. Turning now to specific concerns: 

Section 2 (b) - This Section requires DEP and DPUC to set emission levels and 

limits for the distribution sector based on consumption and purchases of electricity from 

the regional power pool. This can be very difficult, if not impossible to implement. This 

is similar to the Emissions Portfolio Standard ("EPS") that the DEP had proposed in mid-
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1999. The EPS was never finalized because it was deemed impractical to implement, 

partly due the inability of participants to accurately report emissions associated with 

power purchases. The initiative sought to establish S02, NOx and C02 standards for the 

power purchased by the regulated utilities. A draft proposal on the emissions limits and 

reporting parameters was established that sought to have the Utilities report to the DEP 

the amount of power purchased along with the associated emissions to see if the 

established standards were met. This proposed process faced several problems, and any 

similar proposal would also.create the following problems: 

1. There are numerous smaller fossil fired units not required to have continuous 

emissions monitoring equipment that would be essentially forced to "estimate" 

their emissions, which may result in overstating actual emissions levels. 

2. A mechanism would need to be established to facilitate two way reporting 

between the ISO and the Utilities in regard to emissions information from all 

sources in the power pool. This mechanism may not be in place for all generating 

sources in the state. 

3. In regard to ISO purchased power from outside of New England, the emission 

information from the non-New England sources may be difficult to obtain. 

4. The proposal seeks to create a C02 standard in conjunction with RGGI, which is 

unnecessary. RGGI does not limit the C02 emission rate from any particular 

source; rather it is a cap-and-trade program that limits the total emissions from all 

sources. Each source can choose to either buy allowances or reduce emissions; 

which will lead to the lowest cost way of meeting the overall cap. Those that buy 

allowances will include a C02 adder to their bid prices in order to cover their 

C02 allowance expense. The resulting higher bid prices will determine which 

power plants actually run, and the allowance prices will reach whatever level is 

necessary to achieve the overall emission reductions called for by the cap. 
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5. RGGI requires the generators to retire allowances based on their actual C02 

emissions. This proposed bill creates a double regulation for C02 emissions 

because not only will generating sources (greater than 25 MW) be in RGGI, but 

the buyers of power will have a C02 standard that must be met. This will not only 

raise costs unnecessarily but may limit the amount of electricity generators can 

sell based on the limits set for the Utilities. 

Section 2 (c) - Requires an evaluation of carbon programs using a cost of $10/ton of 

C02 or a RGGI/federal allowances price, if that price is higher. The basis for this cost is 

not documented and it is not clear why the threshold is necessary. 

Section 2(f) - Requires OPM, DOT, DAS, and DEP to set regulations to stabilize 

atmospheric greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) to avoid an increase of global average 

temperature in excess of 3.6 degrees. This requirement cannot be put into effect, because 

GHG emissions and its effects are global in nature, and Connecticut's contribution is a 

tiny fraction of the roughly 30 gigatons of C02 emitted per year around the world. This 

requirement also seems unnecessary in light of Section 2(a), where the state is 

committing to an 80% reduction in GHG emissions by 2050 from year 2001 levels. 

Section 4(c) - Expands reporting for GHG emissions to sources that emit 10,000 tons of 

C02 or more. Currently, the report must be done for all sites with Title V permits. This 

may add significantly to the burden and complexity of reporting and tracking for smaller 

emitters and the State alike. 

As in the past, NRG stands ready to work with you to address these issues and 

move Connecticut forward. Thank you for providing NRG the opportunity to provide 

comments today. 
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Statement of Affiliatiohs and Authority 

I have provided the preceding testimony as my personal opinion, and without any 
affiliation with or authority to represent to policies of any organization or individual. My 
testimony is based in my personal experience in the following capacities: 

Co-convener of the 2004, Nov. 19 regional workshop for municipal officials on 
Climate Change and its Impact on Land Use Policy, sponsored by the Planning 
and Zoning Commission, Town of Guilford 

Member, Guilford Economic Commission 
Member, Guilford Planning and Zoning Commission 
Chairman, Guilford Transportation Planning Committee 
Member, Guilford Energy Task Force 
Director, Regional Growth Partnership of South Central Connecticut 
2006, April 8 - Presenter Long Island Sound Conference on Climate Change 
2006, December - Presenter - Conference on Climate Change in the Hudson 
Valley. 
2007, March, Presenter to the Environment Committee of the Connecticut 
Legislature. 
2007, November - Presenter - NOAA Northestern Coastal Zone Managers 
Conference on Climate Change 
2008, November, author, 'The CPA's Role in Strategic Business Planning Under 
Uncertainties of Climate Change and Constrained Energy", Connecticut CPA. 

My various professional and civic credentials further define my perspective on this 
subject: 

as a CPA, concern for the financial and economic impacts; 
as a Certified Internal Auditor, concern for risk assessment and 
governance obligations of governmental bodies; 
as a member of Amateur Radio Emergency Services (ARES), concern for 
the impact on responsibilities of first responders, and collateral 
requirements for trained civilians in catastrophic conditions of possible 
increasing frequency and severity' 
as a trained observer of the National Weather Service's Skywarn 
Observers network, observing progressive trends of weather over the past 
three years which appear consistent with scientific projections of evolving 
impacts over time. 
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THE M D C NEEDS FUNDING S U P P O R T 

TO A F F O R D T H I S E S S E N T I A L 

INFRASTRUCTURE P R O J E C T 

A CR I T I C A L PU B L I C HE A L T H A N D 
EN V I R O N M E N T A L INITIATIVE 

The Metropolitan District Commission's (MDC) Clean Water 
Project formally responds to a federal Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) consent decree and a Connecticut Department of 
Environmental Protection (DEP) consent order to achieve the 
federal Clean Water Act goals by 2020. It is estimated in 2006 
dollars to cost approximately $1.6 billion, and will be paid for by 
MDC's ratepayers. 

The Clean Water Project, the most ambitious reconstruction/ 
rehabilitation program in the MDC's history, focuses on reducing 
combined sewer overflows; eliminating sanitary sewer overflows, 
and removing nitrogen from sewage effluent. More than 400 
projects will range from new sewer and drainage pipes to greater 
wastewater treatment capacity to new tunnels for combined 
sewerage storage and conveyance. These projects will comply 
with combined sewage and sanitary sewer overflow requirements, 
significantly improving water quality in area waterways. 
The MDC will coordinate with area utilities and government 
agencies so as to implement their related projects and meet all 
combined infrastructure needs at the lowest cost to taxpayers 
and ratepayers. 

The Clean Water Project will be completed in at least two phases. 
Phase 1 will cover the first six years of the program and is 
budgeted at $800 million, including inflation. This was approved 
at a public voter referendum in November 2006, by a better than 
2-1 margin. For the remaining work, a second referendum is 
being considered for November 2012, after an assessment of 
Phase 1 projects. The phased approach allows for continuous 
improvement to meet the regulatory requirements at the lowest 
possible cost. 
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Approximately 1 billion gallons of combined 

wastewater and storm water are released each 

year to area waterways. This wastewater is 

discharged by 38 combined sewer overflow 

(CSO) and eight sanitary sewer overflow (SSO) 

locations, frequently sending diluted sewage into 

the Connecticut River and its tributaries. 
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Overflows like the one 

ebove need to be closed. 

Below, sewage bubbles 

from e manbole onto the 

street during a storm. 

The MDC must expend more than $1.6 billion to 

satisfy state and federal consent orders to 

eliminate sanitary sewer overflows, abate 

combined sewer overflows to local waterways 

and the Connecticut River, as well as reduce 

nutrient discharges to Long Island Sound over 

the next 15 years. This infrastructure program 

will improve area water quality, and help to 

protect the health and safety of area citizens. 

P A R T T: C O N T R O L C O M B I N E D S E W E R 
O V E R F L O W S , W H I C H O C C U R M O R E 
T H A N S O T I M E S P E R Y E A R ; IMPACT 

3 0 M I L E S O F T H E C O N N E C T I C U T 
R I V E R , A N D F L O O D S T R E E T S 

A N D B A S E M E N T S 

Hartford relies on a combined sewer system - common in urban 

areas throughout the United States - to manage wastewater. In 

a combined sewer system, a single pipe carries both sewage 

and storm water, so when it is raining, storm water enters the 

sewage pipe. As these sewers become overloaded, they spill 

sewage and storm water into open waters as a result of pipe 

surcharging. In some areas, sewage and storm water back up 

into streets, yards and basements. 

The Clean Water Project will satisfy state Department of 

Environmental Protection orders to greatly reduce these 

overflows within Hartford's sewer system. Sewage will be 

removed from storm water and basements, and sent instead to 

Hartford's Water Pollution Control Facility. Water quality in the 

Connecticut and Park Rivers, and Wethersfield Cove, as well as 

in tributaries and other water bodies, will improve significantly. 

i 
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P A R T 2 : S A N I T A R Y S E W E R O V E R F L O W S 
W I L L B E E L I M I N A T E D . 

Sanitary sewer systems use two pipes to keep sewage separate from storm 

water. Many of the pipes in the MDC's communities are more than 100 years 

old, and thus allow groundwater to infiltrate them through age-related cracks 

and breaks. The problem gets worse when it rains, as sewer pipes fill with 

storm water (or water from sump pumps, downspouts and illegal drainage 

connections. Once the sewer pipes reach capacity, they overflow into the 

rivers and streams at eight sanitary sewer overflows in the area. The Clean 

Water Project will eliminate structural overflows throughout the system. 

Several state and federally-mandated remedial measures will further address 

sanitary sewer overflows under the Clean Water Project. 

They include: 

• A detailed assessment of the system's maintenance programs; 

• A long-term preventative maintenance program; 

• An assessment of voluntary efforts to reduce inflow from private property; 

• An evaluation of sewer improvements to increase capacity to treatment. 

P A R T 3 : N I T R O G E N R E D U C T I O N — 
A F E D E R A L M A N D A T E F O R 

L O N G I S L A N D S O U N D 

Connecticut's Nitrogen Control Program has a broad impact on the health of 

the Connecticut River and Long Island Sound. All 79 publicly-owned sewage 

treatment plants in Connecticut must reduce total nitrogen discharges by 64% 

by 2014. 

The MDC estimates that it will need to have nitrogen controls in place at three 

of its four plants (Hartford, East Hartford and Rocky Hill by 2014, as it makes 

the transition from purchasing nitrogen credits. The District has the largest 

nitrogen impact to Long Island Sound of any treatment plant in the state. 
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The $1.6 Billion Clean Water Program will result 

in increased wastewater fees. Without state and 

federal funding support, the annual cost to home-

owners could increase from about $119 per year 

to more than $1,000 per year - more than twice 

the estimated future state-wide average waste-

water fees. 

In comparison to Median Household Income, 

some future homeowners would pay more than 

3.3 percent for wastewater utility services, 

which is 50% greater than the United States 

Environmental Protection Agency's recommended 

affordability criterion. Hartford residents have an 

average income less than the region's average 

and, as a result, these wastewater fee increases 

will cause a significant economic burden. 

A potential offsetting benefit of the Clean Water 

Project is the economic uplift that is expected 

from infrastructure investment. The District's 

expenditures could will provide jobs for local 

contractors and individuals from District 

communities. The MDC is implementing a 

small-business outreach program to encourage 

local business involvement. 

The Metropolitan District seeks grants to 

subsidize the annual capital expenditures, which 

must average more than $90 million per year 

over the next 15 years to satisfy the Connecticut 

DEP Consent Order. Past programs have received 

up to 95% funding from federal and state 

sources. At this time, state wastewater subsidies 

have been reduced, if not rescinded, to address 

other pressing fiscal needs - such as education. 

The MDC isseeking state and federal grants and 

increased loan subsidies to reduce this burden to 

our ratepayers. 

6iiiVMtr Project 
thesMteistMr 

S Y S T E M I M P R O V E M E N T S 

The Clean Water Project 

includes 60 miles of sewer 

separation, 20 miles of large 

consolidation pipes and five 

miles of tunnels, as well as 

increased treatment capacity. 

Sewer Separation 

Micro-Tunnel 

Relief Sewers 

Storage Tunnel 
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For More Information: 

Charles P. Sheehan 

Chief Executive Officer 

860-278-7850, ext. 3200 

csheehari@themdc.com 

Robert E. Moore 

Chief Administrative Officer 

860-278-7850, ext. 3208 

rmoore@themdc.com 

Robert A. Weimar 

Chief of Program Management 

860-278-7850 ext. 3475 

bweimar@themdc.com 

www.thecleanwaterproject.com 
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mailto:bweimar@themdc.com
http://www.thecleanwaterproject.com
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February 27, 2008 

Co-Chair, Honorable Edward Meyer 
Co-Chair, Honorable Roy Richard 
Environment Committee 
Connecticut General Assembly 
Room 3200, Legislative Office Building 
Hartford, CT 06106 

Dear Members of the Environment Committee: 

The National Association of Industrial and Office Properties (NAIOP), totaling more than 16,000 members, 
is the nation's largest commercial real estate trade organization and is comprised of owners, investors, and 
developers of commercial, industrial, and mixed use real estate. Our Connecticut members are served by the 
New York City-Westchester County-Fairfield County Chapter in which I lead the Government and 
Legislative Affairs Committee. In that capacity I write to comment on Raised Bill No. 5600, An Act 
Concerning Connecticut Global Warming Solutions. 

NAIOP has a strong and committed interest in advancing the principals of environmentally sustainable 
design throughout the nation and we applaud legislative efforts to make responsible "Green Conduct" a part 
of our national culture and consciousness. Consistent with this position, our local NAIOP Chapter supports 
Raised Bill No. 5600's repeal of changes to the Connecticut State Building Code mandated in PA 07-242 
which require (1) buildings costing $5 million or more built after January 1, 2009 and (2) renovations costing 
$2 million or more starting January 1, 2010 to meet the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design 
(LEED) silver standard or its equivalent. Those requirements apply to private and public sector projects, other 
than residential buildings with up to four units. Although these requirements may be waived if the Institute 
for Sustainable Energy finds that the cost of compliance significantly outweighs the benefits, these changes to 
the State Building Code would result not only in increased cost and delays, but also potentially in litigation 
and the disincentive to build in Connecticut rather than in neighboring states. Raised Bill No. 5600 instead 
would require the State Building Code "to include the most stringent model energy standards available. Such 
revisions shall meet the most recent version of the International Energy Conservation Code standards or the 
American Society of Heating, Refrigerating and Air Conditioning Engineers Standard 90.1 for new 
construction, as appropriate." Although we wish to reserve our judgment with regard to the exact language of 
the bill we suggest that the legislation should require the promulgation of guidance that recognizes the 
importance of input from stakeholders such as the builders, investors, owners, and developers of the 
properties that will be affected. 

In any event we support the repeal of the mandatory LEED provisions of PA 07-242 that could result in 
potentially disastrous consequences to the interests of this state. For example, neither PA 07-242, nor the code 
amendments that have been proposed to implement that statute, defines what constitutes renovation for the 
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purpose of the requirement to utilize the LEED standard. Nor do they provide any guidance on how to 
calculate threshold amounts. For example, do the amounts include expenses for environmental remediation 
or the cost of installing energy efficient materials? The current law and the proposed new code requirements 
give no guidance as to what constitutes equivalency to the LEED silver standard. Will accommodations be 
made to recognize differing climate conditions unique to Connecticut or differentiate among office, 
warehouse, industrial, and multifamily properties, all of which require differing construction techniques. 
"What will happen if LEED certification or an equivalency determination is delayed or denied? Will this result 
in the refusal to grant a Certificate of Occupancy or a penalty? What standards will the Institute for 
Sustainable Energy use to determine whether the cost of compliance significantly outweighs the benefits, and 
what procedure will it use to assure due process to the parties whose livelihoods will be affected by those 
determinations? 

All these questions, if not answered prudendy, could result in unjustifiable, potentially unconstitutional 
deprivations of property, litigation, and in the inhibition both of new construction and much needed 
renovation, required to keep our Connecticut building inventory safe, productive, and energy efficient. It 
could have a particularly harsh effect on the redevelopment of Brownfield properties, which already suffer 
from the disadvantage of the need to clean up historical contamination. 

The provisions of the PA 07-242 that required the mandatory LEED amendments to the Building Code took 
us by surprise, buried as they were deep within a 100+ page energy bill. If we had been aware that the 
legislature was considering the provision we would have tried to make our concerns known before enactment. 
Moving forward, we would like for the General Assembly to consider NAIOP as a resource with regard to 
"Green Building" issues. We would welcome the opportunity to present proposed solutions for the problems 
highlighted in these comments. We ask that we be allowed to get involved in the process to assure that the law 
is capable of being interpreted with clarity by those of us in the commercial real estate development industry. 

We at NAIOP would be very pleased to provide additional information about our concerns. Please feel free 
to call me to discuss this with me personally at 203-363-7670. 

Very truly yours, 

Barry J. Trilling 
Chair, Government and Legislative Affairs Committee 
New York City-Westchester County-Fairfield County Chapter 
NAIOP 

Wiggin and Dana LLP 
400 Atlantic Street, Seventh Floor 
Stamford, CT 06911 
PH: 203 363-7670 
e-mail: btrilling@wiggin.com 

Chapter Board of Directors 
Mark Riso, NAIOP National Senior Director of State and Local Affairs 
Thomas J. Bisacquino, NAIOP National President 

\1\262\144270.1 
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Written Testimony of Christopher Phelps, Program Director 
Before the Connecticut General Assembly Energy Committee 

Wednesday February 25,2008 

Supporting HB 5600, An Act Concerning Connecticut Global Warming Solutions 

Senator Meyer, Representative Roy, and members of the committee: Environment 
Connecticut offers this testimony supporting HB 5600. This legislation to address the urgent 
need to cut Connecticut's emissions of global warming pollution is the top legislative priority 
for Environment Connecticut in 2008. 

Environment Connecticut is a statewide member-supported nonprofit, nonpartisan 
environmental advocacy organization. Our staff combines independent research, practical 
solutions, and advocacy to win positive results for our environment. We draw on 35 years of 
experience working for environmental policy solutions in Connecticut and Washington D.C. 

Global Warming is one of the most profound threats of our time. To prevent the most 
dangerous impacts of global warming, our state and nation must halt increases in global 
wanning pollution now, cut emissions by at least 15 percent by 2020, and put ourselves on 
the path to an 80% cut by 2050. 

These are ambitious goals and meeting them won't be easy. However, they are the minimum 
necessaiy response to the threat posed by global warming. Protecting our environment, our 
economy, and future generations requires bold action. 

Connecticut Has Been a Global Warming Leader 

As the committee knows, Connecticut has taken important first steps towards cutting its 
global warming pollution. We are in the process of implementing the Regional Greenhouse 
Gas Initiative to cut emissions from power plants. The state is currently working with other 
states nationwide to fight for implementation of the Clean Car tailpipe emissions standards 
adopted by the General Assembly in 2004. 

The Governor and Attorney General have been leaders in this effort and have committed our 
state to join 16 other states nationwide that have adopted the Clean Car standards in 
challenging the recent decision by the EPA administrator to attempt to block our 
implementation of the Clean Car standard. Environment Connecticut applauds these efforts, 
and is working with our national advocacy office to participate in the court challenge to the 
EPA decision. We are very hopeful that decision will be overturned and Connecticut and the 
other Clean Car states will be able to move forward with the Clean Car standards. 

In 2004, the General Assembly passed legislation establishing goals for Connecticut to 
reduce emissions of global warming pollution. Those goals were for emissions cuts to 1990 
levels by 2010,10 percent below 1990 levels by 2020, (approximately a 15 percent cut from 
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Suggested changes to the text of HB 5600 CLCO 1996) 

Section 2(b), Line 83: 

After "In establishing," and before "the Regional," insert "such emissions limits, the 
Commissioner shall take into account". 

Explanation: As drafted, section 2(b) doesn't make sense as the second sentence is 
incomplete. 

Section 2(f), Lines 133 to 134: 

After "at a level adequate," and before "to forestall dangerous," insert "together with 
actual steps taken by the United States and other countries". 

Explanation: Section 2(f) is vital to ensuring that the relevant Connecticut state agencies 
implement regulations after 2012, as necessary, in order to ensure the state achieves the 
emissions caps established for 2020 and 2050. This suggested language is intended to 
clarify the intent of this section that the state agencies are required to adopt such 
regulations in conjunction with the regular 5 year review of the effectiveness of 
regulations previously adopted in achieving emissions reductions in compliance with the 
emissions caps, and in accordance with the then-current science regarding global 
wanning and climate change. 

Section 3, Lines 138 to 169: 

We suggest that this provision should be removed and dealt with in separate legislation. 

Explanation: Addressing the inevitable impacts of global warming and climate change on 
Connecticut is an important and necessary public policy initiative. However, this effort is 
of such importance that it should be addressed as a separate and parallel initiative to 
legislation establishing mandatory emissions limits. 

Section 11, Lines 504 to 518: 

We suggest the deletion of this provision in its entirety. 

Explanation: Although the state plan of conservation and development should consider 
the necessity of reducing greenhouse gas emissions, this provision is somewhat confusing 
in the context of fiB 5600. This legislation's essential purpose is to require the state to 
adopt regulations and inclement policies sufficient to achieve the emissions limits of the 
state's Climate Change Action Plan in accordance with the New England Governor's and 
Eastern Canadian Premiers agreement. 
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is our city's grata! resource.' 

Testimony of John DeStefano Jr. 
Mayor 

City of New Haven 

Connecticut General Assembly 
Environment Committee 

Public Hearing 
February 27, 2008 

As Mayor of the City of New Haven, I strongly support HB 5600 AN ACT 

CONCERNING CONNECTICUT GLOBAL WARMING SOLUTIONS. The bill contains a set. 

of initiatives that share the goal of reducing the carbon footprint of the State of Connecticut. The 

City of New Haven strongly supports all efforts to avert global warming and to mitigate its 

effects. In particular, the City would like offer comments on the following initiatives presented 

in the bill: 

1. Expansion of Transportation Options - The City of New Haven sees the expansion 

of the transportation options in the northeast corridor as vital, not only to better 

environmental performance, but also economic development. The bill would require 

the Department of Transportation to investigate the expansion of both passenger and 

freight rail service in an effort to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. The City of New 

Haven strongly suggests that both ferry and feeder barge service be included in this 

analysis. Expanded feeder barge service in particular would remove trucks from 

roads, reduce vehicle miles traveled, and provide greenhouse gas emissions benefits. 

Expansion of waterborne commerce in addition to expanded rail service would 
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2. provide the region with a cohesive intermodal transit system that would have very 

positive environmental and economic effects. 

3. Assessing Impact of Climate Change - As a coastal community with the largest 

commercial port in Connecticut, New Haven is vulnerable to the negative effects of 

sea level rise induced by global warming. The bill recognizes that. communities 

threatened by global warming will require aid from the state in confronting the 

complex issues sea level rise presents. The City of New Haven welcomes these 

efforts and urges continued attention to the expensive and potentially catastrophic -

local effects of global wanning. 

4. Low-carbon Fuels - As the first municipality in the northeast to adopt B50 biodiesel 

for its municipal fleet, New Haven is committed to reducing the carbon content of its 

fuels. The adoption of low-carbon fuels was a low-cost, low-risk way for the City to 

reduce its carbon footprint. The City supports efforts to increase the adoption and 

availability of low-carbon fuels through a low-carbon fuel standard for motor vehicle 

and home heating fuels. 

5. Greenhouse Gas Emissions Standards and Tracking - The City of New Haven 

strongly supports initiatives to set standards and track emissions such as the Regional 

Greenhouse Gas Initiative (RGGI) as methods of controlling greenhouse gas 

emissions. In particular, the City supports the adoption of new "green" technologies 

that not only limit greenhouse gas emissions but also improve air quality, a very real 

concern for communities such as New Haven that are highly affected by adverse air 

quality. 

The City of New Haven strongly urges the passage of HB 5600 because it presents a 

comprehensive plan to address both the causes and effects of global warming. Thank you. 
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Testimony of Environmental Defense 

Before the Environment Committee 

In support of H.B. 5600 A N A C T CONCERNING CONNECTICUT GLOBAL 
W A R M I N G SOLUTIONS . 

Nathaniel Keohane, Ph.D, Director of Economic Policy and Analysis 
February 27,2008 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Connecticut's House Bill 5600, "An Act 
Concerning Connecticut Global Warming Solutions." Environmental Defence applauds 
Connecticut's leadership in developing legislation to address today's most pressing environmental 
problem. Having lived in Connecticut for many years, first as an undergraduate and then as an 
Assistant Professor of Economics at the Yale School of Management, I am especially pleased to 
comment on legislation that would position Connecticut at the forefront of efforts to curb 
greenhouse gas pollution, 

I am currendy Director of Economic Policy and Analysis at Environmental Defense, based in 
New York City. Environmental Defense is a leading national nonprofit organization 
representing more than 500,000 members. Since 1967, we have linked science, economics and 
law to create innovative, equitable and cost-effective solutions to society's most urgent 
environmental problems. 

Although my comments will focus on the economics of climate policy, it is useful to start with a 
reminder of why it is so urgent that we act immediately to address global warming. Scientists 
report that we must reduce greenhouse gas emissions 80% below current levels by 2050 to avoid 
the worst effects of global warming. If we fail to act, the. consequences will be catastrophic: 
record heat waves, extended droughts, more intense tropical storms, widespread species 
extinction, and the disappearance of many of the world's coral reefs. As the temperature climbs, 
the ice caps in Greenland and Antarctica will melt, ultimately raising sea levels by several meters 
— devastating coastal states like Connecticut. 

HB 5600 recognizes the importance of reducing greenhouse gas emissions, and opens the door 
to a number of policy options that might achieve that. Environmental Defense strongly 
recommends that a cap-and-trade system, designed to be compatible with those in other states, 
be the centerpiece of Connecticut's efforts to meet its target. A cap-and-trade system ensures 
that emissions decline over time, while letting the market - not the government - seek out and 
develop the lowest-cost ways of cutting pollution. 
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Cap-and-trade systems have three chief advantages: 

• Cap-and-tradepolicies achieve their environmental goals. Implementing a cap with 
declining limits guarantees that reductions will be made;; Cap-and-trade programs have a . 

: sterling comphance record and have worked well for sulfur dioxide and NOx in the 
United States and carbon dioxide in the European Union. 

• Cap-and-trade policies achieve environmental results at lower costs. The cap sets the overall 
goal, but trading lets individual businesses determine the cheapest and best ways to get 
there. Cap-and-trade also keeps administrative costs down by lessening the informational 
burden on regulators. 

• Cap-and-trade policies encourage technological innovation. By putting a price on pollution, 
a cap-and-trade policy gives firms a strong economic incentive to reduce their costs 
through technological innovation. 

Cap-and-trade is also a tried-and-true market-based solution. The 1990 Clean Air Act 
Amendments, which Environmental Defense helped to get passed, used a cap-and-trade system 
for acid rain pollution in order to cut sulfur dioxide emissions in half at a fraction of the expected 
cost. The European Union has already implemented a cap-and-trade system for carbon dioxide. 
And closer to home, Connecticut is participating in the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative 
among the Northeastern states, while California is designing its own cap-and-trade program. 

How Connecticut designs its cap-arid-trade system will help determine how well it works to 
reduce emissions and maximize economic opportunity. Simply put, a cap-and-trade system will 
cost less and work better the larger the market. For that reason, expanding the cap-and-trade 
system to cover mtdtiple sectors of the economy - in addition to the electricity sector already 
covered under RGGI - is a crucial step in maximizing the economic benefits from the policy. 
Care should also be taken to ensure that the bill remains compatible with other states' systems 
and allows for interstate trading. California is currently working to design its cap-and-trade 
program to allow Connecticut and other states to trade with its emitters. New Jersey has already 
adopted a bill similar to HB 5600 and it is likely that New York will adopt similar measures in 
the not too distant future that would allow for trading in the tri-state area. The more that 
Connecticut can design its bill with other state policies in mind, the more effective its system will 
be. 

Some skeptics have expressed concern over the economic costs of implementing an ambitious 
climate policy. But these concerns are not borne out by economic analysis. Environmental 
Defense has reviewed a range of economic forecasts by government agencies and academic 
researchers, assessing the effects of an economy-wide cap-and-trade policy on the U.S. economy. 
All agree that any adverse economic impact of climate policy will be insignificant against the 
backdrop of our dynamic economy. For example, the U.S. economy is projected to nearly double 
in size between now and 2030. Over that same period, the projected cost of capping greenhouse 

'2 
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gas emissions amounts to less than 1% of G D P -equivalent to a few months of economic 
growth. 

A recent analysis by McKinsey 8c Company, meanwhile, found that the United States can 
achieve as much as 4.5 billion tons of emissions reductions by the year 2030, relative to business 
as usual, just by deploying technology that is already in the pipeline. That amount is nearly enough, 
by itself, to meet the goals of ambitious climate policy - and the McKinsey analysis does not 
even take into account the potential for new innovations driven by the promise of a carbon 
market. Moreover, many of the options McKinsey identified - such as energy efficiency 
measures - could actually save homeowners and businesses money. 

These analyses leave no doubt that we can tackle climate change while growing our economy. 
Indeed, California's economy has boomed over the past thirty years even as its per-capita energy 
use remained roughly constant. And studies like the McKinsey analysis point to the enormous 
opportunities that the low-carbon economy will present for good jobs in clean-technology . 
industries. 

Ultimately, global warming must be tackled at the national and international levels. Right now, 
however, state leadership is more crucial than ever to keep pressure on Washington, DC, to 
develop a national policy. For its part, Connecticut stands to gain in two ways by taking action 
now, ahead of national legislation: 

. 1) Economic opportunity. By taking early action on climate change, Connecticut will prepare 
its workers and businesses to lead the way in the low carbon economy of the future, 
positioning the state to take advantage of the economic boon in green job growth that 
national legislation could bring. 

2) Federal rewards for early state action. Current legislation pending before Congress on 
climate change would award benefits for states who act early. Such incentives would total 
millions of dollars — money that could be used to spur clean-technology investment- and 
innovation in the state. 

In short, Connecticut would advance both state and national interests by implementing a cap-
and-trade system to meet the targets set out in HB 56Q0. Environmental Defense commends 
Connecticut's leadership in tackling this defining issue of our time. Thank you again for the 
opportunity to submit comments. 

. . Sincerely, 

Nathaniel O. Keohane, Ph.D. 
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TESTIMONY 
of the 

CONNECTICUT CONFERENCE OF MUNICIPALITIES 
to the 

ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
February 21,2008 

CCM opposes Sections 8 through 10 of Raised House Bill 5600.- "An Act Concerning 
Connecticut Global Warming Solutions." 

Sections 8 through 10 of this bill would (1) require revisions to the State Building Code to 
include the "most stringent model energy standards"; (2) create a "new class" of certified 
energy inspectors; and (3) disallow the issuance of a certification of occupancy for certain 
projects until they have been certified by one of these new inspectors. 

The Connecticut Building Officials Association have indicated that they have long opposed 
including any provisions in the state building code that specifically directs projects toward a 
particular form of building measures. 

In addition, CCM has concerns with requiring a new special category of energy inspectors to 
provide final approval before a certification of occupancy can be issued. This could 
significantly delay the completion of projects and increase costs. Towns and cities would have 
to identify or train special inspectors. There is no provision in the bill that would allow time for 
there to be enough of these inspectors properly trained and certified - causing a backlog of 
projects awaiting approval. 

As CCM has advocated in past testimony, we encourage the State to instead provide incentives 
to project owners to incorporate more "green" measures into their projects. 

CCM urges the committee to delete Sections 8 through 10 of this bill prior to any action. 

## ## ## 

If you have any questions, please contact Kachina Walsh-Weaver, Senior Legislative Associate 
of CCM via email kweaver@ccm-ct.org or via phone (203) 498-3026. 

http://www.ccm-ct.t
mailto:kweaver@ccm-ct.org
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Febraary 27,2008. 

ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE TESTIMONY 
Re: HB5600 An Act Concerning Connecticut Global Warming Solutions 

Elizabeth Fleming - Policy Coordinator, Vice President, CT NOFA 

Senator Meyer, Representative Roy, and other distinguished committee members, I want 
to thank you for this opportunity to address HB5600. 

CT NOFA is a growing community of farmers, gardeners, land care professionals, and 
consumers that encourages a healthy relationship to the natural world. We are working 
toward a clean, safe, healthy environment to pass on to future generations. Global 
climate change threatens not only our environment but also our ability to sustainably 
grow our own food. 

CT NOFA strongly urges the Environment Committee to pass this important piece of 
legislation. Reducing greenhouse gas emissions is a fundamental first step towards 
mitigating the tremendous impact we humans have made on our environment. A 
sustainable future for coming generations requires that we take steps now to ensure that 
we will have clean air, water, and healthy food. Global warming will create real impacts 
on agriculture- changes in weather cycles, pest populations, and severe drought are just 
some of the negative effects of rising temperatures (Center for Global Development 
study, 2007). We cannot wait for the federal government to act- Connecticut must take a 
stand on this issue now. We have the opportunity to formulate, local [policy that can set a 
precedent for other states to follow. 

Thank you for your commitment to Connecticut's environment now and in the future. 
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Testimony in Support of 
HB 5600, An act Concerning Connecticut Global Warming Solutions 

On Behalf of Mayor Kevin J. Cavanagh, City of New London 
Before the Environment Committee 

February 27,2008 

Although I am unable to be there today in person, I wanted to have my support for HB 
5600, An Act Concerning Global Warming Solutions on the record. Global warming is 
one of the most pressing environmental issues facing our nation, our state and our town 
and we must begin today to address its causes. HB 5600,will begin that process and 
move us in the right direction by creating a mandatory statewide global warming 
pollution cap. 

For the sake of our environment, economy, health, quality of life, and for the sake of our 
future generations, every level of government has a moral obligation to do its part to 
reduce global warming. That's why I'm calling on the state to act. In New London, we 
are committed to a Clean Energy Campaign, by making our existing city buildings more 
efficient, exploring energy options such as Wind Energy, looking to "Green" any new or 
renovated city buildings, and through the appointment of a: Sustainability Committee to 
aid us in these efforts. I encourage every New Londoner to do their part in this critical 
effort. However, I believe it is imperative that the State take the leadership on this issue 
to the next level and enact real, enforceable measures to reduce global warming 
emissions. 

In order to combat the effect of global warming, the legislation before you today will 
impose a mandatory cap on carbon dioxide and other emissions caused primarily by the 
burning of fossil fuels - the main source of greenhouse gasses that are causing global 
warming. 

The science is clear~we must begin reducing our greenhouse gas emissions now and 
work steadily to achieve reductions of 80 percent by 2050 if we are to avoid the worst 
consequences of global warming. By adopting enforceable emissions limits on global 
warming pollution we are taking an essential step toward a sustainable future. Cities and 
towns, like New London, are making strides to do their part and the State has been a 
national leader in setting pollution reduction goals, but we must go one step further by 
giving these goals teeth in the form of enforceable emissions limits. 

Connecticut was one of the first states to set goals and release a global warming plan, but 
we are falling behind in its implementation. All indications are that Connecticut's global 
warming emissions are still rising and it is clear that we need to pass a law that requires 
specific reductions if we are to get back on track. 

Many other states have already taken the initiative in this arena, and it is time for 
Connecticut to take a leadership role by passing HB 5600 before you today. Thank you 
for the opportunity to comment on this important issue. I urge your support. 

KJC 
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is a solution that will avoid most if not all of the potential problems that H.B. 5600 
could create for family owned heating oil dealers attempting to compete with 
dealers from Massachusetts, New York and Rhode Island. 

The market place has solutions that address the concerns that this bill attempts 
to deal with. Programs that lead to the instillation of new high efficiency heating 
equipment and ultimately reduce fuel consumption is in everyone's best interest. 
Programs that cultivate an indigenous bio fuels industry in Connecticut create 
jobs, reduce traditional fuel consumption, and lowers green house gas emissions 
is the best way to positively effect our environment. 

Through advancing technology, consumer education, equipment maintenance, 
financing and tax credit programs, and now with bio fuels, the new alternative 
fuel from renewable, domestically grown agricultural products - we continue to 
lead the way in reducing emissions and lowering Connecticut's carbon footprint. 

ICPA urges the Environment Committee to H.B. 5600. An Act Concerning 
Connecticut Global Warming Solutions. 

Respectfully, 

Christian A. Herb 
Associate Director 
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FIVE MILE RIVER COMMISSION 

P.O. BOX. 119 
ROWAYTON, CONNECTICUT 06853 

February 25,2008 

Members of the Environment Committee 
Connecticut General Assembly 
Hartford, CT 

Re: HB5605: An Act Concerning A Flood Management Plan for Norwalk 
River Watershed 

Dear Sirs: 

I respectfully submit written comments regarding HB5605 in my capacity as Chairman of the 
Five Mile River Commission ("Commission") for inclusion in the February 27, 2008 hearing 
record. 

The Commission is a state-created entity with regulatory jurisdiction over "the navigation, 
pollution, and conservation" of the Five Mile River and its drainage basin. Conn. Gen. Stat. §15-
26a. As such, the Commission has a direct interest in HB5605. which contemplates the 
development of a watershed arid flood management plan that encompasses the Five Mile River. 
The Commission requests that the Committee mandate that any proposed flood control plan 
authorized by HB5605 must take into account the impact of said plan on the Five Mile River, 
and that the Commission be consulted and allowed input related to that impact prior to 
completion of the plan. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Matthew A. Marion 
Chairman, Five Mile River Commission 
203-866-4050 
marionlaw@optonline.net 

TOE FIVE MILE RIVER COMMISSION IS AN AGENCY OF THE STATE 

mailto:marionlaw@optonline.net
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Testimony by Representative John Harkins 
Before the Environment Committee 

House Bill No. 5607 
February 27,2008 

Good morning Chairman Meyer, Chairman Roy, Representative Chapin, Senator McKinney, and 
members of the Environment Committee. I am Representative John Harkins, representing the 
120th District in Stratford. I am here today to speak on HB. 5060 

The environment is important to protect for the enjoyment of the residents of Stratford. The town 
has intentions of doing just this. The Stratford Greenway project will place major focus on the 
waterfront and development in the area. This would be accomplished by placing a combination 
walkway/bikeway along the Housatonic River. It will include picnic and seating areas, bike racks 
nature trails and parking. In total, it will connect Stratford's key commercial, historic and 
neighborhood sites. This project was developed through a collaborative planning process 
involving town boards and commissions, the Chamber of Commerce, and unaffiliated residents 
and businesspeople, guaranteeing widespread support. 

Thank you for the hearing on HB 5060 and I wish to express my support of the bill and the . 
committee's favorable action. 

1036 WHIPPOORWILL LANE 
STRATFORD, CONNECTICUT 06614 

HOME: (203)377-1019 
CAPITOL: (860) 240-8700 

TOLL FREE: 1-800-842-1423 
FAX: (860) 240-0207 

E-MAIL: John.HarWns@hoiJsegop.ct.gov 

John Harkins 
State Representative 
120"' District 
JH/djw 

mailto:John.HarWns@hoiJsegop.ct.gov
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Testimony of American Jewish Committee 
Before the Environment Committee 

In support of H B 5600 A N A C T C O N C E R N I N G 
C O N N E C T I C U T G L O B A L W A R M I N G S O L U T I O N S 

President 
MarkStemiicht 

Immediate Past President 
Matthew Skolnlck 

Past Presidents 
J.JamesGordon* 
Sohler Marks 

Vice-Presidents 
David Gofdrlch 
Alexander Welndling * 

Secretary 
Kevin Katske 

Board of Directors 

Collin Baron 

Stephne Behrend 

Susan Black 

Alex Goldblum 

Joan Kemler 

Donald Meltzer * 

Stephen Mlron 

Arthur Mostel 

Stella Mostel 

LeoNevas * 

Michael Price * 

Alma Rutgers 

Martin Schanback 

Wendy Schrelber 

Milton Schubin 

Robert Teicher 

* Board of Governors 

tsecgtive Oirector 
Barbara Muller 

AdmiriistratK'c Aisfcten: 
Manette Pardo 

Barbara Muller 
Area Director, Connecticut Chapter 

American Jewish Committee 

February 27, 2008 

American Jewish Committee ("AJC") is a non-profit advocacy and diplomacy organisation with more than 175,000 members 
nationwide and 600 supporters in Connecticut. AjC serves as Jewish ambassadors to the world, the nation and the community 
on challenges facing the Jewish people. 

AJC attempts to identify trends and problems early and take action. Our key areas offocus are: combating anti-Semitism and 
all forms of bigotry; promoting pluralism and shared democratic values; supporting Israel's quest for peace and security; 
advocatingfor energy independence; and Strengthening Jewish life. 

AJC strongly supports H B 56001 A n Act Concerning Connecticut Global Warming Solutions. T h e bill will 
reduce Connecticut's greenhouse gas emissions, which cause global warming, to 10% below 1990 levels by 
2020 and to at least 80% below 1990 levels by 2050. 

There are compelling moral, budgetary, national security and economic development reasons to reduce our 
greenhouse gas emissions now. 

Connecticut mus t combat global warming in order to meet its moral obligation to leave an inhabitable, 
livable world to future generations. The mandatory reductions in the bill have been determined by the Union 
of Concerned Scientists, an alliance of more than 200,000 citizens and scientists, as necessary to avert 
catastrophic temperature rise. This requites immediate action. If Connecticut waits, it will only make later 
action more difficult and more costly. 

Reducing our greenhouse gas emissions also means increased reliance on alternative energy sources and 
decreased dependency o n fossil fuels. Energy independence will mean increased security for Americans at 
h o m e and abroad and also support Israel's quest for peace and security, bo th key goals in AJC's mission 
statement. With less domestic money funneling to oil-producing countries linked to terrorism, there ate two 
significant outcomes for energy independence: less funding for terrorism and mote capital for domestic 
investment, thereby reinvigorating our economy. 

Connecticut has the opportuni ty to be a national leader in climate policy, along with California, Hawaii and 
N e w Jersey, states that have already passed similar reductions. I t is AJC's hope that this will lead to a national 
climate policy designed around the strong reductions that .HB 5600 sets forth. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Barbara Muller / 

Area Director, Connecticut Chapter 
American Jewish Committee 2777 Summer Street • Suite 503 • Stamford, Ct 06905 • Telephone (203) 965-0020 • Fax: (203) 965-0040 

Email: Connecticut@afc.org • Website: www.ajc.org 

mailto:Connecticut@afc.org
http://www.ajc.org
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Testimony of Amity High School Global Warming Club 
Before the Environment Committee 

In support of H. B. No. 5600, An Act Concerning Connecticut Global Warming Solutions 

Laura van Dyck, Founder and President of the Global Warming Club 
Lucia Rieur, Treasurer of the Global Warming Club 

February 27, 2008 

The Global Warming Club is an environmental organization at Amity High 
School in Woodbridge, Connecticut. The club is made up of students from Bethany, 
Woodbridge, and Orange who are involved in raising global warming awareness and 
signing local residents up for clean energy. 

The Global Warming Club strongly supports H.B. No. 5600, an act concerning 
global warming solutions. This act would promote reducing the carbon emissions of 
Connecticut, first reducing emissions to 10% below the levels of 1990 by 2020 and then 
to 80% below the levels of 1990 by 2050. This is similar to the caps on greenhouse gas 
emissions in California, Hawaii, and New Jersey. Massachusetts, Wisconsin, Maryland 
and Rhode Island are working on similar mandatory caps. 

If we do not pass the act, H.B. No. 5600, we shall regret our decision greatly. The 
consequences of not having a carbon cap upon Connecticut are devastating. We will only 
continue to alter our climate, sea levels, air quality, human health, plant and animal 
populations, crop quality and water distribution, economy, among other things, through 
the production of greenhouse gases. The Amity Global Warming Club is aware of these 
consequences and realizes the importance of H.B. 5600. 

As an environmental club in Connecticut, we know the importance of protecting 
our state for the generations to come. In the past, Connecticut has been a leader in all 
kinds of policy, including environmental policy. It is important that we continue being 
that leader for the people of today and tomorrow. Let us take this opportunity to take the 
lead and fight the battle against global warming. 
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Testimony of Shirley Adams 
Before the Environment Committee 

In support of H.B. No. 5600, An Act Concerning Connecticut Global Wanning Solutions 
February 27th, 2008 

As a tax payer of Connecticut and a citizen that is very concerned about the environment, I urge 
you to support House Bill 5600. Although I do not believe this is the total answer to solving all 
of Connecticut's environmental problems, I do believe it is a good first step. The cap will reduce 
Connecticut's carbon output to approximately 10% below 1990 levels by 2020 and approximately 
80% below 1990 levels by 2050 across the entire economy. Most importantly, it will be law. 

Connecticut should be taking a leadership role. If we want to be a state that people want to live in, 
we need to follow what other states are doing. We are already behind some states. The cap on 
greenhouse gas emission being proposed is similar to the one California, Hawaii and New Jersey 
passed. Massachusetts, Wisconsin, Rhodes Island, and Maryland are working on similar 
legislation. Many states have joined regional pacts to reduce carbon emission. 

It is obvious that we cannot wait for the federal government to act. The federal government has no 
clear timeline. Therefore it is up to. the states to force the federal government to act. If enough 
states pass individual carbon caps the federal government will have no choice but to institute a 
strong cap. The reduction to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050 is based on science (the Union of 
Concerned Scientists) and capability. This goal is needs to be met if we want to have a chance of 
not catastrophically altering the climate. I believe that we are fully capable of achieving that goal 
with existing and developing technologies, and proper leadership. 

There are myriad ways to achieve those reductions in emissions, among them low carbon fuel 
standards, updated building energy codes, low carbon transportation investment and various 
efficiencies. 

Not only will Connecticut be a better place to live and to raise families, Connecticut will benefit 
economically through increased green collar jobs and investment in alternative energy. 
Connecticut is already considered the fuel cell capital of the world and investment will increase. 

It is our moral imperative to reverse the damage we have done. We have altered our climate, 
weather patterns, sea levels, air quality, human health, plant and animal populations, crop quality 
and water distribution, among other things, through our production of greenhouse gases. 

Connecticut, with its rich history at the forefront of national policy, has the opportunity to 
continue as a leader. Let's join California, New Jersey, and Hawaii and be one of the first states 
to pass a cap on emissions by passing House Bill 5600. 

Thank you. 

Shirley M. Adams 
26 Johnson Street 
Newington, CT 06111 
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Testimony in Support of 
HB 5600. AAC Connecticut Global Warming Solutions 

Submitted by 
Rebecca Waldo 

Waldo Renewable Electric, LLC 
www.waldorenewable.com 

I urge the Environment Committee and members of the General Assembly to 
support HB 5600. AAC Connecticut Global Warming Solutions. HB 5600 will 
create a schedule for the State of Connecticut to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions by instituting the following measures: requiring a low-carbon fuel 
standard for vehicles and home heating fuel sold in Connecticut, revising the 
State Building Code to reflect more stringent energy standards, creating a new 
class of certified energy inspectors and preventing load serving entities from 
entering into agreements that would exceed a certain carbon dioxide limit. 

Global warming threatens our economy, environment and our health. 
Connecticut must take the lead by enacting a mandatory cap that limits global 
warming emissions at 10% below 1990 levels by 2020 and cuts the emissions at 
least 80% by the year 2050. 

I urge the members of the committee to vote favorably on HB 5600 and these 
emissions reductions mandatory! 

http://www.waldorenewable.com
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Errol Horner 
25 Maple Street 
Chester, CT 06412 
February 27, 2008 

Dear Representatives, 

I am writing in support of HB 5600. 

You were elected to lead, and are now being asked to lead us out of the climate crisis 
with the boldness and courage that the crisis requires. As the home of the world's 
strongest economy, and one of its leading democracies, each state needs to step up to 
champion the effort to address and solve global warming, or risk losing our economic 
future and our democratic principals. Other States are taking this initiative as we speak! 

Let us embrace this opportunity to adopt smart, forward-looking energy policies, which 
promise hope, security, and provides sustainable growth opportunities for the future. This 
is our opportunity to keep the State of Connecticut as an important environmental leader 
and part of the solution. 

Sincerely, 
Errol Horner 
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Testimony for Public Hearing on H.B. 5600. 

An Act Concerning Connecticut Global Warming Solutions 

Yale College Democrats 

February 27,2008 
As young people who will be deeply affected by climate change, we would like to express 

our strong support for Raised Bill 5600, an Act Concerning Connecticut Global Warming 
Solutions. This bill would increase the rate of our reductions in greenhouse gas emissions, 
toughen standards for appliances, transportation vehicles, and buildings, and put Connecticut on 
the path to becoming a national leader in climate change legislation. As students and future 
leaders, we are acutely aware that global warming is becoming an increasingly urgent issue, and 
we strongly urge this Assembly to act before it is too late. 

Already, the effects of climate change have begun to affect our home. Consider these 
warnings about our city of New Haven: 

• If local industries continue to pollute at high levels, New Haven shoreline areas could see 
a rise in sea level of 10 to 24 inches, increasing the chances of shoreline flooding, soil 
erosion, and massive property damage. 

• Rising temperatures increase the odds of a major hurricane hitting the Long Island Sound, 
which could destroy up to $20 million of property. 

• Warming temperatures could totally eliminate lobsters from the Long Island Sound by 
. 2050, a loss of $3.8 million per year to the Connecticut economy. 

• Connecticut already has the 3rd worst air quality in the nation, which will only get worse 
with higher and higher carbon emissions. A temperature increase of four degrees Celsius 
would cause smog increases of 20%, leading to more respiratory problems such as asthma 
and chronic bronchitis. 

This bill would take dramatic steps toward addressing these problems. It would cut 
emissions to 10% below 1990 levels by 2020, and 80% below 2001 levels by 2050. It would also 
lower fuel efficiency standards for transportation fuels, update building codes, create new 
appliance and equipment efficiency standards, and encourage carbon offsets for land 
development. It also leaves open the possibility of creating a stronger regional cap-and-trade 
system of emissions that could encourage a decrease in carbon emissions. These are all strong, 
practical, and comprehensive steps toward reversing the effects of climate change on our state. 

Climate change is an extremely salient issue among voters, and there is strong support for 
taking action on global warming. States such as California, New Jersey and Hawaii have already 
adopted enforceable statewide global warming pollution caps, and other states are considering 
similar legislation. Even Governor Jodi Rell expressed support for state efforts to fight global 
warming in a May 2007 editorial in the Washington Post that she co-authored with Gov. Arnold 
Schwarzenegger. 

While a small state like Connecticut cannot reverse climate change on its own, its 
participation in a regional cap-and-trade system and a genuine effort to cut its carbon emissions 
can make a significant difference. Connecticut should continue its long history of pioneering 
effective environmental policies, as the federal government has recently followed our lead on 
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such initiatives as energy efficient standards for appliances and water pollution permits. The 
more that individual states, such as Connecticut, address this issue on their own, the harder it will 
be for the federal government to ignore the problem. 

Climate change threatens our economy, our environment, our health and most 
importantly, our quality of life. It will be our generation that lives with this planet, and our 
generation that chooses whether to heal it or let it continue on the path to crisis. The 
responsibility is ours, and we cannot afford to wait another day. We urge passage of HB 5600. 



00 IUh I 

For the Environment Committee 
February 27,2008 Public Hearing 

Submitted by Lynn Taborsak, Climate Change Specialist 
League of Women Voters of Connecticut 

Comments on 
R.B. 5600 AN ACT CONCERNING CONNECTICUT GLOBAL WARMING SOLUTIONS 

The League of Women Voters of Connecticut, with over 2,600 members across the state, is a 
non-partisan, political organization committed to effective public policy through education and 
action. The League provides testimony and comments on public policy issues based on positions 
derived from member study and consensus. We thank you in advance for your consideration of our 
comments. 

Today we are providing comments on Raised BilLSMQ. An Act Concerning Connecticut 
Global Warming Solutions. Many of its provisions are holdovers from 2004 when the legislature 
adopted An Act Concerning Climate Change. They include a litany of conventional solutions that 
help us reduce greenhouse gas emissions through building design, energy efficiency standards, the 
expansion of rail service, the encouragement of smart growth and open space preservation, the use of 
fluorescent bulbs and even hanging clothes on the line to diy. 

However, we are not going to reverse climate change in Connecticut without more dramatic 
action to reduce emissions. We strongly support the adoption of the many "new" solutions provided 
in this bill which include: 

• mandatory reductions in greenhouse gas emissions that are real, quantifiable and 
verifiable 

• the establishment of low-carbon fuel standards for all motor vehicle and home 
heating tuels 

• no permits to be allowed for new fossil fuel plants and power purchase contracts that 
exceed the carbon dioxide emissions rate of one hundred pounds per megawatt-hour 

League of Women Voters of Connecticut • 1890 Dixwell Avenue Hamden, CT 06514 • 203/288-7996 
• require higher energy conversation and efficiency standards for new construction and 

major renovations 
• require a certified energy inspection as part of the certificate of occupancy process 

Connecticut is making good progress on its' Climate Change Action Plan and 
HB 5600 will continue that progress and solidify the gains beyond conservation and mitigation. It 
will produce the reductions we need to realize to stabilize our climate. The League of Women 
Voters of Connecticut believes that your action to reverse climate change will positively impact our 
economy, our environment, and the health and well-being of all Connecticut residents. 

Lynn Taborsak 
Climate Change Specialist 
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Please Stop Global Warming in Connecticut! 
Testimony of Anthony Rish, Professor of Alternative Fuels and 

Automotive Technology 

Supporting HB 5600 is crucial to Connecticut's and the World's Citizens. The time to act 
is NOW and stand with our neighboring states to take the lead on the issue of Global 
Warming, as has been done in California, Hawaii and New Jersey. Starting to impose 
carbon caps as mentioned in HB5600 may very well be the one of the most important 
things that can be done to reduce the effects of gathering global wanning inertia. 

There are many who believe that the federal government should take the lead on this 
initiative, however is has become very clear that they will not act as they should, even at 
times denying any evidence of the effects of the growing worldwide disaster that is global 
warming, despite the fact the Union of Concerned Scientists has determined our fate lest 
something be done to reduce local and global carbon contamination. 

Current technology exists to combat the worst case scenarios of climate change, and with 
restrictions demanded by law, such as mentioned in HB5600, Necessity will most 
certainly be the Mother of Invention. New'restrictions would lead the energy and 
transportation industries to work toward remaining competitive in a cleaner, greener 
economy. 

There is no one answer to our energy and climate troubles. There are many small 
answers. HB5600 will be a starting point to facilitate changes in our energy infrastructure 
for the good of Connecticut and Mankind. 

HB5600 would also offer a well needed kick-start to emerging "Green Collar" industries 
such as Photovoltaic, Geothermal, Wind Turbine, Fuels Cell, other sustainable and 
Biofuels related technology companies in Connecticut. . 

In 100 years of industrial growth, we have spewed out MILLIONS of years worth of 
stored carbon based energy, This carbon has saturated our atmosphere and is changing 
the very Earth on which we live. I repeat, we need to act NOW to fix what we have 
broken. 

I beg you, for my Children, yours and for all the world's creatures, Support HB5600. 

Anthony K Rish EI 
Professor of Alternative Fuels and Automotive Technology 
Gateway Community College 
North Haven, CT. 06472 
203-285-2434 
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In Support of HB No. 5600. An Act Concerning Connecticut Global Warming Solutions 
Public Testimony 

Global Warming is possibly the greatest threat to humanity and a monster of our 
own creation. It casts a dark shadow over the lives of future generations because of its 
potential to create an environment that can no longer sustain mankind. Without legal 
actions today, high carbon emissions and poor energy standards will continue to raise the 
global temperature until we are no longer capable of controlling the rate of warming. The 
'Union of Concerned Scientists' establishes that by 2050 a reduction of 80% below 1990 
carbon output levels is required to prevent catastrophic climate change. "An Act 
Concerning Connecticut Global Warming Solutions" offers a system for controlling 
carbon emissions with achievable standards in mind. Most importantly, the carbon cap 
established by the bill will reduce Connecticut's carbon output to the crucial level by 
2050. The bill presents countless methods for reduction in Connecticut, for instance 
updated building energy codes and new regulations that encourage investment in low 
carbon transportation and other low greenhouse gas technology. 

Connecticut is not the first state to attempt enacting laws for reducing greenhouse 
gas emissions. Analogous bills have already been passed in California, Hawaii and New 
Jersey. Massachusetts, Wisconsin, Maryland and Rhode Island are working on similar 
mandatory caps. The federal government will be obliged to enact a strong carbon cap as 
states continue to pass individual bills for carbon reduction. Our state has shown 
initiative by joining the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative, an organization for 
maintaining power plant emissions. However, the influences of regional pacts are 
minimal in comparison to state laws and committees. With this bill, we have the chance 
to be at the forefront of this crucial movement for the reparation of our environment. In 
regards to the economic impact of the bill, Connecticut will benefit through a raised 
demand for 'green collar jobs', such as energy inspectors. As the fuel cell capital of the 
world, our state will only further profit from the alternative energy investments that the 
bill prompts. 

We have altered our climate, weather patterns, sea levels, air quality, human 
health, plant and animal populations, crop quality and water distribution through our 
production of greenhouse gases. It's our social responsibility as human beings to lessen 
our ecological footprint. This bill takes the first steps by raising energy standards for new 
buildings, creating the initiative for eco-friendly technologies and legally requiring 
businesses to lower their emissions in a financially feasible manner. 

Maria McPherson 
429 Huckleberry Hill Road 
Avon, CT 06001 
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Connecticut General Assembly - Feb." 27,2008 
Testimony of Colin Carlson in Support of HB 5600 An Act Concerning Global Warming 

Solutions 

My name is Colin Carlson, and I live at 640 Merrow Road, in Coventry. I am 11 years old and a 
senior at the Online High School of Stanford University, in California. I also run the Cool 
Coventry Club, a climate change organization in Coventry, and am on the steering committee of 
the Connecticut Youth Activist Network. 

As a future conservation biologist, I urge the legislature to pass HB 5600. The need to reduce our 
carbon emissions to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050 is both achievable and necessary, based on • 
the most accurate scientific data available. Because the federal government has not taken the 
initiative to act to avert the catastrophic consequences of a climate crisis, it is imperative that 
states take leadership roles at this point. Carbon cap .legislation has already passed in other states, 
and our neighbors in Massachusetts and Rhode Island,, as well as elsewhere, are in the process of 
developing similar standards. As a coastal state that could suffer a serious impact from global 
warming in the coming decades, it is therefore extremely important that we take a leadership role 
by passing this legislation. 

The carbon reduction goal set by this legislation is achievable in a myriad of ways, including 
through low carbon fuel standards and updated building energy codes. Furthermore, Connecticut 
will benefit from the increased investment in alternative energy sources that this bill encourages. 
We are already the fuel cell capital of the world, and our increased investment in this technology 
will only serve to.benefit the Connecticut economy. 

It is already clear that our weather patterns, sea levels, air quality (and human health) and the 
water systems, plants and animal populations that support human welfare have been negatively 
impacted fry greenhouse gas emissions and resultant climate change. These effects will increase 
dramatically in the next four decades if we do not begin to reduce emissions immediately; in 
terms of long-term consequences to our society as well as to our planet, we are neariiig a point of 
ho return. Thus, it is a practical necessity as well as a moral imperative that we take the steps 
necessary to reduce greenhouse gas emissions immediately. Passage of this legislation will lead 
to changes at the federal level that are needed to protect our quality of life. Thus, I strongly urge 
the legislature to pass this bill. 

Thank you very much. 
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HB 5600. AAC Connecticut Global Warming Solutions. 

Global warming is a big threat to our livelihood. Any measure to reduce its 
effect is much needed. 

Regards, George Rawitscher (Professor of Physics at UConn) 



00 Ikk2 

BEARDSLEY 
CONNECTICUT'S 

Connecticut's Beardsley Zoo 
1875 Noble Avenue 
Bridgeport, CT 06610-1646 
203-394-6565 
fax 203-394-6566 
www,beardsleyzoo.org 

26 February 2008 

To: Environment Committee 
From: Connecticut's Beardsley Zoo 
RE: HB5600. 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Connecticut's Beardsley Zoo is an accredited member of the Association of Zoos and 
Aquariums and as such uses conservation as one of its cornerstones. As Director of this 
facility I would like to speak for Connecticut's Beardsey Zoo and support: 

HB5600. AN ACT CONCERNING CONNECTICUT GLOBAL WARMING 
SOLUTIONS. 

To create a schedule for the state to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, to create a state-
wide program for such reduction, to create the Climate Change Impacts Subcommittee, to 
require certain facilities to report their greenhouse gas emissions, to require low-carbon 
fuel standards for all motor vehicle and home heating fuels sold in the state,, to prohibit 
load-serVing entities from entering into agreements that Would exceed a certain carbon 
dioxide limit, to require state agencies to include an analysis of greenhouse gas emissions 
when conducting an environmental review of a new program, to require that the State 
Building Code be revised to reflect more stringent energy standards, to create a new class 
of certified energy inspectors, to require all new construction and major renovation to be 
certified by such inspectors and to eliminate the requirement that Office of Policy and 
Management submit a report regarding state carbon dioxide emissions. 

The Association of Zoos and Aquariums has brought together all of our accredited 
facilities in 2008 to announce the Year of the Frog. This nationwide program highlights 
the plight of amphibians around the world that are being threatened with wholesale 
extinction in part from Global Wanning. We see the effects first hand here in Connecticut 
as partners of the Connecticut Amphibian Monitoring Project. We have been looking in 
the field at the populations of amphibians in our own backyard and if the rate of Global 
Warning does not abate we will be seeing a drastic decline. As the "canary in the 
coalmine" amphibians are the first to show signs of an environment in distress which then 
leads to human problems. 

The Connecticut's Beardsley Zoo whole heartily supports the passage of HB5600 for 
both our human and wild citizens. 

Gregg Dancho 
Zoo Director 
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COMMENTS OF FIRSTLIGHT POWER RESOURCES 
ON RAISED BILL NO. 5600 

AN ACT CONCERNING CONNECTICUT GLOBAL WARMING SOLUTIONS 

FirstLight Power Resources, Inc. (FirstLight), a Hartford based company, owns and 
operates 1,442 MWs of generating capacity in New England. In addition, FirstLight is 
currently developing a 96 MW dual fueled peaking plant in Waterbury, one of the four 
projects selected through the CT DPUC RFP process mandated by the Energy 
Independence Act (EIA), and a 635 MW dual fueled combined cycle plant in Rensselaer, 
NY. 

FirstLight appreciates the opportunity to offer comments on Raised Bill No. 5600. An Act 
Concerning Connecticut Global Warming Solutions. Although we agree that it is prudent 
to develop realistic plans to reduce CO2, FirstLight believes that the stated goal of Raised 
Bill No. 5600 to reduce emissions by 80% from 2001 levels by 2050 is arbitrary, overly 
aggressive, and unrealistic. According to the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative 
(RGGI), Connecticut's CO2 adjusted allowance budget is 10,695,035 tons. Reducing this 
amount by 80% would require that generation necessary to serve Connecticut's current 
load would need to limit their emissions to approximately 125 lbs/MWh, which is nearly 
90% below the current output of even the most efficient natural gas fired generator. 
Setting such an arbitrary goal could lead to further policy decisions that are unnecessary 
and uneconomic and will make Connecticut a less competitive place for businesses that 
must compete worldwide. 

Other sections of the bill limit the CO2 emissions from new baseload generating facilities 
to 1,100 pounds/MWh. Such a limit would allow only natural gas, nuclear, wind and 
hydro plants to be permitted in the State. However, Connecticut ranks last in the country 
in wind potential and all significant hydroelectric potential has already been developed. 
Furthermore, the siting of new nuclear plants in Connecticut faces significant hurdles and 
is unlikely. This restriction would, therefore, leave only natural gas fired plants to be 
permitted, only further exacerbating the state's dependence on that fuel. The increased 
demand for natural gas, which has become a worldwide fuel, will lead to still higher 
prices for natural gas and, in turn, electricity for a state that already pays the highest rates 
in the nation. 

FirstLight strongly urges the Committee to reject Raised Bill No. 5600 due to the 
significant negative economic impact on the state's electricity costs and economy that 
would result from it. We recommend that the Committee focus attention on research and 
development activities in alternative fuels and carbon sequestration that can reduce CO2 
emissions without crippling the state's economy. 

Submitted by, . 

Jim Ginnetti 
Vice President-External Affairs 
February 27, 2008 
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CLEANWATER 

A C T I O N 

CLEAN WATER ACTION 
645 Farmington Ave, 3rd Floor, Hartford, CT 06105 (860)232-6232 

Written Testimony ofRoger Smith, Campaign Director, Clean Water Action / . 
Before the Committee on Higher Education and Employment Advancement J Q J 2 j 2 J U j D 

Tuesday March 4th, 2008 

Testimony in support of 
Raised House Bill 5686: AA Concerning Training for Green Industries 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before this committee. Clean Water Action is a non-
profit organization with one million members nationwide and 11,000 members in Connecticut. 
Since 2002 we have coordinated the Connecticut Climate Coalition,! a coalition of 90 
organizations who support a broad range of initiatives to address global warming and have led 
20% by 2010 clean energy initiatives in towns across the state. 

Training for Green Jobs 
Clean Water Action strongly supports a focus on creating new "green" jobs in Connecticut 
related to energy efficiency, clean energy and clean transportation. This bill is a great start and 
we support the approach. 

A strong green jobs program should provide types of training for workers of different levels of 
skill, and connect existing job-training programs, especially in our inner cities, as well as at 
community colleges, vo-tech schools, and the state university system. Focusing on community 
college/vocational-technical training centers is a reasonable place to start, but we would not end 
there and urge coordination amongst all institutions which educate and train workers. 

The Connecticut Energy Efficiency Fund (which is supported by natural gas and electric 
ratepayers) and the Connecticut Clean Energy Fund (supported by electric ratepayers) should be 
directed to support workforce training programs. Both Funds have access to companies which 
produce clean energy and energy efficiency equipment, the ability to research and recommend 
state-of-the art curricula, and have relationships with the actual businesses installing efficiency 
and clean energy technologies who need more employees. 

We strongly support leveraging state funds in a way to secure Federal dollars for efforts like 
these. Gateway Community College's Dr. David Cooper on his proposed The Center for a 
Sustainable Future, as his school could perhaps help coordinate the various entities in this effort. 

Creating New Green Jobs 
In addition to training and creating a workforce for clean technology installers, technicians, 
engineers and salespeople we need to create more stable jobs for them. 
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Last session, the energy bill PA 07-242 called for utilities to invest in all cost-effective energy 
efficiency before turning to power plants and transmission lines. When fully implemented by the 
CT Energy Advisory Board (CEAB), funding for electric efficiency programs should increase 
from approximately $90 million/year to a peak of $350 million/year. This would create a 
large number of new jobs selling EnergyStar appliances, doing home energy audits, etc, but the 
legislature must watch the CEAB and ensure they follow the law and do not delay. 

In addition to electricity we need to invest more in heating efficiency. There is a huge 
potential to renovate CT homes to use less heating oil and gas in the winter. Upgrades can 
include insulation, windows, caulking gaps, weathersealing, installing more efficient furnaces, 
tapping the sun to heat water and air, and more. Unfortunately investments in heating oil and 
natural gas efficiency lag significantly. The natural gas fund only has about $8 million per year 
for the entire state. Heating oil customers do not pay into a Heating Oil Independence Fund so 
there is no consistent support for conservation assistance to those customers. Investing in 
heating efficiency will create new jobs. 

Regarding in-state renewable energy, Connecticut's most powerful resource is the sun. Solar 
photovoltaic (PV) power produces more jobs per megawatt than any other power source. 
Connecticut should join our neighbor Massachusetts in setting aggressive solar goals in 
megawatts (MA is moving from 4MW to 250MW by 2017)1 and providing declining rebates to 
bring solar into the mainstream and help it achieve grid parity. We propose a target of 5% of 
peak power by 2020 (280MW) which would put Connecticut on par with California as a 
leader in solar PV. This could be paid for by an average investment of $.70/month for electric 
customers and would result in 100,000 solar systems on houses, businesses and schools in every 
town in the state. This would result in approximately 3,600 local job-years for solar 
installations as well as additional indirect jobs. 

Finally, Connecticut needs to set a clear direction for our state by setting concrete global 
warming pollution limits and by creating mandates and incentives to adopt sustainable 
technologies. HB 5600 would do that, and these two bills together complement each other 
strongly. 

Thank you for your consideration, 
Roger Smith 
Clean Water Action 

' http://www.raasstech.org/renewableenergy/news/clip_0l_28_08.html 

http://www.raasstech.org/renewableenergy/news/clip_0l_28_08.html
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CHARLES ROTHENBERGER: Thank you very much. 

REP. FONTANA: Jessie Stratton, to be followed by 
Doug Rode. I think it is Doug Rode. 

JESSIE STRATTON: Good afternoon, Representative 
Fontana and Members of the Committee. It's my 
pleasure to be here to voice support for Senate 
Bill, 23, an act concerning global warming. 

Actually, would like to back up a little bit to 
really remind this body of how much, and how 
much of a leader Connecticut has been on 
climate change. 

We actually pass the first global warming bill 
in 1991, 1990, and it went into effect in 1991 
and have continued to take actions in the 
interim. 

And importantly, which this bill recognizes, 
took action in 2004 to adopt specific reduction 
targets which this bill embraces. And I think 
the really critical thing and the underlining 
premise of Senate Bill 23 is the recognition 
that without very concrete steps and 
requirements to proceed, we are not going to 
achieve those targets. We have already fallen 
behind in achieving the 2010 targets. 

And I think, therefore, Senate Bill 23 
appropriately charges state agencies with 
devising plans and specific strategies for 
reducing emissions within their spheres of 
influences to both reach the Governor's energy 
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saving goals and the required greenhouse gas 
emission reductions. 

I think the bill appropriately recognizes that 
as they do that, we are going to have to 
embrace many, many changes. And I think one of 
the things I would like call this Committee's 
attention to is that some of the specific 
provision in this bill fit very well with a 
bill that the Environment Committee is going 
hear tomorrow, House Bill 5600. 

And both bills envision or would charge state 
agencies with the primary responsibility in 
coming up with the strategies and steps to 
achieve that 10% reduction by 2020. 

I think, importantly, both bills also have 
specific strategies to adopt right now and I 
would urge the Committee to work with the 
Environment Committee to merge the strongest 
provisions of both bills into one that will 
continue our proud history of taking leadership 
action on environmental issues. Thank you. 

REP. FONTANA: Thanks, Jessie, and we'll do that in 
our spare time, right? I think that's one of 
the unfortunate things is that so much of what 
the Energy and Environment Committees do 
overlaps, and essentially rather than 
consolidate our efforts we end having 
duplicative efforts. 

From time to time in the past, we've tried to 
narrow those issues, and we seem to be going 
backwards now. In any case, I look forward to 
seeing that legislation and working with the 
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Environment Committee on that because I think 
that is worth doing. Questions for Jessie, 
from Members of the Committee? Thank you. 

Okay, Doug Rode, followed by Chris Phelps. 

DOUG RODE: Good afternoon, Chairman Fontana and all 
the Members of the Committee. My name is Doug 
Rode.. I am the principal and managing director 
of Hydrogen Safety, LLC. 

I appreciate this opportunity to address your 
Committee on this very important subject, which 
I feel affects our grandchildren and future 
generations. 

Although there are, and always will be, 
skeptics about the science behind global 
warming, the indisputable fact is that each on 
of us has to be concerned about the carbon 
footprint and emissions we create. 

Since we were formed in 2000, the business 
focus of Hydrogen Safety, which, by the way, is 
located in East Hartford, is on expediting the 
commercialism of hydrogen-based technologies 
through the effective use of prudent risk 
management concepts and strategies. 

The word risk appeared many times in today's 
discussion, and the issue of risk and hydrogen 
seem to be synonymous. 

The public is just beginning to appreciate that 
hydrogen is used to provide electric power and 
waste heat through fuel cells and increasingly, 
to power our vehicles instead of gasoline. 
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28 Grand Street 

Environment Hartford, ct 06106 
Northeast saŵ m 

vvww.env-ne.org 

AAC Global Climate Change 
S.B. 23 

Rockport, ME 
Portland, ME 
New Haven, CT 
Boston, MA 

Jessie Stratton, Deputy Director, Environment Northeast 
February 26, 2008 

Good morning Senator Fonfara, Representative Fontana, Senator Herlihy and Representative 

Williams. It is my pleasure to have the opportunity voice support forjy^JsL^AC Global Climate 

Change. As many of you know, Connecticut was an early leader in recognizing the threat of global 

warming and as early as 1990 the legislature adopted An Act Concerning Global Warming (PA 90-219) 

which mandated that the State purchase energy efficient vehicles and appliances, revised the 

building code and established goals for improving public transportation that the D O T was requited 

to monitor. In 1991 the legislature passed an Act Concerning Global Climate Change (PA 91-395) that 

sought to address the GHG emission implications of sprawling development and beginning in 1993 

required the Office of Policy and Management to report annual net carbon emissions and to set a 

goal for their reduction in the State Plan of Conservation and Development. 

In 2004 the legislature affirmed the greenhouse gas reductions agreed to by the New England 

Governors and Eastern Canadian Premiers in PA 04-252 committing the state of Connecticut to 

reducing its greenhouse gas emissions by 10% below 1990 levels by 2020. While the state has taken 

significant steps since then, particularly in terms of adopting California's car standards, becoming a 

signatory to the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative and last years energy bill that mandated that 

utilities invest in all cost effective efficiency programs before contracting for new generation supply, 

we will not achieve the goals we set in 2004 unless we undertake numerous others measures. 

S.B. 23 appropriately charges state agencies with devising plans and strategies for reducing 

greenhouse gas emissions emanating from their spheres Of influence, but we need to do more than 

that to confront the crisis of climate change and its impacts on CT and the wodd. 

today appropriately charges state agencies with devising plans and strategies for reducing 

greenhouse gas emissions emanating from their spheres of influence, but we need to do more than 

that to confront the crisis of climate change and its impacts on CT and the wodd. 
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Importantly, the Administration's bill recognizes this and charges state agencies with developing a 

plan that will achieve both the Governor's state government energy saving goals and the state's 

2005 climate change action plan's target of a 10% reduction in greenhouse gas emissions. We agree 

with the bills implicit recognition that more specific and structured action need to occur if we are to 

achieve our goals and would suggest that Section 1 of S.B. 23 is intended to achieve the same end 

that the more specific requirements in H.B. 5600 set out. We will be suggesting JFS language for 

that bill when it is heard in the Environment Committee tomorrow-

Other specific provisions ir^S.B. 23 could be merged with the specific steps outlined inH.B. 5600, 

with the following suggested changes: 

Section 4. We assume that the intent here was to raise the amount of the existing grant and would 

support doing so. 

Section 5. However such is funded, replacing inefficient heating systems would provide for 

significant reductions in greenhouse gas emissions as well as economic savings to consumers. 

While we would prefer that specific programs be approved by the DPUC in accordance with 

current standards used to evaluate the cost-effectiveness ofECMB program, we are pleased that an 

evaluation of such is called for after the first year. Propane furnaces should be required to meet the 

same energy star standards as natural gas furnaces rather than the 84% efficiency required for oil. 

•Section 6. Increased training for so-called green jobs could both help assure that there are enough 

technicians to provide the services that will be needed as a result of the state's anticipated expansion 

of energy efficiency programs and help create well paying jobs that will benefit the state's economy. 

It is unclear whether funding for establishment of these training programs should come equally 

from the referenced funds. 

Section 7. Although a three minute limit on idling is already established in regulations of the 

Department of Environmental Protection, adoption of a specific statutory requirement for mot 

buses and the accompanying fine structure could improve enforcement of such. 

In sum, we applaud the Governor's recognition of the importance of taking additional steps to 

assure that the state is taking sufficient steps to achieve the greenhouse gas emissions reductions 

that scientists tell us are necessary if we are to avoid the most calamitous impacts of global 

warming. We would urge the committee to work with the Environment Committee to assure that 

the strongest provisions of S.B 23 and those in H.B. 5600 are enacted this year. 


