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Yes, good evening, Madam ·President. ve·ry good to 

see you there, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Good evening, sir. Thank you. 

SENATOR LOONEY:. 

·. Madam President,. -would move for immediate 

tr.an·smi ttal. to· the House. of Representatives of 

calendar· p·a.g.e .17, Calendar 513, ·House Bill. '5030 as 

amended. 

TH.E· CHAIR: 

Without objection. Seeinq none, so ordered. 

SENATOR LOON.E't: . 

Thank you,. Madam President. 

If the Cler~ would return to the call of the 

calendar with calendar page 39, an E;merg·ency Certified 

sena-te Bill · 4;93. Calendar 54 5. 

THE CHAIR: 

Wil~ the Clerk please call. 

THE CLE;R~:. 

Turning. to. calendar page .39, Emergency. Certified 

Bill Calendar Number 5·45. Bill Number 493~ AN ACT 

REDUCING ELECTRICITY' COSTS AND PROMOTING RENEWABLE 

ENERGY. The Bill is accompanied 'by Emergency 

Certif~cation sign.ed by Donald E·. Williams:, J·r .. , 
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Presid~nt Pro rem-of the Senate, Christopher G.-

Donovari of the House of Representatives~ 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara. 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

'Thank you, Madam President. 

Madain .President, I move for acceptance ot. the 

emergency ·certified bill and passage o.f.. the bill. 

THE CHAIR: 

The. motion i_s acceptance of the. emergency 

certified bill an~ passage of the bill. 

Wil.l you .remark, Senator Fonf:ara? 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Yes, ·Madam President. 

Madam President, the Clerk is in possession of 

amendment·LCO 5.273. May .he please call and I be 

permitted to summarize. 

THE CHAIR:. 

The. Cler,k is in possession of LCO 5273.. The 

Senator has asked.if you would call and waive the 

reading. 

THE CLERK: 

LCO $273, wh~ch will be designated Senate 

.Amendment Schedule "A" is offered by Senator Fonfara, 
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the 1s:t District, et- al . 

THE CHAIR:. 

Senator Fonfara. 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

I move adoption, Ma~am eresident. 

THE CHAIR: 

T.he. motion is for adoption. 

Will. you rem·ark, sir? 

SENATOR FONFARA:. 

Yes, thank you, Madam President. 

184 
. May -4, '2010 

Mad~m President, this bill is the product of not 

only ~4ny hours and hours of work on substance~ but 

also a determined .~md s;incere effort to build a 

relationship between two p~ople ·who share a de~ire to 

dO What IS best for_ OUr. State When it. COmeS tO. energy. 

issues, .but who. haye different philosophies on how to 

get there.. And before I go on with ~y remarks, I 

would like· tc;> thank my cochair, Vickie. N-arde11o for 

working with me on this legislation, as well as 

Senator Wi tko~. Irrespect·i.ve of how. we e·nd up in 

'v6te, he was invaluable tq me and to the process, 

al?ng with Representative Williams, Rich Kehoe from 

the Attorney General's Office, Joe Rosenthal from the 

Office of Consumer Counse1. Jennifer (inaudible), our 

'• 
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LCO,. Kevin McCarthy, our.Legislative Researcher, and 

Melissa Buckley fiom the Senate research staff. 

Wel~ we set out to find a path that would allow 

us to develop meaningful policy and advance the 

state's interest without violating our individual 

beliefs our letting our differences dominate or derail 

us. In broad strokes, t~e .bill takes meaningful 

steps, some more immediate and some longer term, t.o 

reduc~ the eosts of electricity and energy overall and 

it makes meaningful investments. to make our energy 

more. -- energy use more efficient. To· improve our 

economic cotn.petitiveness and to create jobs . 

The. bi-ll begins the reorganization of the 

Department of P"Ublic Utility Control, renames that 

agency to the Connecticut en~rgy and technology 

authority.· It establishes a working. group to develop 

a new division which would consolidate the many 

different ageneies now located in different !<;>cations. 

It makes us more efficient. It makes this agency more 

efficient, cost-effective and organized. It 

establishes a rese~rch unit which, among other things 

identify how we can begin building an energy and 

technology based economy. . Secondly, it .seeks to lower 

rates.. For tne f_irst time, it requires that the 
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_planning process for insuring that our electric needs 

are met --

·THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kissel, for. what rea=.son do you rise, sir? 

SENAT.OR KISSEL: 

Thank you very much, Madam·President~ 

It is·. great t·o see· you there. As members of my 

.friends and colleagues o-f· the. ci'rcle note that I. just 

.saw my wife and two chi.ldren out of the chamber and as 

·I came. back,. :~. r.ealizecl t'_hpt ·you were on the energy 

bill. So to avoid even the appearance of conflict of 

interest or impropriety, I am standing. ·to abstain from 

this particular vote under rule 15. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank-you, Senator. Kissel. 

Senator Fonfara,· you may proceed~ 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Thank·you. As I was saying, that the bill seeks 

to lower rates by for·the £irst time requiring that 

the planning process for insuring thet our electric 

needs.are met, that the price, not jrist available of 

the electricity is considered and it requires that 

recommendations on how to lower our electric ·r:ates by 

15 percent. It esta.blishes a. d,ocket at the DPUC to 
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determine the affect of the indepe_ndent system 

operating in New England and how those rules and 

policies may be helping or "h-urting Connecticut 

ratepayers as it relates to elect~icity. 

It provides fQr a more strategic app~oach to 

.buying power. for. 5·tandard service customers who have 

not. gone. into the, private market. And it. ·provides for 

a. low-inc:::ome ra·te for the most disadvatitaged of us in 

the state. ~amilies and individuals who struggle to 

pay their electric bills. 

The·bill also seeks to improve efficiency in 

growing jobs and ·building our eco.nomy·. It invests 

money in fuel_ cell investments, the.home grown 

technology initiated here in Connecticut. And 

.invested in combined heat and power, a highly 

efficient means of generating elec·tricity and creating· 

-- and capturing waste heat to be used.as a secondary 

energy source .. 

It ~nvests in boiler~ and furnaces so that 

homeowners, property owners and busine·sses can remove 

inef·f·icient boilers, natural gas and oil, with highly 

efficient furnaces and creates a funding mechanism to 

s-tretch out tho.se payments over a 10-year period, 

thereby avoiding the need to have to come out of 
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poc~et·. for a significant sum and be able. to finance 

the project and still see a lower bill for heating oil 

on a monthly basis. It invests greatly in 

e~tablishing a so~ar industry in the state. It 

creates more·sustainable and efficient funding £or the 

fledgling. solar industry .. Residential, commercial and 

industrial projects .. 

. It· reduces our: peak demand', .. the most expensive 

and dirtiest ge.neration sources., and begins to focus 

our. renewable investments of which all ratepayers 

today,: pay a portion of their electric bill. More in 

Connecticut than in othe~ states and other countries . 

It requires that 3 percent of the conversation 

renewable investments will be focused in underserved 

areas in our state and supports the.growth of 

minority-owned.businesses, o£ which there are have you 

few in the energy industry in Connecticut currently. 

The bill also ·provides for consumer protection. 

An allocat-ion o.f costs for ret.ail choice customers. 

It establishes a procedure for determining the proper 

allocation of profits for standard service customers 

and retail .choice customers. It provides for rules 

!or solicitation of customers with 100 or less KWH, 

identification, time of solicitation, clear terms of 
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And lastly,. it. provides for electronic efficiency 

standa,rds, primarily :f.or TV_s, to improve t:he 

e{ficiencies of increa~ingly energy using electronic 

devices. 

In al_l, Madam President, and member·s o·f the 

circle, this bill represents the effort·s of a lot. of 

people coming together- to ta-ke significant steps t·o 

help our state's .energy users, residential, 

commercial, industrial,.- institutional t·o. have the 

tools to reduce their cost, to become more. competitive 

and to- improve efficiency . 

Yes, these issues are complex and that enables 

those who seek to maintain the status quo to cr.eate 

enough confusion in this chamber and the chamber 

downstairs. and in the governor's office, to make 

thoughtful, well-meaning people question the direction 

of this bill overall. But I say we must no longer 

accept as inevitable, the title as ~he ·state with the 

highe~t electric rates in the continental United 

States. 

With the passage of this bill~ Connecticut will 

have a sm·arter energy policy. We will prudently take 

steps to understand betfer what is causing us to haqe 
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high rates ~nd begin to change that structure. We 

will support economic g~owth and job creation ~ith 

investments in solar, wind, hydropower and fuel cells. 

We. will. help the most disadv.antaged who struggle most 

to pay the~r energy bills. 

In short, wor.king together Madam. President,. tnis 

.bill -~·with this bill ·we begin today to turn the 

corner towards a .more. positive en~r.gy future .in our 

state. And I urge pas~.age of the amendment. Thank 

you,_ Madam Pr.esiden-t ... 

THE CHAIR• 

Thank you, Senator Fonfara .. Will. you remark? 

Senator. Witkos. 

SENATOR WITKOS: 

'Thank you-; Madam President. 

The go~d Se_nator summarized a bill 86. pages long 

iri under eight minutes. A bill that will have 

sweeping, profound chatiges on obr energy policies here 

in the State of Connecticut. I want to £ir~t start my 

comments. off about ta_lking about the proces$ as to how 

we got here today. And I realize this is my first 

term on the Energy and Technology Committee and there 

is, as Senat_or Fonfa·ra mentioned ea·rlier in his 

comments that the.chairs of the committee come from 
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different viewpoints as to 'what would be best for 

Connecticut ratepayers. 

And I think that's the ultimate goal~ That we 

w.ant to do what~ s best for Connecticut resident·s and 

that's ~ha~'s·driven us here today. But I think 

what'$ dr,iven .us .here today was rushed Madam 

President-. It·. reminds, me of. the debate that happened 
. ' 

in Washing·ton, D~ C. on Christmas Eve when a bill 2, 000 

pag·es. H>ng wer.e plunked .on Congress' desk, and they 

were. ·asked to vote for a health care bill, without 

reading the bill, not knowing what was in there. This 

i~almost a copy-cat of that same process .. 

I w<;>Uld ask by a: show of hands how many members 

around 'the. circle read the b;i.ll, but I wouldn't want 

to embarrass anyone,~ .because I know what the. answer 

is!. There aren't that many. It's a very, very 

complex subject matter that we're dealing with today .. 

Ahd·~~ should be concerried with the magnitude of the 

impact this legislation and how it. affects the 

electric i'ndus·try 'in ·the State of Connecticut and we 

should be more concerned with the underlying goals of 

reducing energy costs in the state. However, we have 

not· done a comprehensive analysis of whether these 

~hanges in this bill will yield the desired results . 

.I 
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12 yea:rs ago members of this circle were asked to 

vote on deregula.tion. Whether you supportect it or you 

didn't, yo·u were. asked to.· trust the chairs of the 

committee at that time. Put your trust in a bill. that 

was ~o complex many people .didn't know what it did. 

They heard the words, it's going to save and reduce 

our rates, so you'know Mhat, let's just go for it and 

we'll try it. And here we are today. 

And I. believe we're asking you to do the same 

thing, ladies and gentlemen, today with thi~ bill 

before you. .There are. many, many. changes. enumerated 

in this bill. Th~ first of which creates -- well 

takes. the department of utility control and breaks it 

up. It says we're not going to create two divisions, 

and we' r.e going to call it the CETA, C-E-T-A, 

Connecticut Energy Technology Authority. And 

contain·ect. within the· CETA is what is known as the 

Department of Public Utility Control and then also the 

acronym of DRED, the Division of Research and Energy 

and Technology. And there shall be a procuremen-t 

individual who ~ill go out and buy the power. It says 

that in the bill. But then there's alsb going to.be 

three bureau chiefs contained in that-. 

And then we heard that there's going to be a 
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wo·rking group that' .s going to back f'ill the agency· .. 

Now does that make sense to you? We're going to 

create an ag~n:cy, we're going.to hire a ·person, we're 

going to put them over there. We don't know where 

"there" is yet. ~nd then we're going to have .a 

w.orking. group study how. we're go.ing to cre_ate the 

agencyj evert· t~ough··we'r' creating the agency ~n 

statute. It's kind of-like putting_ the cart before 

the hor.se, .don't you think? 

If I. my, Madam President, throug·q you, a few 

ques.tions: to S.enator Fonfara .. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara .. 

Can you prepare yourself for questions, sir. You 

have the. floor, you may. proceeq Senator Witko:s •. 

·sENATOR· WI TKOS: 

Thank you, Madam"President. 

Through you, what would be the make-up of the new 

CETA group? I'm concerned more with staffing levels, 

the anticipated numbe·r of employees. and .funding for 

that. Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Sena:t.o.t Fonfara. 

SENATOR FONFARA: 
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Thr:ough you, Madam President. That will ·be 

decided by the. working group, or recommended by the 

working group, of. which the chairs and ·ranking members 

will be __ .. I believe the majority members. of that 

working group. ~nd.·r.anking members of the Energy and 

Technology Committee·. The recommendations of the 

working group wil.l be ·f-orwa:r:.de_d to. the energy and 

technology group and then to t}Je ·Energy and Technology 
. . 

Committee a·nd the:rt act-ed on by the Legislature. 

Through you. , .. 

THE CHAIR: . 

Senator Wi.tkos,. yoti h-ave the floor, sir . 

SENl\.TOR WI'l'KOS: 

Thank. you, Madam President-. I was. kind of 

confused as to t.hi.s · gro:up go:es. to· that and then it 

goes back t<;> this. group and then the group' s. going· to 

report. ba-ck to the- CETA group and- everything will 

happen. It's kind of like put it all together,. turn 

it all around and that's what it's all about .. And 

here. we are. The b-ill speaks o.f conducting a study by 

the academy of science.and engineering. Could the 

Senator describe what =-- who is the Connecticu·t 

academy of -science and engineering -and ·their 

expertise? Through you, Madam President. 
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Through you; Madam President. It is, as the 

title indicates, it's· an organization of e·ngine.ers, 

scientists and others wno nave done· a number of 

studies for the Legislature and £or the Energy and 

Technology Cornmitte.e. in the past. And I think that 

I think ·that. ans.w:e·rs the ques.tion., through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Witkos·. 

SENATOR .WI:TKOS :. 

Thank yc;m, Ma.dam President. Do.es the academy --

are they a quasi-public agency? Are they affiliated 

with a school? Is it a consulting firm? Do they work 

for a college? Through you, Madam .President .. 

THE CHAIR:· 

Senator Fortfara. 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Through you, Madam President. To the best of .my 

recollection, ~t's a non~profit organization that 

offers itself to the Legislature to address complex 

issues that we, in this building, would not have the 

capacity to undertake. Through you . 
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Thank. you, ·Madam President.. And when I 

understand it's a non-profit organization, there's 

still a cost ~~sqciate~ with.doing the ~tudy, so would 

the good Sen~tor ~~ve an idea as to the cost of the 

study to have: ·th.e. academy of. science and engineerin9 

do that study for the Leg-islature? Through you, Madam 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara . 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Through you, Madam President, I do not. 

THE CHAIR: 

. You have_ t·he .floor, sir, Senator Witkos. 

SENATOR WITKOS: 

Thank you, Madam President, and through you~ to 

Senator Fonfara~ while ~e doh~t know how mu~h money 

the study would cost, do we know where the funds to 

fund that ·study wou1d come fr:om? ·Through you, Madam 

·president. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara .. 
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Through you, Madam Pre5ident. The DPUC would 

contract with the academy. Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Wl.tkos, you may proceed .. 

SENATOR WITKOS: 

Thank you.and, through·you, Madam President, if 

the. DPUC contracts .out for tha.t to pay for that 

service, where· does. the DPUC get· their money from, 

their revenue stream? Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara . 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Through you, Madam President. A.s all. of these 

ekpenses·do, through ratepayer assess~ent. Through 

you .. 

THE CHAIR: 

S~nator Witkos. 

SENATOR WIT~OS: 

If a clarifica~·-ion, the ratepayer assessment is 

our ratepayers throughout the State of Connect.icut, 

both commerc-ial a:nd residential. Is that not correct, 

throqgh you; Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 
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You have the floo~ Senator Witkos. 
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Thank you., Madam Pres.i,dent. -And if the Senator 

couid explain, we 'have the academy of science and 

engineering reporting back to the working group by 

November .1, 2011. Yet. the working. group has to report 

back to. the Ene_r·gy Technology Committee their· findings 

by January 1, 2011. So we. have a working group that 

are· not. comprised· of engineers reporting back to the 

'Energy Technology Committee, and t.he professionals out 

there tha~ we':re ,paying. for, report Joack 11 :month~ 

after the wotking group has to report to the Energy 

Techno1ogy. Committee f'or their recommendations. I 

think therers a drafting problem in the bill because 

·why would .we .. pay for a s·tudy that we' 11 never. And 

when I. say "we" pay for the study, I mean e·very 

.ratepayer in the State of Connecticut is going to be 

paying for that study~ That is one of the costs 

asso~iated in the bili. 

Through you, Madam Pre·s'ident, · to Senator· F.onfara. 
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Do you believe the division of research energy and 

technology will be similar in size and scope to the 

New York equivalent? Through y9u, ·Madam Presic;ient. 

THE CHAIR: 

SenC!-tor .Fonfara. 

SENA.TOR -FONFARA: 

I'm sorry, "Madam President. Could the gentleman 

repeat the qnestion? 
. . 

SENATOR WITKOS: 

Thank you, certainly. T.he state of Ne·w York has 

a divi-sion· si.milar· to what we're trxing to establish 

here in the State of Connectic-ut. And do you. think 

that th.e goal of Connecticut would be to have 

somet}"l_ing similar in size and· scope, the scope meaning 

tbe.duties that w~'re trying tb establish ~n this bill 

as ~ew York· does? 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara. 

SENATOR FONFARA: . 

Through yoQ, ·Madam President. I'm not sure ~hi6h 

organization Sen~tor Witkoa is referring to. If he 

.could be a little bit more· specific. 

THE CHAIR: 

You have the floor, Senator Witkos. 

.. -. 
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Thank you. The division I'm referring to is the 

NYSE~DA .. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara. 

SENATOR "FONFARA.: 

Thro.u<Jh you·, Madam President. Again, the 

determination of:· the scope -- of. the scope of the 

responsibilit·ies ·of this unit·, the research bureau, 

wo_uld (:a) be recor:nrnende~ by the academy and then 

brought· .. to . the .. department and then ·recommended to us 

in. terms of what should 'be done. That's a cou·ple of 

· step process to look at whether what the ·si.z·e of 

this unit should be. Right now we don't have one. 

NYSERDA· has been. a~ound. for many years. It. has grown 

over t'he ·years an9- tn:e focus on thi·s would be to, as ·I 

said in my opening remarks, to help us to bave a 

facility, which we don •·t have right now, t.o understand 

how to grow an energy-based economy, how to. support . 

renewables in this state that are based in 

Connecticut, to keep the dolla·rs here in: Connecticut, 

to support technology devel_opment as well in our 

economy.. Another opportunity that we do not t.ake 

advantage of very ·we.ll in ~my opinion in this state,· 
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ahd the research arm would be there to help the 

Legislature, help re9ulators an~ that division. of the 

new autho~ity to be able to have in£ormation and so 

study different approaches as· it relates. to energy and 

technology. Through you. 

THE CHAIR:· 

Thank you, Senator Fonfar.a. You have the floor, 

Senator Witkos. 

SENAT-OR WITKOS: 

Thank you, Madam President.. we· often look to 

other ent·i ties ~or. potentially other states to see ·if 

they have. something that we're aspiring- to do or 

·be.come. Why reinvent the wheel? .If they have a 

succ:essful organization or division in this case that· 

work well for them, why should Connecticut go out and 

start anew.· We should copy some of their ideas and 

maybe twea~ them a little bit t.o our liking and maybe 

correct the proble~s that they've ~ade. If they've 

discovered the problems, we certainly don't want the 

problems that they've discovered, so we'll take the 

good and kind of throw out. the bad. And the reason 

why I brought up t'he NYSERDA to the chamber --

Senator, I'm finished questioning £or just a ~ew 

minutes. You don't have to stand_ Is because of the 
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cost of the NYSERDA. Our: DPUC budget is roughly 

$11.6 million per year with 141 employees. The 

NYSERDA, which is in New York, their budget last year 

was $31. million with only 288 employees. And why is 

. it tl}.at t_he· budget is almost double with not that many 

extra _employees?. It's .beca_use of· those type of 

employees .. The eng-ineers, their procurement folks, 

research people. ·They command high salaries. And 

those. salaries will be borne by the ratep_ayers of the 

State of connecticut. 

Remember in the onset. in the ·opening remarks, 

the ultimate goal. is to reduce the cost of electricity 

to .our residents to the State of Connecticut. We used 

to be number .. two. on the list.· I tell you, -if we pass· 

this piece of. legis-lation tonight unamended, we will 

become number . one. I .. broug-ht up the examples of 

NYSERDA and I wanted to. touch base a little bit about 

the establishment. of the ·CETA group, the authority, 

because it goes back to the process, Madam President. 

After the months of ~ublic hearings and ~any of the 

bil1s were h~ard on an individual bas~s, but they were 

never combined into a conglomerate of bills. So I 

kind of said the hokey pokey a little bit earlier,·! 

turned it all about, and here we have a bill. Well, 
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when the bill was being worked on, the·two co-chairs 

and I applaud their efforts of working'together Spent 

many hours toget-her, alone wi t.hout the republicans in 

the room. Is that rigqt? No, it is not. And when it 

was brought to the chair's attenti~n, ihe doors were 

opened, and I ~hank. them for in~iting us in. It might 

have been· overlooked, but tl:le discussions. began. And 

when we're ·talking about complex issues such as this, 

the rest of the people weren't at th~ table ·either. 

Where was .OPM·? Where· was tne DPUC? The DPUC, the 

agency ta.lking abqut breaking in half. They weren't 

there. Not until the very ·end, were they in vi t·ed in . 

The attorney general's office was there. The office 

of consumer counsel was there, and the republicans 

were there. along with the chairs, but the DPUC and the 

note posted on·the energy technology door that sa~d, 

"Technical amendments are welcome, but substantive 

policy changes~ basically, keep. to ·yourself." 

Can you imagine that? We're talking about 

changing ou:r energy polici.es in the State of 

Connecticut. We don't want input from suppliers. We 

don't want input from generators. No, you'~e 

003389 



•• 

• 

• 

jp/mb/gbr 
SENATE 

204 
May 4, 2010 

disallowed, and by the way, you have 24 hours to get 

them to us. Oth~~wise you're SOL. Can you imagine? 

B~llions of-dollars. Billi6ns with a "b." 24 hours~ 

I believe at the time, it was 129-p~_ge pill to get 

them to us. And I was part of t"he conversat·ions and 

thanks in .large part to. Senator Fonfara. And I 

listened as many of those folks. came in and they 

abided by the rul~s and they didn't bffer substantive 

changes and they had their technical changes, and they 

were saying the ~ay the bill is, isn't gett~ng you 

where you want··to be. And ·they were aski·ng,. well what 

do you mean? .Well, they PI;"oug_ht the bill bacj( arid 

they had teams of lawyers who deal with these issues 

e·very day, ei9ht ~:lours a day. And I'm sure it was a 

sleepless night for those f·ol'ks, the· .council members 

'tl:lat had ·to get their recommendations back to the 

·Energy and Technology. Committee by noon the next day. 

And I don't blame out LCO attorneys because they've 

been working around the clock with many, many, many 

changes. But w_h.en yol) have a tea.m of at:tor~neys say.in.g 

you need to tweak this, because we know where you want 

to goi but it doesn't get you there. And still t.o 

move forward with. those I enumerated earlier about 

the studies. One being 11 months before the other 
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one. That's ju$t one example. As I read through.the 

bill, I became more concerned about some of the areas 

and on.e of those areas was the part about the 

electronic home appliance efficiencies. Connecticut 

is adopting a California standard? From the east 

coast, to the west .coast. How do w~ adopt California 

standards? More importantly, why are we adopting 

Californi~ standards? Because state standards are not 

effective in creating efficiency gains, folks. You 

will create a. patchwork across these United States by 

allowing individual states to say you must have an 

efficient rating in this state, but it may not conform 

to the same efficiency rate in that state. And by the 

way, the bill says if it's passed and signed into law, 

·that if there's a product.on the mar~et and California 

doesn't have a code --·an efficiency code, then any 

other states that.are in this multistate agency that 

we belong with~··we have to adopt theirs. So can you 

.imagine if little Rhode Island who is ·a member adopts 

an efficiency standard of televisions must be at 

97 percent efficient. O~herwise they can't be sold. 

Anq California doesn't have that. .We have to adopt 

Rhode Island's~ You know what's going to happen to 

televisions in our state? They're going to be 
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non-existent. You're going to have to ~o out of state 

to buy a TV. And one of the rea:sons ;why I have 

concerns in particular about this section of the bill 

is that many folks go to a discount store because of 

:economies. to. purchase these appliances, whether it'~ a 

toaster, a t·elevis·ion, a CD player, and you can see a 

wide range of products and prices~ You could start at 

the lower end and I'll give you an example. For an 

audio-- a DVD playe~, :$150. Those can go .owi the way 

up to the 700-dollar range and people will buy 

according. to their ability to. pay and the quality of 

the product that they want. If this bilL passes, you 

can say good-bye·.to the $150) and the 30D and the $400 

item, because they ma-y not be as energy efficient, so 

they '.re off. tbe shelves .in Connect·icut. But hopefully 

you've saved up your pennies,. because you're paying 

$500 .and $700 f9r the items be.caus·e. that's a-ll we 

have. Unless you go to a neighboring st~te and you 

can give your neighboring. state your t_ax dollars. 

While the State of Connecticut is in a huge 

deficit, we'r~ going to be chasing our resi~ents out 

of the State of Connecticut on the sik percent sales 

tax, because they're not going to be able to afford 

the bottom line· of the item. ·This bil-l w:ill create 
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confusion in the marketplace. The ·technology of· these 

items grows so rapidly and changes so frequently. How 

many of you have the old-style, flip-up cell phones 

and how much of you have the new iPhones. The time 

·s·pan of those f·rom. resea-rch/development to. the market 

was rapid. Imagine in that time frame .. if ~e had· these 

efficiency standa.rds and all o·t is you had they just 

get dropped off oh the shelves and now they're no 

longer able to be sold in the State of Connecticut. 

That is the wrong direction for Connecticut. 

AS far·as the solar piece goes. Now I consider 

myself an environmentally friendly person. In fact, I 

person~lly like solar, but the portions in this bill 

will ral:se ratepayers fees astronomically. The 

sections of the bill which allow for renewable 

energies, if you met their goals, we're looking at 1.5 

to.$2 billion over 20 years. 1~5 to $2 billion. But 

there _is a cap~ So all those advocates out ~here that 

are saying, yes, great, great, look at all those 

programs we can get into -- we can got involved in. 

Renewable energy, green ~nergy, great thing for 
. I 

Connecticut. It should be is, but guess what? The 

program is going to open and it's going to close the 

same day because while we have these goals of 
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providing financial incentives and assistance and 

loans for wind po~~r, hydropower, thermal pow~r, we 

can't afford it. 

Can we afford to add afiother $150 million to 

ratepayers expense? Because everything we do in this 

bill .is: going to. a.ffect ratepayers dollar --

r_atepaye·rs in the State of Connecticut electric bills .. 
. . 

We've heard from our .busines_s community that the CO$t 

of doing business .in Connecticut is outrageous and· one 

of the number one issues is the cost of: energy. Well 

guess what, ·you· :pass this, you're raisirtg that. And 

whert we talk about .·affordability; remember we have a 

no Shutoff law in the State of Connecticut and we've 

just passed-that deadline so they can be shut off. 

There are 64,044-residents in the cue to be ~hut off 

in the State of Connecticut. 21,000 are waiting for 

their matc_hi_ng payment program. 

So the net of that is 42,648 residents will have 

their utilities shut off. Why? Because itrs too 

expensive and they can't pay their bills. Do you 

think that number .is· going t.o go down? Certainly not,. 

Every single thing in this bill is going to raise 

ratepayers costs. The speculation is how much is it 

going to raise. We talked about the laddering effect 
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and how we procure our electricity .. The laddering 

effect has worked so far for the State of Connecticut. 

We buy our ~lectricity on a three-year sliding scale. 
. . 

We know today, that next year and the year after, we 

are guaranteed that our electric rates will go down by 

10 percent each year. And you could say, do you have 

a crystal ball, Senator Witkos? ~ow do you know that? 

I know that because we've already bought the 

elect·ric.ity out those two years. We purchased it 

already. 

We ~an't say that for 2012, because we haven't 

bought all of 2012. But last year it·went down 

10 percent, this year it's going 10 percent and -next 

year, it's going down 10 percent and it's because of 

the laddering effect. Because we maintain a constant 

level and there are no spikes in our .electric rates, 

like you might see in other states. Depending on when 

you take that picture as to comparing our rates to 

another state's rates. They may be down three cents a 

kilowatt, we may be up. BUt if you did an overall · 

average, we don't succumb to thos.e spikes because of 

the way we purchase. But tbere are some very good 

things in the bill, that we'll go over in a few 

minutes when I call my amendment .. 
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And I £ind it odd when we talk about providing 

discounts, low -- providing lower r~tes for folks. 

And in the bill is says .it should. be at 60 percent of 

the median income.· And I try to tl':tink, well w~ alw~ys 

assimilate and associate things with income and in our 

building we talk· a lot about the federal poverty 

level, and I was_ curious as to what ~e provide at the 

federal poverty levels. So I did a little ~esearch, 

with some help.. And at the 150 percent poverty level 

for~ ·family of four,. okay? That's making $33,000 a. 

year. Those folks are· eligible for. the earned income 

tax credit, ·:food- stamps, HUSKY aid for children,. HUSKY 

aid for parents/caregivers, school breakfast~ school 

lunch program and ut-ility assistance. That's. at the 

£ederal pover~y-level, family of four, $33,000. 

If the p~rson makes $20,ooo·more, guess what? 

You're on. your own. But, you're still eligible for 

the lower di~count rate for electricity. .How is it 

that we won't provide shelter and food for somebody at 

that level but weill certainly give them a discounted 

.tate on their utility bills? It makes no sense to. me.· 

Shouldn't they be matched Up? 

The bill talks about project 150. Now project 

150 is a project that actually came into being back in 
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1998. Back then it. ~as known as project 100. And the 

numeric at the end stands for the amount of mega watts 

that's supposed to be generated: And through the 

years, nothing happened and back in ~ think it was 

'05, it became project 150. And the cost of project 

150· wil.l soon be borne by ratepayers because the 

utility companies have· alre~dy .signed· the contracts, 

they are building these generating facilities, 

biomass, trash to energy, fuel cells,.. ten locations 

spread. throughout. the State. of Cotmectic·ut. At. a cost 

of lOOs of millions of dollars ·and who's paying for 

it? Ratepayers. Do you 'kind of see a- constant theme 

in my ~rgument? · The cost· of shifting to. ratepayers .. 

When all we're saying is our electric bills are 

to.o high, we keep: adding more and more and more on. 

These hundreds of millions of dollars in the project 

150~ that's already been passed into legislation. The 

next time t~e DPUC adjusts the rates, youjre going to 

see it. There's nothing we can do about ·that now. 

They're in the works. Contracts have been sigried~ 

What we can do is to slow do~n the rate so we can 

r·ectuce our rate and I think that's what ·the people of 

Connecticut are asking for and demanding for. 

The programs are so great that the cap that is 
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placed upon them basically will be the same result as 

the clean energy fund. It opens up and everybody gets 

in the pipeline and then the program shuts down. And 

then people become. frust·r·a-ted. W.e ought to have an ad 

in the paper that says "While supplies last." Bait 

apd switch .. ~hat's what· we're doing ~t the capital. 

Bait and swi~ch .. ··se·ca~se we're not being honest with 

everybody .. Wel~e:saying we're giving you mill~ons tif 

dollars, tens of millions of dollars and we're not 

really. Not. w-ith· the· cap. buried in ·there. And as 

this bill.moves fo~ward, we~re going to be discussing 

the· budget. bill pret·ty s.oon and in that budget bill it 

removes 35. percent of the. convers.ation fund. That is 

downright wrong ... ' That _is ratepayers money to be used 

for energy efficiency. 

The one program we should not touch that actually 

can reduce electric rates, we're raiding. And you 

want to increase the cost of ratepayers to more funds 

so we can raid it. ~nd put it in the general ftthd? No. 

I urge the chamber's rej ecti·on on the ·amendment befor·e 

us. 

Th~nk you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator Witkos . 
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Thank you, Madam President. Good evening. 

003399 

THE CHAIR: ·I 
Good evening_, sir. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Senator Witkos' remarks have led me to a great 

number of· ques.t·i.ons,. through you, Madam President, can 

you ask a £ev que~tibns to the proponent of the 

amendment? 

THE CHAIR: 

Please· ·ph;r,ase your question . 

Senator Fon~ara, ~auld you prepare yourself, sir. 

SENATOR KANE:. 

Thank you, ·Madam President. 

Does this :r:1ew Connecticut Energy and Technology 

Authority,. I believe I have the acronym right, is that 

·really renaming the DPUC .or creating a new agency? 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfa-ra. 

SENATOR. FONFARA: 

Through you, madam speaker. It renames the 

organization. It establis.hes a ·second division. On 
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one side, yo_u' 11. keep the Department of Public Utility 

Control, which will a.ctually b:ecome the Division of 

Public Utility Control. Nothing· on that. side would 

cha~g~. It would continue to maihtain its 

responsibilitie~ with resp~ct to regulating utili-ties 

and other responsibi1ities in that regard that are in 

statute and regulation. And we'll create a second 

division ~hich woUld establish a division where 

research, energy and technology would· be located. 

Through you. 

THE CliAIR: 

Thank you.~ sir . 

Senator-Kane. 

SENATOR KANE:. 

Thank you, ·Ma~i'am President. 

So it's not creating a new agency, but we are 

creating a new bureaucrac:y. Through you, Madam 

President. 

THE CHAIR:. 

Senator Fonfara. 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Through you) Madam President. 

To the ~ontrary, as the gentleman, r~m sure, is 

aware and the circl,e is aware, that Conn.ecticut has 

003400 

!· 

"i •• 



• 

•• 

, ..... . ·:• 

jp/mb/gbr 
SENATE 

215 
May 4, 201"0 

some o.f" the m.ost O.isparat·e e.lements across the· .state 

that have responsibilities for energy. And as a 

matter of fact, in 2007 our governor proposed in her 

budget address, creating an energy department for the 

very reason.that I just stated. That we in 

Connecticut have energy Offices of one kihd or ~nother 

located in many· different places. .And she then called 

for the. cr.eation of an energy department. And while 

we're not calling. this. an ener9y depCI,rtment, in ·many 

_respects, they.will have the same kinds of 

responsibilities. that the governor had suggested to 

the Legislature that we do. And for the same reasons, 

.becaus& ~e're ineffici~nt~ 

We are costing taxpayers many mpre dollars right · 

now be.cause of that decentralization and because of --

people aren't talking to each other. the way they 

shou1d, because they're not working together. They 

don't see each other. They aren't able to benefit 

from the opportunities. to wor"k in the same place and 

coinmunicate. And this will begin th.at process. 

Through you. 

THE CHA.IB.: 

Thank you, Senator ·Fonfara. You have the floor,. 

· Senator ·Kane. 
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Th.ank you, Madam President. So through you, the 

existing structur.e, DPUC is not doing what. this new 

division will be suggested it do? Through you, Madam 

President. 

THE CHAIR: 
• 

Senator Fonfar.a. 

SENATOR FONFARA·: .. 

Through you, Madam President. .Again, it is the 

. beginning· of the c.onsolidation :of a number of offices 

and agencies tna.t ·cu.rrently are occupying space .around 

the state, and in pa~ticular in the Hartford area, 

that have re.sponsibilities with respect to energy in 

ihis state. And we will begin the process of 

consolidating them at the new authority under the 

respohsi'bili ty o.f the Same five commissioners who 

currently run the Dep·artment of PUblic Utility 

Contro.l. Through you. 

THE Cl::IAIR~ 

Thank you, Senator Fonfara. You have the floor, 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam President. T'm sorry, I guess 

I'm unsure then because you'xe ~aying that we're 
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consolidating but we're create a new division. Is it 

truly a consolidation ~hen there's a new creation? 

Through you,. Madam President. 

THE CHA"IR: 

Senator Fonfara. 

SENATOR FONFARA: . 

Through you, Ma~am Presid~nt. Again, it. is 

consolidating ."the many. agencies that exist under one 

roof. So there-' s:'"or9anization, there's .coordination, 

there'~ e;fficiency, and getting away from this 

alphabet sou·p of operations. that we have arou·nd the 

state that our own·governor in 2007 described very 

accurately in her. huc;iget .in propos·ing an energy 

.department. Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank, you,. sit. . You have t.he floor, Sena.tor, 

Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam President. L guess that's what 

I c·an' t get: my arms around is the creation of a new 

division is in some way a consolidation when in my 

mind if, we 1oolc to be efficient, we make the existing 

agency do what this new agency is supposed to be 

created for, when if they 1 re not being efficient, why 
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can't we make them more efficient. I guess that's 

what ha,ppens in government as opposed.to the private 

·sector. We. just c;reate a.nother division to. make 

ourselves more efficient, when in fact, w~'re making 

the actual bureaucracy larger, which creates 

inefficiency~ Can you, through you, Madam President, 

explain the costs of this new division? 

THE CHA.IR.: 

Senator Fonfara, you have the floor. 

SENATOR FONFARA.: 

.~hrough ybu, Madam President. As I indicated 

earlier to Senator. Witkos, with respect to hi~ 

q~estion, the working gtoup that will repor~ back to 

the Energy and Technology Committee next January will 

work .. through the fall to come up the recommendation as 

to. what agencies would come under the new DRED, the 

division of research energy and technology. And with 

the charge of consolidating the various office was and 

departments currently- operating in the State of 

Connecticut, but not operating in a single -- under a 

single agency and a single authority. Through you. 

THE. CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator Fonfara. You have the floor, 

Senator Kane. 
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Thank you~ Madam President. Through you, this 

new division will have bureau chiefs assigned to it. 

Throtigh you, is that true, Madam President? 

THE CHAIR:· 

Senator Fonfara. 

SENATOR FONFARA: . 

Through youi Madam President. Yes. 

THE CHAIR: 

You have the floor Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam President. · And through you, how 

much is the cost for those hew bureau chiefs. Through 

you 

T.HE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara. 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Through you, Madam President. That too will be 

part 6f the responsibility of the working group. 

Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. You have the floor, Senator 

Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

003405 



• 

-···· 

•• 

jp/mb/gbr 
SENATE 

220 
May 4, 201.0 

Well the working g;roup that you mention and I 

think you I believe you believe you said that it 

will be made. up of the chairs· and the ranking members. 

Have the chairs and ranking members on the Energy 

Committee discussed what. the possibilities of the 

costs for th~se bureau chiefs would be? Through you, 

003406 

Madam Pres·ident. .. · '' 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara. f; 

SENATOR FONFARA:. ,"-?J· 

Through you,. Madam President. I can only speak 

for myself and I have hot. Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Tha~k you, sir. You have the floor Senator Kane. ; ': 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

How about this bureau of power procurement? Is 

that undern.eath that. same division or is that a new 

division. Through· you, Mad~m President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara. 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Through you, Madam President. I believe it will 

be under the conversation and renewable component . 
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You may proceed, Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 
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And the cortversation and the renew~ble, is that 

an existing division or is that a new divis~on. 

Through you, Madam Presiden-t. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator ·Fonfa.ra . 

. SENATOR FONFARA: 

Through you, Madam Pres-ident. Currently there 

are responsibilities undertaken at the DPUC regarding 

c.onversati.on. and there is a separate agency, the clean 

energy :fund and ·~oard located away from the DPUC, 

which would be brought .unqer -- at le·ast that is 

artticipated and the working group will ultimately 

decide that and make recommendations back to us, but 

that is what is ctirrently anticipated. 'Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank' you, si,r. :You may proceed Senato;r Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam President. 
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Senator Fonfara, I hate to make you ke.ep going up 

and down, because I do have plenty of questions. I'm 

glad you brought up the Connecticut clean energy fund. 

I think you sai.d tha.t that would be moved and I think 

what I've been told,· what I understand, the 

Connecti~ut clean energy fund is a quasi-public 

.agency, if I'm explaining that correctly~ and the 

re~son for that is the timeliness and the speed of 

contracts, ·and they':re able to move. 

·Is that a danger of us moving·us underneath a 

governmental agency, if I'~ Understanding it 

correctly? Puttin~·u~ in danger with that timeliness 

and speed of contracts? Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara·. 

SENATOR FON.FARA: 

Thank you, Mada~ President. 

Through you, and I think and that's an excellent 

question by Senator Kane because it's something that 

has been discussed and I think.again the working group 

is the. best place to make those decisions as to how to 

bring the best of that organization, its timeliness, 

its ability to make decisions quickly, which I think 

is in the best interests of ratepay~rs and projects 
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and proposals, but also to be able to benefit from the 

coordination tnat would be brought about by the 

creation of this new division. So that's an excellent 

issue, an important issue that needs to be considered 

by the working group. Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Se~ator Fonfara. 

You have the·floor, Senator Kane. 

SENA?:"OR KANE: 

Thank·you, Madam President. 

So is that now in the bill or is that something 

that can be adjusted through the working group,. that 

c·an be changed if.· it's found that it does not make 

sense. that they're. underneath a governmental agency. 

They need that speed that, I think, you and I agree 

upon. Tha·t' s something that can be worked on through 

the working group? Through you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara. 

SENATOR FQNFARA: 

Through you, Madam President. 

• I don't .think there's anything that is off the 

table for the working group and clearly if they felt· 

that it would be better to recommend that something 
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·not happen that was envisioned ~arly· on or something 

else·.happened that wasn't envisioned, there's nothing 

to prevent. the wor.king group f·rom .doing ·that. That •·s 

the benefit of having the time where you're not 

dist-racted· bY. other aspects of work to consider all 

elements and bring all the parties t·ogether. 

Remember the objective here is to bring a·bout 

gr.eater efficiency, to expand the opportunities that 

this new division· would provide for the State of 

Connetticut as it -relates to energy and do that in a 

manner where thoughtful -- hopefully, thoughtful 

people will.be doming together and to make 

recommendations back to the Legis·l~ture. Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. You have the floor Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you~ Madam President~ 

·I. appreciate that answer. Through yo~, Madam 

President, I don't -- I don't· -- I want to ask about 

the ISO piece in here that Senator Witkds talked 

about. Can you just talk a little bit about ISO New 

England and how it was creat.ed and why it was created. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 
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_The purpose is that ?f all the areas that have an 

effect on the cost of electricity for Connecticut 

ratepayers, it is. my_ belief and .others that the role 

and the. effect of the independent sys.tem operat·or in 

New England, otherw.ise known as ISO, has as much of an 

affect as any othe~ on how their rules and procedures 

impact Connecticut's rates in contributing our rates 

to our· rates being as high as they are. And this 

process is. being created and we're called for a docket 

at the DPUC, an examination in other words, an 

examination by those that we have charged with 

understanding ·these issues, the·se complex, issues far 

better than we to look at the policies and procedures, 

the rules of the· ESO and how they affect. us, 

positively, negatively, how they might help our rate, 

hbw they ~ight hurt our rate structure and to come 

back to the Legislature with findings in that regard 

and recommendations if they feel that there ought t·o 

bt:: changes with respect to the system that we 

currently are a part of. Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 
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Thank you, Senator Fonfara. You have the floor 

Senator Kane. You :may proceed. 

S~NATOR ~NE: 

Thank you~ Madam President, and I appreciate that 

explanation. Has ISO New Englandf in its creation, in 

its existence, b~en a success? Through ~ou, Madam 

President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara·. 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Through you, Madam President. I don't know how 

Senator Kane defines that word, so I'm not going to 

venture a gu~ss iti trying to respond to it. Maybe the 

gentleman could·be a little bit clearer in what you're 

seeking as an answer. ·· Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Tbank you, . sir. You have the floor.. You may 

proceec;:l. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam p·resident. Well, I guess what 

I'm saying is~ we joined ISO New England, it was 

created as you mentioned in depth. There has to be 

some outcome, some measures whether it's working or 

not and beca~se I do believe in this bill, it suggests 
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that we move away from ISO New England and out of that 

ISO New England. So if we're suggesting we do that, 

there must be some knowledge or some background that 

says, with it didn-'t work or it did work but we could 

do better. I -have to believe there has to be some 

kind of information_to make that decision upon~ 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Sen-a-tor Fonfara. 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Through you,·Madam President. 

There in-no. way are we prejudging the fact 

finding e·fforts by the DPUC and in no way. are we 

prejudging that and it's our objective to get facts. 

This is a complex fieid. The ISO process and how 

generators are. compensated for delivering electricity 

to our state is one of the most complex areas that I 

have to t?e responsible for in my responsibility and 

role as chair of the Energy Committee. And because, 

as much as any other area, and by the way, generation 

costs are a~proximately 50-55 percent of the total 

bill, and the ISO rules a:nd regulations impact on 

those generation costs that drive our energy rates to 

where they are today in a significant way, it's 
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import_ant that we understand whether or not those. 

rules and those regulations and that organization a~e 

working in the best interests of ratepayers of this 

state, of our economy, and all who ·are af.fected _by 

that. 

THE CHAIR: 

:Thank you, Senator Fonfara. iou have the floor, 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE:· 

T_hank you, Madam President. I' 11 move on. 

Senator Witkos talked about this California 

efficiency requirement, and I'~ curious how during the 

public hearing process businesses talked in regard to 

this particular pi~ce. Were they in favor of moving 

toward this California efficiency requirement? ·were 

they against it? Was there any input from the 

business community, from the manufacturers, from the 

retailers, from the wholesalers? Any input at all in 

regards to making a move towards this California 

efficiency requirement? Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara. 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Through you, Madam President. I do recall that 
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there were Representatives of the retail community who 

spoke ag~inst it. I'm not certain beyond that. At 

this point, I wouldn''t be able to represent accurately 

what was testified to. Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator Fonfara. 

You have the· floor. You may proceed, Senator~ 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam President .. I appreciate that. 

answer. How about -- urn, the procure~ent of power and 

our abilit~ to fluctuate w~th the market be it 

short-term or long-term. I believe part of this bill 

says that· we cannot enter into agreements for a 

certain period of time, I don)t know if it was si~ 

months or longer or·shorter. J thought there was an 

issue in re~ards to.this. And I just ask the chair of 

the Energy Committee what your. opinion is on that as 

far as the purchasing or.procurernent of power in 

relation to this short-term versus long-term policy. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara. 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Thank you~. Madam President. I appreciate the 
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.gentleman's question. And I do sincerely because I 

think it is illustrative for folks who may not spend 

time doin~ these issue -- working on these issues, and 

the more people understand, I think more people will 

appreciate the value of the bill or the amenc::iffient 

before us-~ But spec:ifica·lly to the question, 

currently,.-and I'll try to be as succinct as possible 

with respect to this, current the way Connecticut 

Utilities and they're the entities charged with 

purchasing: power for customers whoever not. gone out 

into the retail market. 

And roughly that is a very small percentage of 

industrial or ·large commercial cust·omers and as you 
' 

shrink in .size. and in terms of ~ize· of the commer.cial 

customer, an increasing percentage has not left irtto 

-- go into_ the retail market to buy their power from a. 

private provid~r, if you will, and as you move closer 

to the residential/small business and then the 

residential market, .a much larger percentage of those 

customers remain under what is called standard 

service. Where the utility while not owning a 

generation is. the purchaser· of that generation from 

private providers and then provides that electricity 

for the vast majority of residential customers stili 
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and a smaller .Per·centage of businesses that still 

remain to get their electricity that way. 

That process of purchasing electricity was 

created back, I '·m not remembering exactly, less than 

·ten years ago under law in which it said we're going 

to buy this power'in.blocks of time, six months as you 

indicated, ovei_a three year period, rolling process. 

And it was .des·igned·. t;hat. way by the former ChC!-irman of 

the public utility ·control commission to stabilize 

rates and insulate. ratepayers from rate shock and that 

has worked .. 

The down -side of it that many believe is. that it · 

insulates rat~payers s9 well that it doesn't al~ow the 

process to take~advantage of buying opportunities for 

power in shorter. term means that· could benefit 

ratepayer~ a~d ·some· hav.e called this current system 

probably the. most inefficient way to benefit 

·ratepayers. And to give you how to illustrate that 

for everyone, in the best way I that know of, 

Connecticut -ratepayers who remain on standard service 

and the majority of our residential constituents are 

on standard service, are paying for power that was 

purchased two, maybe three years ~go, certainly two 

years ago when natural gas.prices were much higher 
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than they are today, and since natural gas sets the 

price for_electricity in Connecticut, that means that 

the price of electricity at that time was much higher. 

It was purchased at ·that time and we are today paying 

for electricity that--was pur6hased two years ago. And 

so, therefore,. we are paying- much higher prices today 

than what the market would bear or is offering. 

This ne~ approa~h says for a smaller percentage 

of the load of that amount of ~nergy has to. be 

purchased, you 1 re able to go ·out and purdhase it in a 

more strategic way, a more aggressive way, so that if 

you have. opportunity ·to- buy that power, you do so. I·f 

it's in a very ·short period of time, then the 

procurement. administ-rator with the utili ties would 

make that decision. · If it's, I believe, more than six 

months in time, then the Department of Public Utility 

Control commissioners would approve that. Anq not to 

steal my colleagues ·thunder he·re, but an example of 

how that works is through CMEEC, which is the 

municipal cooperative here in the State of 

Connecticut. I believe that's about six or seven 

towns and they have measurably lower rates than we do 

and they purchase all of their power in this strategic 

portfolio management approach. Through you, Madam 
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I guess in you~ answer you said that we are 

paying higher r~tes today based on higher gas. prices 

of two yeacs ago? T~rough you, Madam President~ 

THE CHAIR: 

s·enator F.onfara. 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Through me through you, Madam. President, yes. 

THE CHAIR: 

You have the floor, Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you,· Madam President .. 

I guess that leads me to my next question. I£ 

that means that we are paying higher rate~ because of 

the transportation of the gas, of the energy to our 

state, ~ou1dn 1 t it mak~ sense then to have more 

sources of creation of that energy.here rather than 

rely on the transportation, maybe a.lternative vehicles· 

to produce th~ energy here? Through you, Madam 
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Through you, Madam President. First of all, this 

is natural gas we're talking about arid because our 

generation. sources. here in· Connecticut, on most days 

the price is set. and"it goes back to the issue with 

the ISO that I spoke about earlier, but on_most days, 

electricity in Connecticut, the price of it is set by 

natural gas, being the clearing price and that gets 

really esoteric, but when the utilities go out and 

purchase that electricity, they do that in a rolling 

process over three years. And so what might be the 

price of electricity that they are contracting for and 

they )ust, I believe. United Iiluminating just did this 

last week, they're buying power for 2011. now. And 

that price.gets blended in with the year before, the 

year after and i~ keeps rolling in that manner. 

So if the price of electricity that you're buying 

in year 3· is highe~ or lower than it is in year 1, 

when you ··blend that together, it effects the price. 

Today the price of electricity much lower than it was 

three years ago or two years ago because the price of 
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natural gas, due to the economy, due to some discovers 

of how to bring natural gas out of the earth, have 

dramatically lowered the price of natural gas, leading 
' . 

to the lower prices of electricity. 

market·or the retai~ m~rket today; 

On the spot 
/ 

But again~ because of the means by which we 

purchase electricity ·for standard service customers, 

which was designed to·protect ratepayers from huge 

swings in piices, it~s worked. But many would argue 

that it's not working to the advantage of the consum~r 

of the electricity users of this state, across the 

state, tiecause of this lag, because of the inability 

to purchase opportunistically when there's a good 

opportunity to b:uy e+ectricity cheaply, they're.not 

able to do it under the current system. Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, ··senator Fonfara. You hav~ the floor, 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam President, ~nd you know, to your 

example about ·buying for 2011 and then mixing that in 

with the price, I think Sehator France woUld call that 

dollar cost averaging in his business~ But I Still am 

a bit hung :up on that because basically·what you're 

·' 
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sayin<J. is we're, going out -- well first o.f all, we're 

paying a 9reater price because of gas prices in 200~. 

Now potentiallyj we have lo~er prices and we'll mix 

that into the ~ate, which·will then lower over the 

whole petiod. Then·why would we risk, if it's 

working, I. think· .you .-said·. that, the. volatility of a 

shorter :market.· Wo~ldn' t .. t.ha,t be. ·more risky to that, 

what we've been.tal:king about? Through you, Madam 

President. 

THE CHAI.R: 

Senato'r.· Fonfara .. 

SENATOR FON.FARA: 

Through you, Madam Presidentw There's no 

que~tion that it do~~ introduce a degree of greater 

ri.sk, b~t you .hope and you put peopl~ in charge of 

this that know hdw to buy, as with CMEEC .. They look 

at the markets. They pa.y a lot of attention to 

opportunities out: there. :If it ·makes sense to buy 

electricity for a~onth period, two-month period, a 

six-month period, or. buy long for_ a year or for two 

years, they have that ability. That's not the case 

currently under the eurrent system. And while there 

is a degree of added risk, therets a degree of added 

benefit that c·otn:es with that. 
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The way i-t .was structured back some. ye-a_rs ago, 

that was not the consideration of how to take 

adv-antage of opportunities that .came along. I 

- ' 

wouldn't say the Sole,· but the primary objective, was 

to insulate ratepayers -and there's been some. 

·reconsideration of that policy with the introduction, 

gradually, no-t· all a.t once~- a-llowing the department to 

-consider this on a lQ percent, a 15 percent, a 

20 percent basis. of the over-all load to see how it 

goes, with t~e_ability t6 close it down if they felt 

it wasn't __ working well. But also. ·the ability to open 

it up further and buy more and- more o_f their power 

that way if they felt that was advantageous to 

rat·epayers. And-_by the way, the private market does 

this this w.ay every day. Through _you. 

THE CHAIR: 

~hank you, Senator Fonfara. You have the floor. 

You may proceed, Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE:_ 

Thank you, ~adam President. 

In fact, you're answer just led me to my last 

question about the private sector and the alternative 

providers out there. Have we seen that. this step or 

move towards de~egulation that we'Ve had dver the last 
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few years is finally starting to work. People are 

understanding that there is choice out there and that 

they're getting· educated· on all the new choices 

available and they are finally seeing some lower 

rates. Would 90u agree that it is working and we 

should continue.moving in that direction, and ·if so, 

doesn't this bill cqntradict what we agree upon? 

Through you, Madam President-. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara. 

SENATOR FONFARA.: · 

Through you, M~dam President. Couldn't agree 

·more that it's working. -And I along. with ·others on 

the Energy Committee ·who believe. in the re·tail market, 

who believe in -the. cqmpetitive market, have ·stood 

strong against. some efforts· to try -t.o. reverse these 

gains. I continue to do .so. My. colleague Sen~ tor 

Witkos continues to· do.so. Senat6r Duff continues to 

do so. So resist any efforts that return ·to a day of 

a single provider that I find to be very inefficieht. 

But introducing new opportunities £or thoSe who 

have decided not to leave, for whatever reason,· and it 

is their right. Connecticut did not decide when we. 

der·egulated to take all re.tail -- all customers and 
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s·end them out into the. retail _market. ·They gave 

people a choice.to stay and have the utility purchase 

the power :eor them. ·They also gave them a choice t.o. -· 

move into the retail market. That. market is b~ginning 

to grow and this I>rovisfon -l.s simply enables. those who 

have stayed home, if you _will, not left. ·the mother 

nest~ if you will,· the opportunity to benefit from 

different ways of purcha-sing their po.wer. I for one 

do not be-lieve that -the means to creating a robust, 

efficient, positive retail market, that we should 

artifici~lly keep ~ates for all other customers who 

haven't left the nest, if you will, high. 1 don't 

think that's a-ppropriate. I ·think t'he. ret'ail ·market 

ought to win and I want it win, but I belie9e that it 

should win by working har·d, being smarter, thing. more 

aggre~sively, not by using the law or regulations tha~ 

create the· margin to attra.ct customers. by artificially 

keeping, through mean~ that we've spoken about, 

keeping that rate higher. Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator Fonfara. 

'You have the floor, Senator Kane. 

SENATOR -KANE: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

003425 

.. , 



··•····· .. . ~ 

••••• • I . . 

-jp/mb/gbr 
SENATE 

240 
May 4, 2.010 

And I appreciate all the Senator's answers and 

actually enjoyed the dialogue considering how 

· complicat·ed an iss:ue, ·this is. I g~ess I just have on~ 

last question and I w;i.il continue to listen to the 

debate as .it progr·esses .. 

I. do· believe tttf::!r·e• s also, in regards to this 

retail market., some issues in regards to the 

adminis-trative ·costs and what I thin~ is that·, from 

what. my understandinc;J.is, the administrative costs ·are 

·c.urrent1y being taken care of, overcome by the CLMP, 

the UI. And in this bill, that. admin·istrati ve cost 

will now move to that retail market. Through-you, 

Madam ~resident, do you believe that these ~etailers 

then -- will then push that costs or relay that. 

cost, pa~s that cost.on to the end user or the 

consumer? Through you, Madam. Pres-ident. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonf"ara. 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Througn you, Madam President. I apologize. 

Senator ,Kane, my a.ide who ha~ a knack for tal.king to 

me just. as someone's asking me a question, as 

hardworking as she is, could. I ask you to repeat the 

qu.estion. 
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Thank you, Senator K~ne for your indulgence. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam Pre.sident. Of course. My 

question, I guess was ther:e' s I believe an .is.sue in 

the bill, .not ne~es~a.r.ily a· large issue compared to 

what we've talked about for the last 25 minutes or so, 

about. in relation to. adminis.trati ve costs. And 

currently right 110w·, CLMP and UI take care of or pay 

for tho·se adtninistrati ve costs. I believe .. under this 

bill thos·e. administrative costs will now be put upon 

the retail ~arket, the alternative providers. My 

question to you, if that is true, which l believe it. 

is, will those provider$ then be forced to ielay that 

same cost on to . the end-user, to. the consumer, which 

will.· incur a higher ·cost for the. consumer in the long 

run? Through you; Madam .President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara.· 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Through you, Madam President. It was always 

anticipated and not objected to.by the retail market 

that they would pay the costs incurred by them 

exclusively. And this bill attempts· to do that. It 
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establi"shes. that the Department of Public Utility 

Control wil~ create·the process through a docket of 

determining what ar~ the costs th~t have been created 

solely by the re.tail market. What are the costs that. 

are borne solely, or should be borne solely by the 

stand~rd. service cu~tom-r ~nd what.are the 6osts 

that are jointly, for.the system and all customers, 

irrespedtive.of whether·they're in the retail market 

or in the. standard service -- remain with s:tandard 

service~would pay. I think. that's fair and as ·I~ve 

said,. the retail providers have' said repeat·eqly that 

they understand that that's their responsibility and 

they ·should pay that. Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator Fonfara. You have the floor, 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam President.. But, and t that 

is o~•Y except £or the fact that they·will then pass 

that along to the ¢onaumers. Is t~at to be believed? 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara . 

SENATOR FONFARA: 
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Through y.ou, Madam. President. It the extent that 

the syste~ is paying if costs that ordinarily would be 

borne by the, retail companies, b.t1t because the 

utilities are providing services such as single 

bi.lling, that those costs are not currently something 

that normal. compan;i.es ·that .didn 1 t have this pr0cess. 

would have to P•Y ~or, and are being avoided 

currently. T.his simpl:y says let 1 s create a system 

that would allocate those costs appropriate~y. But 

not one mor·e dime, and that 1 s something that was. 

important to me, and others," ·that there not be an 

.inappropriate. cost-shift ·on to retail customers tha.t 

should be borne otherwise. Through you. 

THE CHAIR:. 

Thank you, sir. You h~ve the tloor, Senator 

Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam. President. 

I thank Senator· FOnfara for all his answers. He 

certainly is well versed in the subj.e,ct, and I 

appreciate it. ~ will continue to listen to the 

debate and to try to understand more. I do believe. 

there wil~·be ~ore debate on the topic and look 

forward t·o it. Than·k you, Madam President. 
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'l'hank you, sir. Senator LeBeau, w.ill you r.emark? 

SENATOR LeBEAU• 

Thank you, MaC:lam PresiQ.ent. ·Good to see you up 

there this evening. Good evening. 

THE· CHAIR: 

And gOod:to s~e you, sir, always. 

003430 
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SENATOR LeBEAU: '1:. 

Thank you. Question for the proponent of the 

pill. 

THE C~AIR: 

P~e~se phrase your question, sir. ;_: 

SENATOR :LeBEAU: . 

Senat-or Fonfara, you mentioned you few moments 

ago and in an as,td~ conversation we we·re having, we 

were talking.· abo.ut CMEEC, I think I've been got that· 

right. And- I believe there ·are .six or seven towns 

tha.t belong to CMEEC in the State of Conne·cticut and 

they have significantly lower -- let me just ask that 

as a question. Do they have significantly lower 

electricity rates? 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara. 

SENATOR·E:'ONFARA: 
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Through you, Madam President. Significantly~ I'm 

not sure where that falls ~at, bat·their r~tes are 

measurably lower than ours, yes. 

THE CHAI8: 

Th~nk you, $ir. s·enator LeBeau, you have·. the 

floor. 

SENATOR LeBEAU: 

I've heard 1-5-20 percent. 20 percent is. the 

ballpark figure. 20.percent would be a- sign~ficant, 

"in mY opinion, reduction in our rates:. And how does. 

t}J.is bill parallel. .I want to make this clear. Does 

this bill or ~ow does this bill parallel what CMEEC is 

currently doing,. what those towns ~re cur~ently doing 

to get a 20 percent reducti6n in xates~ 

THE CHAIR: 

Sertator Fonfara .. 

SENATOR FONFARA:: 

Through you, Madam President. T~ the extent that 

their r•tes are lower than CLMP or United 

Illuminating's r•~es, that it'·s related to the. manner 

in which power is pu!~hase~ and it's not entirely 

becapse of that. There are other factors. But with 

respect. to this c.omponent, yes. Their .entire 

portfolio, to my knowledge, is bought in this 
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strategic o·r opportunis·tic approach, ·where they study 

the market, the~ have people e~ery day observing when 

there is an opportunity to buy_power on a day-ahead 

market, a week-ahead, a month, two months, three 

mo~ths, in different strips an~ different approaches. 

It's an interesting approach, much like Senator Frant-z 

may ha~e-been refe~rfng to earlier about1 it's very 

much li"ke. Wail .. St-reet in the manner that fina~cial 

ins·titutions. ·As. ·a matter of fact· many of the. 

financial. institution·s a·re in this business because. 

they understand risk and they'ye well trained in that 

regard . 

. Our. system does not take advantage of tha-t 

. opportunity, currently .. Through, you. 

THE CHAIR: 

You· have the-floor, Senator LeBeau. 

SENATOR LeBEAU: 

Madam Presid~nt. Thank you. Thank Senator 

Fonfara for th.at exp1anation. So essentially, there 

is a model. out there right within Connecticut, of 169. 

cities and towns, six pf seven already doing this and 

·through at ieast a portion of -- through this. 

different purcha·Sihg mechanism,. a mechanism you call a 

strategic purchasing mechanism, ·they are getting 
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sign-ificantly lower rates, but the ·rest of the 

Connecticut is not doihg that. But now we have -- now 

we have a bill. ·that will allow all of Connect·icut to 

enjoy ·the fruits of th'at trade.. That. we will have. an 

opportunity to. receive· those lower rates because of 

the bill that we are about to-vote on, i£ this bill is 

passed? 

THE CHAIR: 

·.Thank ··you,. · Senator ... LeBeau. You have the floor, 

Senato~ Fonfara. · 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Throu9h you, Madam President. Yes 

THE CHAIR: 

You have the floor Senator LeBeau. 

SENATOR LeBEAU: 

Well I -- let me just continue with that~ ~adam 

President. Let me pursue that because, you know, I 

·walk outside this door ~nd I see people ~n the 

galleries and nothing -- a lot of good friends up 'in 

the galleries~ but you hear opposition to this bill 

and I hear this is· going· to· raise our costs. But we 

have this example right in front of our very nos·es of 

a method that can reduce -our costs and yet we're being 

told our costs are going up. I find -- I find that. 
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ver~·mysterious and frankly thi~ was, I think1 really 

enlightening to me to learn about ·the differences in 

costs bet.ween the current rates that we. pay and the 

other citie~ and to~ns'in Conn~cticut in CMEEC. And 

Senator Fonfara 1 . can I'-- I'm going to ask yo.u why is 

it that such opposition to.this b~ll ~hen ~e have a 

means and we'ra being told that costa are goi~g -- not 

going to go down,· but they're going to go up. Can you 

it's speculatio~ on y6ur ·part, Sen~tor and may not 

be appropriate. ·BUt if you want to take a shot at it, 

I wo:trld be glad to hear your answer. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara, do you care to respond, si~? 

SENATOR FON£ARA: 

Thro~.Jgh you, Madam President. 

With respe·ct .. to this particular issue, I. think 

there are those: who may· understand th~t the cur.r.ent 

approach to ho~ st·andard service customer e1ectrici ty 

is·~eing purc~ased does not ~rovid~ for an adroit--

ar yoQ like that word, l lov~ that. 

SENATOR KANE: 

(Speaking French.). 

THE CHAIR: 

You nave the floor, Senator .Fonfara. 
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An. ability to take advantage of information and 

knowledge for. the bene·~i t of our rat:epayers and you 

pu:t it pest when you saw that there 'is a system 

already -- and many people in this state, many people 

in this circle have oyer the years cited CMEEC as an 

example of how to manage electricity. and to .it. in a 

cost-effec:tive way. And ·a9ain, I just want to say for 

the. bene,fit of everyone, that it's not entirely a fair 

comparison because. ··there are added costs that we 

require the investor-owned utilit.ies to provide that 

we .do·not require of. the CMEEC. 

:aut·· putting that aside, this approa.ch is 

certainly one.· of t.he reasons . why they· may be ~nj oying. 

lower rates than the invest.or-own·ed utilities, CLMP 

and United Illuminating. Through YC?U· 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, si+. 

Yo~ have the floor, Senator LeBeau. 

SENATOR LeBEAU: 

Thank·you, Madam Pr~sident. 

Senator Fonfara, let me continue with this then. 

So if we were able -- if we were able to actually 
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reduce our rates, say 10, 12, 15 pe~cent, not own the 

20 percent, but the 10, 12, 15 -- say 10 percent. 

Wh~t effect would tha·t. have on the utility. companies 

that are now vying for our business? We talked 

earlier, Senator.Kane was talking about the 

competitive nature of the state and that· we are seeing 

reduced rates. .·We are seeing competitors come into 

the market. ·I get. my mailings and I take a look at 

the mail and I s.ee. lower rates offered, 10, 11, 

12 percent. 

What e·ffect,. if ·We could lower the cost on the 

standa·rd of·fer, in a sense, 1fiha.t. e·ffect. would it have . 

on those companiE;!s? ·What effect would l.t have on 

their rates? .What do you think would happen? 

THE CHAIR: 

Sehato·r Fonfara. 

SENATOR -FONFARA: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Through you, well it remains to be seen. My hope 

is as a stron9 supporter of the retail market, is that 

we would not see the market dissolve. That the retail 

companies that have mo·ved into Connecticut and have 

enjoye~. recent success here in providing lower cost 

for electricity on the generation side of the bill, 
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that they would find other means· to compete. That 

they would lower their rates further, if possible, to 

continu~· to keep the customers they have and to 

attract new customers. That' t"hey would partner with 

energy service companies. to find ways to provide 

additional sa-vings for. the customer, whether they be. 

corrunerc:i,a-1. or indus.trial· or residential. 

That compon~nt on the residential side. has not 

and. I would also li:ke to say, on the commercial and, 

'industrial. side, has. not evolved yet to where it. 

could. There are additional savings to be found in 

that". partnel;".ing. But because this market is still 

·fairly young,. tnost·. companies. are making -- are staking 

their clai.m on sol.ely providing the corrunodi ty, meaning. 

selling electricity only-. Some are beginning to 

partner. Some are: be-ginning to move into _creating 

ene-rgy effi~iency opportunities so that there. is even 

additional savings.. But your point is well taken, 

that if the standard service price were to drop, in 

order to retail customers to maintain their ma~ket 

share or grow their· market share, they're going to 

haye to think faster,_ smarter, be more aggress.ive, 

bring additional opportunit~es for ratepayers. And 

who does that benefit? It benefits all of us. It 

003437 



••• 

I .. 

• 

jp/mb/gbr 
SENATE 

252 
May 4 ,. 2010 

.benefits all of U:s·. And the standard service should 

serve as, if you will, a (inaudible) as encouraging 

the market to move more manipulatively rather than to 

simply be a high water ma:tk, if you will .. Through 

you, Madam President. 

TH.E. CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator Fonfara. You have the floor, 

Senator LeBeau. 

SENATOR LeBEAU: 

Thank you, ·Madam President. 

Let me. just conclude. s·o as I understa-nd it, 

this i.s not necessa:rily a question Sen~ tor Fonfara, 

but as I under.stand it, we have an opportun.:j.ty with 

. this bill .to at least for· a port·ion ·-- thro-ugh the 

purchasing. costs, ·to have a signi:ficant .reduction in 

. ·the cost of electrici·ty under the standa-rd offer. And 

then there may ·be a second effect, kind of a ripple 

effect that go. through the ·markets to potentially 

reduce our electric costs even more. This sounds like 

a classic win-~in. We win and then ~e win again .. 

Obviously it is a marke.t. 

There are other costs out there~ There are costs 

of fuel oil; there are costs of natural gas. They 

will go up and down and that will be reflected in the 
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cost. of electricity·. But this approach that you're 

proposing. tonight seem·s to be very se.n.sible, and one 

that I hope that we. w .. ill. adopt. Thank you, Madam 

President·. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator LeBeau. 

Will you remazk? 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam ·president. Good .aft.ernoon. 

THE CHAlR: 

Good evening to you. You have the floor. 

SENATOR DUFF: · 

Thank you, m.adam. 

Madam P:resident, as .·we debate this bill tonight, 

I know it's not lost on any of u~ that we all want 

lower energy prices~ There's not a legislator in this 
. 

building who sees his or her constituents and 

'-:J.nderstands the st.rugg1es and problems we all face 

with high ener~y bill~. 

We could probably debate unti~ (inaudible), . 

tomorrow o-r longer about what gives us the prices that 

we have. Back in 1998 when deregulatibn took place, 

long. before I was here, .I'm sure there was the same 
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debate about high electric price. But we can discuss 

the fact- t"hat we are a net importer o:e energy. That 

we use gas and oil.· We do not use coal. We have very 

strict air quality standards. We are a part of the 

RGGT system. T.here' s a number of different reasons 

why we ha·ve high electric prices. And I know that the 

good ~ha~rman of the Energy Committee and all of us· 

have ·always worked; along with t.he ran.king members and 

others, in a very, very bipartisan way to try and do 

what ~e can to help lower electric prices and give 

people re],ief. 

Unfortunately, a lot o·f it ...... our energy prices 

are reflected because of the market that's out there. 

Whether or not. gas.· prices are high, what's happening 

in the w~rld economy, if there i.s p·roblems in the 

Mideast,· if t}Jere' s: pro.bleins where we're importing our 

natural gas from.. So some of it is out of ·our 

control. Most. of it is out of our control. However, 

we have tried very, very hard to do what we can to 

give the·consumers the relief possible. 

I've served on the Energy and Technology 

Committee now for eight years. Two of those years· in 

the ho~se, I was the Vice-chair and I've been 

Vice-chair since I've .been in the S.enate. This is 
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probably, I am chair of. the Banks Committee as many of 

you know, though that has -- as a committee has 

complicated le.gislation, I must say that being on 

ener:gy and technology ee.onomy, I· don't know that there 

is a committe,e. in this Legislature that has probably 

has more complicated legislation than the Energy 

and Technology Committee.-

It's actually,. I had joked to myself that reading 

this. bill .-- I've read i~ over a number of times 

already.and that I've· finally gotten to the point 

where I can understand most of what is in the. 

legislat-ion. It takes· a few years· because the 

;legislation is complicated and it is sometimes 

difficult to understand. But we all do our best and 

we. all hav~ the. best of. intentions. to help -- try to 

help our constituents. 

Th.:l.s legislation -- thi.s amendment that we have 

here today is filled with lots of good things that I 

think would be good to bring bac'k to our constituents. 

Unl.ike. the ranking: member on tne committee, I do. 

believe that the TV'and efficiency standards are 

something that we should push forward. We've pushed 

in our comrnit·tee for greater standards over the years, 

whether it's for appliances or TVs or any kind of 
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electronics to try and help bring people th~ relief 

that they need. 

The investments in renewable. ene~gy_. Very 

laudable. We should be doing that. We have .a c-lean 

e.~ergy fund and a. conversation fund that are lauded 

throughout the nation. The pace program. I commend 

Senator Fonf~r~ for putting this in the bill because I 

know that this may not have always been something that. 

he was always .enthusiastic about, but I know that he ··s 

listened to a lot. o.f people and has been a· great 

leader on this and that is -- this is part of the 

bill. 

Senior rate relief. Who· would be against. helping 

our senio·rs and fol~s who are of lower income and who 

need help in a·little relief~ 

The code· of conduct for retailers when they're 
.. 

going door t·o. door· and trying to gather new business. 

The boiler repl~cement program. These are all 

laudable goals, great things that "I think are pieces 

of ~ bill that would certainly make a fine bill 

together. 

My concern is. in some of the other parts of the 

amendment that wiil eventually become the bill. I 

have. some concerns about the Connecti.cut energy and 
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technqlogy authority, and the fact of -- even it is a 

study ~r putting this working group together and how 

we're actually bringing people together in hiring them 

and hqw that will actually be rolled out. 

I'm concerned about the bureau the power 

procurement and now that is going to work and if that 

is going to be a back door for a power authority, 

~hiCh is something that I knpw the Chairman and I ha9e 

been on the. same page about over the l~st ·few years. 

What we have right rtow, Madam President, is ~- we have 

had. c:~e·regulation since 1998. We haven't been very 

successful. in the deregulated market until I would say 

probably the last co~ple years. I think we're finally 

at the cusp of. having real c_ompeti tioh in the 

marketplace~ Finally gettinq to the point where the 

market is_ taking. hOld, consumers are rallying, they're 

underst~nding the process and we're gett~ng to the 

point where peo~le·knbw that they have a choice in the 

retail supplier m~rkets. 

Just at that time. Just at that time where 

people are finally understanding the options that they 

have, we are, I believe using subtle ways of takinq 

people's choices away. .And I believe that ends up 

hurting consumer choice. It ends up hurting the 
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retail market and ultimately it ends up potentially 

raising prices as well. 

I'm glad that we have the retail supply. I'm 

glad that we have the ·changes that have come about 

over the last couple of years. But what I don't like 

in this ·amendment are some of the -- some of the 

subtle ch_anges. Such as the IRP that is in lines· 7.30 

and 741, .integrated re·source plan, tha-t is paid for by 

the aystems benefit charge. We put that together in a 

bipartisan 'bill back in 2'007. And through this, with. 

the solar aspect· of it, we're going to have to do 

another integrated resource pl~h which could 

potentially cost rat-epayers. I appre.ciate what the 

amendment ~ays about tne 15 percent change, lowering· 

of rates in general. and 10 percent for folks who are 

of lower means~ have less means. 

But those numbers are again laudable· goals, but 

there's nothing in the amendment that says how we're 

actually going to get the·r·e. So I know we're all 

trying to wo;rk-very hard towards the same·goa-1. I 

know everxbody's interests are very sincere. I know 

that the ChaiFman of this committee, somebody who I 

respect very highly and very much and I enjoy working 

with him, has worked very hard on this and that -- it 
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is -- I 'stand here reluctantly to oppose the 

amendment. 

I would hope that at som~ point whether -- I'm 

not sure ~hat's going 'to happen ~ith the legislation, 

hut I hope that at- some po_int, we. can -- if this 

passes and it becomes the law, ·then so be it. If it 

does not, then we can all come back ~nd ptit together 

some 1eg.islation that. will . bring together. the parts 

that we all·can agree on and that we all can bring 

back to our constituents to say that we .have help~d in 

:this great debate for energy- relief. 

Again, I want to commend Senator Fonfara for all 

·of his hard ~o.rk and his dedication to this issue. 

Sometimes we can agree to disagree and sometimes, 

we're all pretty pragmatic on the Energy and 

Technology Committee,. so there a-re times. when we have 

to part ways~ BUt, and this may be one of those 

t.imes, but I do again, appreciate his work .and I thank 

yo.u for your time. I. hope. that, we can get a bill that 

we can all agree ~n. '!'hank you. 

(The President in the Chair.) 

THE CHAIR: 
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Senator Frantz, you have the floor, sir. 

SENATOR FRANTZ: 

Thanks, Madam President, I appreciate that. I 

think there's. no. do.ubt in anybody' s mind here tonight 

that in terms of the- end result, the end game here, 

there is nearly 100-percent overlap of the two circles 

of thinking and mayl::>e perhaps multi-- different 

appr.oaches to the enigma, the riddle of how to lower 

relatively speaking·our energy costs here in the State 

of Connecticut.·- . From an economic development point of 

vie~, this has: been a huge impediment and it '·s 

something. that. I am .rea-lly happy to see is constantly 

being addressed here. Whether it's the right way or 

the wrong way, at least it'i on the radar screen in a 

big way. It~s a big spot on the radar screen and I 

kno~ti that Senator Fon.fara has worked very, very hard· 

on this, with. his committee and in conjunction with 

other committees as well and once again, there's no 

quest·ion that the ultimate goal here is something that 

we all share. 

However~ when we ~tart to go -- you knew there 

was going ~o be a however, -- it's not that bad a 

"however" because it'~ really more· of a question mark 
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that I have. But whenever there· is an approach that 

creates a new divisioA, a new agency, a new branch of 

government, my radar always goes up and says and 

asks myself, where is this all going. Where is it 

going to be.? ·-Not so mu_ch when- you and I are in public 

office, but 25 and 50 years down t:he road. I t:hink it 

was 1862 or '64 that-Abraham Lincoln started the 

United States Depa·rtment of. Agriculture to. address 

many. of the issues that are. somewhat similar to what 

we're. fa~;i.ng here ;i.n. the energy markets and today the 

budget is_ about is hundred 35 or $140 billion per year 

and even the inspector general in Washington has a 

very. difficult time telling you plus or ·minu·s 

25 percent how many people work at that part~cular 

.agency. We have no_ idea how many. people work there 

and apparently, it's growing. 

We know t~at agriculture as an industry in our 

country is not growing. In fact, it's basically 

stopped and it's _certainly been a much lower employer 

than it was in ages past, decade·.s ·ago. Yet that 

department continues to grow and that's what I'm 

particularly conce~ned about here. And hopefully 

Senator Fonfara, the proponent of this bill, this 

amendment could address the built·-in protections or 
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provisions there are to prevent this agency under the 

new name of Connecticut Energy and Technology 

Authority with the Division of Public Utility Control 

and the divis-ion of. research qnd energy technology. 

How that. would, in fact, not grow beyond what you feel 

is a reasonable level and, in fact, do·esn '·t add to the 

cost itself, to ~hat we're tryin~ to get, which is 

lowe·r electricity costs in Connecticu·t. 

So Madam Pres"ident., th.r:ough you, tha·t is a. 

question. 

THE·CHAIR: 

Senator Fonf·ara . 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Thank you~ Madam President. 

Through you, Senator Frant.z, I think the answer 

to your question, a legitimate one. One t·hat I .share, 

firstly goes back to what I said earlier to Senator 

Witkos' questions, and I believe Senator Kane's. And 

·that is currently, we have all of these entities with 

the exception of re·search somewhere in Connec-ticut, 

somewhere in the gr.eater Hartford area pay.1ng rent, 

operating occupying space, doing the work in many 

respects, but in diffe~ent places and not coordinated. 

Ndt under one roof. The primary objective is to do 
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that~ To bring it under one roof~ Not to create an 

energy department. 

I for orie have a lot of confidence in the DPUC. 

I have great confidence in its chairman. I think he 

is an excell.ent Chairman and does a great job and we 

· are lucky t·o.- have him. And I believe we need to 

streng.then ·that organization to be the effective 

energy depa~tm~nt that·our governor had called for and 

others in this building have called for through 

proposed legislation and through many.conversations 

and many outside of here who. said why don't we have an 

energy department.- Wh-y don't we have one place where 

we fOcl,ls on what has become a very important area of 

our ec·onomy. Remember, it. wasn't too long ago that. 

energy was ~necessity, but it wasn't a huge cost -

cent~r f~r business, and for residential consumers of 

energy as well. 

There was a te·rm used not too many years ago 

called "Too cheap to meter" when they talked about 

electricity~ It wa~ a necessary, but not a meaningful 

expense. That worid has changed·and most likely will 

never return, unfortunately. And not to mention its 

impact on this that some believe we go to wars over 

•. energy. We lose our sons and daughters and brothers 
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and fathers and mothers because some believe, and 

maybe rightfully so, because of our addiction to the 

oil drug. And so we need a place that we can think 

about these ·things. and we. can make better decisions, 

smarter decisions,. and have those people be under the 

auspices of a -- ~s bipartisan a regime as you can 

get. 

As you know, ·the five commissioners of ea.ch party 

members of' each pa·rty. So it's as bipartisan as 

you can get. -They're not going to be faced with a 

democratic energy department c:ommissioner or a 

republican energy. department commissioner, but a mix 

of folks· who more.often than not put those issues. 

You don't he~r about that at the DPUC very often. At 

least I don't. They work collaboratively for the best 

interests of the people of this state. I thin·k that's 

the right place to do this. 

But I' 11 answer th.e se.cond part of the question 

this way: Nothing will be done there that you and 

anybody in·this circle who is fortunate enough to be 

back ·next January, will have a say in. Those 

decisions will be made- by thi-s body and the pody 

downstairs and by the governor. Through you, Madam 

President. 

-, 
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THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator Fonfara. 

·You have the floor, .Senator Frantz. 

SENATOR FRANTZ: 

Thank ~ou, Madam President. 

Through you,_ I' app:J;"eci_ate the answer. That was 

an excellent answer. I always like to think, Madam 

President, of the analogy of -- because we're so --

we're big believers ~n the free markets and 

competitive marke_ts ~ It is. what .. has allowed us to 

become the greatest country in the world·and it's 

allowed for a .great deal of accountability and 

competit~on in the. marketplace for whatever you want 

to call it, fill in the blank -- automobiles, other 

forms of energy; any kind of product that you. can 

think of, any kind of service that you can think of. 

I like to think of the a-irline industry as a terrific 

analogy for one of th.e most .competitive, very 

important and str~tegic industries in the United 

States of America, but one that is a great. example of 

how you can~ if pr6perly regulated or let's say 

deregul.at_ed· and properly set. ·up in terms of a 

competitive environment, y.ou can ·wring out. all of the 

excess costs. 

·-
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And this is in a highly complex industry ·too 

that's capital inten~d ve, with highly complicated and 

high tech products that are used, many of them built 

her·e in Connect-icut, which is a wonderful thing. 

Another great star industry from our past. But the 

example is a great, one· because what it does is it 

shows you that, in fact, if there are proper policies 

in place, you can wring out all excess profits. You 

can bring down .costs to. the bare minimum, yet you can 

still have a syst~m that is as close to 100 percent 

reliable. and ·safe., which kind of defies all odds, but 

it works. It really works. In fact, it works so well 

that -~ and I find this hard to believe . 

You will too, I.'m sur·e, since the Wright brothers 

flew over 100. years ago; th~ airline industry has los-t 

more money than·· it. has cumulatively earned since the 

day they· took .off ·from Kitty Hawk. It's remarkable. 

We as consumers. fiave benefited dramat·ically. Can you 

imagine 20, 25 years ago, before People's Express came 

along and Southwest ALrlines came along, that you 

could fly from Bradley· In'te·rnational Airport to Tampa 

~~y for $69? It's a little more than that nowadays, 

but when they first introduced those flights, for a 

couple year:s, tha.t's what it cost. For under $100 you 
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could still fly to places in aircraft that cost 

$125 million with professional crews. So I'm a big 

believer in the free markets, again if properly $et up 

and property rule~ by the federal government, in this 

case. 

And I think that if we have the same thing in the 

energy markets, in particular the electrical markets, 

we've got ourselves a great thing. going. fo·r the 

consumer in·Connecti'cut. I'm a big believer in as 

ma·ny different :players in the marketplace -- in the 

retail marketplace, in· particular. So tnat. there is 

that. competitive element that keeps every.body honest . 

And so if w~ go back to the issue of ISO New England 

for a minute, through you, Madam President, Senator 

Fonfara, the story you were ~elling us bef~re, wbich I 

think is exactly right on the money. Two years ago 

natural gas pri~es were higher. We looked in for a 

two ~nd·a·half or three-year contract, I believe it 

was and we're paying the higher prices right now. I 

believe-that they don't look so good those contracts 

don't look so good today. But it could have gone the 

other way. 

And, again, going back to the airline industry, 

if you look at the one airline that nas made money 
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consistently for the last six or seven years, with the 

exception of one quarter, southwest airlines was able 

to do so because they engaged in fuel hedges for on 

average two and a half years. They averaged i.nto some 

favorable pricing, when no one else in the marketplac;:e 

was doing it, beca~se they couldn't afford it or 

because they didn't have the foresight or because the 

organization ·was so. big, there wasn't, the creative 

thinking. nor the flexibility to go out on a limb and 

take positions in-Jet A going forward. It worked 

magnificently for them. They made money when 

everybody else lost billions of dollars in the 

industry. United airlines decided they were going to 

catch up strategically to southwest airlin~s about 18 

months late~ and sure_enough, they took the wrong side 

of that trade. 

They ended up losing 6 to $700 million in one 

year on incorrect fuel h~dges, that particular year or 

year and a half. So it can come back .and bite you. 

So we all have to remember that when you're taking 

these hedges; things can work against you and so, I 

would be re~lly interested-in seeing the data going 

back even further to see what in fact, has worked for 

us and what hasn't worked for us. And I'm not sure 
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that we here in the circled to. can come to the 

conclusion that g~ing shorter term is necessarily 

going to be a b~tter thing for Connecticut~ 

If $OUthwest airlines had gone forward three 

months instead of two and a half years and that's an 

·average number, they- would not have made out nearly as 

well. Thei~ dollar cost average would have been much, 

much -- about ·.7·0 percent higher. than what, in fact, it 

was because. they. made tha.t COffii"!li tm~nt. for c;i two and a 

hal·f year. peri.od on average. If we put ourselves in 

that kind of position here in Connecticut and we make 

the right. be·.t,. ~e' re s~ving consumers tons of money. 

So through you, Madam President, to Senator Fonfara, 

wh~t I'd:like to do is get a feel for how you think 

this ·body,· -- if this is enacted into law --. how this 

body would be making those kinds of decisions. 

You've indicated t:hat they would be going more 

short-term, roughly six months, I think you were 

saying versus longer term, two to three to four~year 

contracts, which may be the right call. Maybe not. 

But how would you as one of the most power people in 

C~nnecticut determining policy for energy, electricity 

going forward, how would you instruct them to deal 

with.this whole issue of taking positions and duration 
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The bill ca·l·ls for. in the first year that the 

utilities in their ··service area that they wouid be 

responsible for tha·t. purchasi!lg. ·They· handle that in 

conjunction with .the' DPUC and others curr:ently in this 

more· stable, ·less·~trategic approach. It's called th~ 

full requirements, where they put out an RFP and those 

entities that~ill put together the·full package of 

pow.e-r for a six-month .peri.od and then they bid on that 

for the. right. to. provide that power. That's the 

utility. oversees that. cu':trently and then ultimately is 

approv~d through the D.PUC. The utility in our 

proposal would do that more aggressive,· strategic 

buying in conjunctiori with the procurement officer in 

the first year. 

And the department would evaluate that to 

determine how successful it was. I suspect the 

depa~tment. will allow relatively small. amount, maybe 

15 percent·, maybe less, maybe a litt·le more, somewhere 

in that neighborhood of the remaining portfolio, and 
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I'll just, for those that don't know -- the utilities 

have purchased everything for 2010 already and I 

.believe .almost everything for 2011 and have begun to 

purchase. for.2012. So what the utility with the 

procurement. officer, if this were to pass, would be 

procuring for 2012·in that more aggressive way. 

And ag~in, onl~ lS percent of that very small 

portion# I say 15. I am anticipated it being like 

that. But ~t could be more. It could be less. The 

department will make that determination based on the 

information they have. It's a very prudent 

organization. I don't anticipate them jumping out 

there and doing something wild and crazy. I think 

they'll take very meth6dical steps to ~ee how this 

work and if the approach is proven to be advantageous 

in lowering rates, I su~pect they'll continue to lo9k 

at it, .. to advance it, and to make it more of a part of 

the portfoiio purchasing power. Through you. 

T.HE CHAIR:· 

Thank you, S·enator .Fonfara. 

You have the floor, Senator Frantz. 

SENATOR FRANTZ: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Another question for Senator Fonfara. Through 
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you, Madam President, the-companies that I've work 

with, the la-rger ·companies that I've worked with in 

commodity purchasing and commod:i,ty selling. It seems 

_that there's an inve~se relationship between the size 

of the ·company and·the. willingness to take some risk 

and go out ·on a li$, which if properly hedged can 

deliver a far _super~or results to the bottom line of 

that particular· company, than by engaging in what 

typically. happ.ens ·at. larger companies, which is 

committee· meeting. after committee meeting. Group. 

think starts to entet into the thinking process and 

you end up with flawed .decisions. 

Ag~in, like united airlines did with -- a few 

years ago, ·with their incorrect side of the trade 

hedges with re~pec~ to Jet A going forward about. 18 

·months or so. They ended up just in about three days 

losing a whole. lot of m_oney during that 18-month 

period because prices turned against them. 

How can we avoid that? It's Connecticut state 

government any ·way we look at it. It's an agency and 

I understand the intent is i great one, and it's one 

that could absolutely work, but how do we guard 

against what I think we're all so Concerned about 

within state government which is there tends to be a 
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little.bit less of a propensity to take risks in 

decision-making, which often times does-lead to the 

very best result? Through you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator F,onfara. 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Through you, M~. President. 

Good to see you.again this evening. 

THE CHAIR: 

Good to see _you too,. sir. 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Through you,. sir. Excellent question Senator 

Frantz. And one !.happen to agree-- share your 

concern about. Because we would be embarking. on this, 

we've asked the-entity to --that is currently doing 

·this~ with respect to CLMP, they purchas·e _this way i-n 

New Hampshire currently and they have exper_ience with 

it. United Illuminating does not have a su_bsidiary or 

a sister organization where they do this and they 

don't do -it. In Connecticut, there's a more strategic 

. buying, they would have. to assemble a team to do that, 

working in conjunction with the procurement officer. 

This is not ever envisioned and I would not 

support this being done in-house by a state agency. I 
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think you need pe.ople who maybe you~ term, skin in the 

game~ if you will, who understand risk. Who 

understand some these corporations or companies have, 

and I~m sure you're familiar with them more than I, 

have. meteorologists, have ·MIT graduates in 

mathematics. cr'his is a very complex business and you 

want very good peopl~ doing this. And I think because· 

we're starting off in this· minimalis.t way_, and .because 

in the ·case of CLMP, they have a track record in New 

Hampshire, that we're willing to go down this. road. 

And it's for a ve~y small portion of toe load, 2012 

and going beyond, that we think we're pretty well 

insulated from ·any rea;Ily bad decisions and can learn 

from it in probably the least risky way possible, but 

enable the process to be examined and to determine who 

is best to. buy. 

And in fa·ct, in the bill in the amendment it 

says, if it's determined that the utility is not doing 

a good job at it, that we would e·xamine through an RFP 

process who else might be beiter suited to do this. 

Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Frantz. 

SENATOR FRANTZ: 
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Thank you. That's a great answer. I think 

Senator. Foli.fa·ra has demonst·rated that he understands 

good decision-making process Cjlnd commodity markets and 

that is a wonde-rful. sense of comfort and relief for 

me.. I can tell ·you, we're in the· coffee business and 

if you do not: have a.strong background and a strong 

·constitut-ion, ·you .will never.- be _able to make the right 

decision in terms rif being able to go long, short and 

~edge in a var&ety bf different ways to make sure· that 

you're at leas:t. ma.king some. ·money. That's ~hy so many 

people. in that business, because the companies have 

grown to.be toa·big don't do very well at all. The 

smaller, more· strategic you are, the more niche ·of a 

market you'r~ in,. the better you're going to do. 

Back through y<;>u, Mr. President, to the amendment 

itself, th~re's one aspect of it that I do need to ask 

you a ·few ques·tions about. and would like to address. 

And that is the somewhat ironic part about the 

amendment, the bill, which will be the· bill, which is 

we're trying to collectively lower costs for 

consumers. And I think there is definiteiy some Merit 

to many-of the points of this bill, of this amendment. 

But when you get to the section on renewable energy, 

the commitment to that sector and I don't. know anc;l I'm 
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not sure anybody knows, how much it's really going to 

cost to purchase 25 mega watts of wind generation, 15 

mega watts of low-lead hydroelectricity, 5 mega wat:ts 

of other class 1 ·renewable energy sources. I don't 

know if anybody has the data on that in terms of 

today's prices. However, we know for a f~ct that it's 

going to add to the cost of energy. So we have one 

component of this bill. which seems to drive energy 

electric prices.-q,own and then we have another 

component of: it. which. we know is going ·to drive it up 

by an unknown f~ctor. 

And Senat·or Witkos before mentioned a number of 

up to $2 billion over 20iers. That's $10·0 million, if 

my math is correct, every year to support. it. Is it 

noble? Absolutely. Does it make the world greener 

and cleaner? Absolutely, no question about that. But 

the_ big questi-on mark is what's the cost of that 

-commitment to making_ our air and streams and water 

bodies of water cleaner. So through you Mr. 

President, can.we just get an idea of what the 

proponent, what Senator Fonfara's rough estimate would 

be to that coinrni tment · in. this amendment t_o renewable 

energy? 

THE CHAIR: 

003-462 

. · .. · 

.:. '\ 

• "i 

.. ': 

~ ... - .~· 



• 

--·-

jp/mb/gbr 
SENATE 

Senator ~onfara. 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

277 
May 4, 2010 

Through you, Mr. President. First and foremost 

because much·of. what we're doing here particularly in 

the solar area· will be driven ·by the anticipated 

growth in this ~arket whereby costs of solar, which 

are coming. down dr.amatical~y now, have done so in the 

last Goup.le of· .years, as. this market 9rows that it 

continues to see c·osts of solar. declining and that 

will further miti~ate a~y additional costs to 

ratepayers~ But as you know, I believe is a rate 

is a cap. on th~ exposure to ratepayers as this program 

ramps up. Meaning: there has been a governor, if you 

will, put on ··the cost of these programs, if we were 

no.t to see the kinds of. e<;:onomies of scale, the growth 

-- and by the way, just to: let people know. about the 

·solar progra~, which is the most significant 

ir:tve:stment in. renewables· that we're making. 

This bill i:s the result. -- this portion of the 

bill is the result of work done ·by a group of 

stakehold~rs, including chair -- a working group that 

was chaired by the current Chairman of the DPUC, Kevin 

DelGobbo, that set out to find out how could we-grow a 

solar industry in Connecticut. Sustainable, job 
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creating, economic opportunities. And they 

commissioned the (inaudible) report that that 

reported .on.how to grow in industry in a manner to 

make it self-sus·tain.ing where it could compete with 

electricity that they call brown electricity, 

electricity:off the grid, that is fueled.by other 

sou~ces tha-n re·new.able. ·And that r.eport essentially 

hai be~n ~odified here. 

:And i·t ·is. designed to: support the developme·nt of 

this industry~ to grow in industry. that currently is 

on a very weak leg because the current mechanism of 

funding it is not working. It is a -- it is an 

up-down, start-s·top kind of industry and yo'u being the 

businessperson that. you are, knows that no business 

can be sustained in that manner. And the (inaudible) 

report :set out to. determine how can we change this? 

How can we build a. sustainable industry for 

residential solar, for commercial and industrial solar 

and for large scale projects that would be grid 

connected? This bill, this portion of the bill is 

that product. 

But to -- so it was designed to operate in a way 

that would make it self-sustaining so in some seven, · 

eight, ten years, this industry would be able to stand 
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on its own two feet without further subsidies. That's 

what this is, but there is a further governor, which 

is the rate ~- which is the cap that says at no time, 

I 

at no time .shall r·ates increase by more than, at the 

maximum, 1 p·ercent. ·of utility revenues. And we 

project that.·at the outset to be approxi~ately $1 to 

1.50 additional a· month on the average ratepayers 

bill. 

Now I have to tell you that this program will not 

begin to ramp up. until 2000 -- late 2012, 2013 and at 

that point the impact on ratepayers will be about 25 

cents on the ·average. ratepayer. So that rate cap, 

that impact cap wil.l. send the. message to the market, 

if you want ·tne ability to deploy this level of solar, 

you've got to get. your costs down. You've. got to be 

able to compete so that. you get the subsidy. You will 

not be able to impact ratepayers. So it is -- I think 

it's a well crafted, thoughtful approach, which by the 

way parenthetically went through the house last year 

unanimously, without. a s·ingle opposition vote. This 

is the same language here this year as it was last 

year. Through you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Frantz. 
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Thank you. Through you, Mr. President. Thank 

you very much for those very articulate answers. I 

appreciate that very much and I agr~e with you that 

ideally one day with a great deal of luck, brains, 

intelligence,. we'll be in.a world where these 

renewable sources of energy are, in fact, going to be 

much cl)eaper to produce than they are today and 

certainly muc_)'l cheaper than it is to. buy a BTU of 

natural gas ·or a gallon of diesel or any other source 

of fuel that creates our electricity for us these 

days . 

The final part of the bill that I'd like to talk 

about for a minute and ask a question or two about is 

the suggestion that we adopt the California standards 

for electronic: devices. Some of the data that .. I've 

seen regarding autom6biles and this is a different 

piece of equi_pment -- kind of equipment. However, 

it's analogous in the sense that it adds a cost to 

an automobile in California as we know has had the 

highest EPA standards and mileage standards in the 

country. These days the disparity.between what 

California requires and a state that does require the 

same sort of efficiency and emission standards as 
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California, is on average about $1,000 a car. If you 

take the average cost of a car today, let's call it 

$20,000, that's 5 percent of the cost of the car and 

if you'.re buying an HD TV, haven't done that lately, 

but let's· take~ guess. Maybe they cost $1,000. 

So you're adding $59·to the price of that 

television,· ·if there is an analogy there and I have to 

believe there is,, we're increasing the cost to the 

consumer .. ·And I don't know what your household is 

like on any given day, but in our household, we've got 

iPods, i-this, i-that~ iMacs and all kinds of 

computers. and TVs going on at the same time. We have 

just hundred~- dozens of electronic devices. And 

there's no.question that we spend a lot of money as 

Americans and Connecticut residents on electronic 

devices through the year. And I·' m just concerned. that 

we're adding to the cost of that by adopting the 

Ca:t.ifornia $t·~ndards. 

And so .I'm going to ask you a tough question, 

while you're being whispered to in your ear -- how, 

' through you Mr. President, Senator Fonfara can we 

assure that we' r·e not adding too much cost for the 

consumer ultimately on. these electronic devices as we 

basically will as a nation to every car bought ~n the 
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country after a certain date in 2011, I believe it is, 

to the tune of·roughly 5 percent of the original cost 

of that particular item? 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator -Fonfara. 

SENATOR FONFARA:. 

Thank you, Mr. Presidentw 

Through-you, I feel.£airly confident that these 

standards w-ill not have ·the affect -- the feared 

affect tbat you have articulated. I'm·give yqu some 

examples a-s. to why. 

This. month, t)'le month of May 2010, the new energy 

star 4.0 standard for televisions, maybe £or other 

things as well, but for televisions in particular, is 

being adopted. It is the same standard as the 2013 

California standard.. So you're going to see that 

become the norm that people will be looking for and 

many do already look for energy star as the model or 

the standard. That's bein~ adopted thi$ month. 

In May of 2012 a new energy star 5.0 standard 

will be. adopted. That's ev~n mor.e Stringent than the 

201~ California standard that we~re adqptihg and won't 

take effect until 2013 . 

Fully 25 percent Of televisions that are on the 
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market today, 25 percent meet the 2013 California 

standar~. And we·~xpect that 7$ percent of the new TV 

models will meet the new energy 4.0 California 

standard by the end o£ thi~ year. 75 percent. So I 

don't think,. based on that information and when I 

heard this, I became c9nvinced ~hat this was an 

appropriate. thing. t-o do. Not to impose upon 

manufactures and·ret~ilers today. And by the way, 

this bill .is written in a way that says that if you 

have in stock televisions whose efficiency levels do· 

not meet the 20~3 standard -- January 2013 standard in 

.December,- then all that stock is available and 

eligible to be sold. · You don't have to take. it off 

your shelves. I don't have to remove it. It's 

eligible to be sold and. you will not be violating 

these provisions. After that -- but again, today in 

2010~ fully 2~ percent of televisions meet this 

standard and we're some three years away. Through 

you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Frantz. 

SENATOR FRANTZ·: 

Thank you, Mr. President. I will leave it at 

·- t_his. There's been- some excellen.t answers and I will 
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sey this, that for this particular public office 

holder, ~ny piece of legislation that brings the free 

market closer to the consumer, unimpeded, without 

regulation or unnecessary r·egulation. Rules are 

important·, but allowing. t_he free market to wo'rk is 

just· as important .. A9ain, it's wbat's. made our 

country the best. country in the. world. It '·s what in 

tbe .past has made our state the. greatest state in t.he 

count-ry. Our elec.trici ty costs are working· against us 

these. days. W~ need to. improve it and I am for 

anything that. brings ·the competitive market, free 

market.- closer to the consumers ... 

··Thank you, Mr. Preside.nt. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, .sir. Will. you remark further? 

Senator Bou:cher. 

SENATOR BOUCHER: 

Good evening, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Good evening·. 

SENATOR BOUCHER: 

Mr. President~ I rise thank you. I rise to 

comment on this particular propos.al, not necessarily 

because that would ,be my first 'impulse, but primarily 
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because I have received so. many phone calls, emai.ls on 

this particular subject. In fact, it really 

replicated a grea:t deal of last year's controversial 

bill 1098, if we tec~ll, when there was an outpouring 

of public comment. And it's interesting, the 

particular constitu~nts that have contacted me. A . 

number of th.em were some senior, single women, living 

alone on a fi}.Ced income ~hat. were very concerned and 

fearful.that."sorrteho~ their electric bill was going to 

go up because ~hey had vent~red into the new 

dere.gula·ted marketp+ace. in the las't couple of yea.rs 

and hav.e found suc-h an ·advantage to them, that :many 

reported having -a 30 percent decrease in their 

electric bill. 

I ·know that's- something that would please. my 

colleague on the side of the aislei Senator Fonfara~ 

because I· lcnow that he· has been a real strong advocate 

and has worked extremely hard to see that deregulation 

actually-started to work in Connecticut. We were here 

during those early days when there was so much concern 

and doubt as to whether we could actually do this. 

And in fact, in the last two years, apparently·, great 

success has occurred. Over 300,000 new customers have 

been bro~ght to a multitude of different suppliers. 
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But unfortunately, it seems.like this session, 

time and. again, w~ are seeing a·bill that has a couple 

of components to it and as was mentioned before, the 

first component having to do with solar power, solar 

energy is so~ethirtg that we all strongly support and 

welcome a gre~t deal, and in fact, has produced some. 

responses within my district to comp~nies that are 

very mu.ch involved in the so"lar indust-ry who are 

writing .me ·to sa.y. thc;1-t without this particular 

~ection, they fe.el that. the solar industry that's been 

built in Connecticut; over the last several years will 

effectively 6ease to exist and with it hundreds of 

jobs tha-t have been created. So t"hey feel very 

str"ongly, almost as. strongly as the other emails and 

letters and phone .calls tha-t I receive, even until 

quite. late. at night, that talk. about the ·fact that 

section 2 and other sections, Connecticut residents 

are finally comfortable with having a choice for their 

electric generation provider. Please don't take that 

choice away from us. ·We're saving money during very 

difficult economic times. A single female and 

partners of a small company -- expenses are high. 

Switching electric provid~rs is h~lping· me. and ple~se, 

pleas~ vote no ag~inst this bill. 
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.so it's very diff'icul t for some. of us. Because 

on one hand, it's doing a wonderful thinq. On the 

other hand, it's doing the reverse. It's really 

threatening them. ·An"d I am also concerned, I believe 

that we '·ve had many discussion·s about budget proposals 

that would in fact• cont~nue levying those stranded 

costs.on Q\,lr'electric bills in order to close a budget 

gap.~ .And if in fact, this bill should go. ·into effect·, 

would it compound that proble'm? 

· I received a h·Uinber,. and it's ·amazing how many· of 

these. small, very small. companies happen to reside in 

the towns that .we represent. Many of them who 

rep:r:esent that over 330,000 residents and businesse$ 

of such as ·Public Power, LEVCO Ener·gy, Positive 

Energy·, North American Power,.· .Discount. ·power_, Star ion 

Energy, Reese, Conn Energy, Energy Plus, VERDE .Energy 

and on -and on. This by the. way is very g.ood news, and 

I think Senator Fonfara would be hearte.ned to hear all 

of these. names who are incredibly c~ncerned about this 

va~ious sections of this proposal, primari1y. 

section 10, l1, 13 and 16.· So they are also concerned 

because they represent about 2600 employees that are 

concerned about some of the sections of this bill 

going through, that it would threaten their 
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liv·elihood.. It could potentially make it not 

sustainable for them to continue to provide this 

service. 

The bottom line for them, I think and their 

biggest concern they've outlined in their 

communication with some of us, is that they·will 

various sections· of this proposa-l, increase the cost 

of d~ing bus~ness·£or the electric supplier to the 

point where wer11 be unable to offer the citizens of 

Connecticut-savings over the utility rates which rank 

among the highest in the nation, which would cost 

these consumers in the state the savings that the 

Legislature gave them when. they approved deregulation. 

So you can ·See our dilemma here for some of us 

that are trying to understand this bill .and trying to 

find ways to support it! because as we've just noted, 

that a good section of it. The solar energy and 

alt~rnative section is something we would really want 

to approve. But then, you know, I reread some of the 

information that we received from our OPM Chief Bob 

Genuario. And having known ·sob Genuario for a very 

long time when he was once a Sena~or, State Senator 

for the Town of Darien and the City of Norwalk, and 

knowing him well in this role that he's taken on, a 
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difficult role during some of our mos·t. difficult 

times, i know for a fact that he has only the best 

in.terests of the state and its residents at heart. 

He doesn't ·speak for one special int·erest. or 

another, bu~ for the state and its residents and I 

reread his communicat.ion to us wh~re he feels very 

strong-ly that the. ultimate budgetary implicati.ons of 

thi~ proposed regi~tration --·legislation, as well the 

potential likelihood of adversely effecting ratepayers 

present·s a significant deterrent. to achieving the 

voiced intent of. the proposal. · And he remarks as we 

might feel as well, the frustration with Connecticut 

that is be·ing. subject to ISO decisions making -- that 

may not .necessarily always align ~ith the goals that 

we have for our state~ 

He is very concerned about alternative route 

Conne_cticut wo~ld ta'ke to lead to g~eater costs or 

cortsequenc::es for the ratepayer when s·uggesting going a 

different way than we currently go and is hoping that· 

we leave th~t up to the federal regulators, rather · 

than having Conne.cticut do this right now. Because he 

f~els that leaving ISO New England could leave 

Connecticut with remaining financial obligations to 

the regional transmission owners .for regional as·sets . 
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And ~hich he believes, thi~ is ~nticipated to 

cost billions of dollars. He's concerned that the 

operational and reserve requirement costs f.or 

Connecticut could be sul:>stant'ial and that other 

options; such as long-te'rm COS contracts already 

available to Connecticut to the extent needed and 

ove~building could increase ratepayer's bbligations 

and subject us to reasonable market rule penalties. 

Particularly, I think he underscores that if the 

language conta-ined remains as it. is and passes, this 

evening or -tomorrow, it would not have the suppor,t o-f. 

this administration and I think he qoesn' t use· that 

term very lightly. So it makes me wonder in debating 

all o! this, where we're going to be at the end of the 

day. · And feeling_ that it ma:y. not be an equitable 

proposal because it. actually impacts. all energy types 

which wbuld result in a si9nificant increase in fees 
. 

tha~ could be borne only by electric ratepayers of 

Connecticut light and power and United Illuminating. 

This does raise a lot o1 signi~icant concerns. 

It puts some of us in a very difficult position, 

because on one hand we want to support ihis bill. It 

has a tremendous component, a pos·itiv.e component. On 

the other hand it raises tremendous concerns that we 
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are Gausing _addi:tional burdens dur"ing a very diff-icult 

time to those p~ople and a lot of my constituents that 

can't afford a higher cost when just they felt that 

they had gott~n relief a~ a critical time when their 

003477 

own pay may be reduced, that the.y may feel_ more in · -· 

jeopardy with regards to their jobs and costs in . I . 

_Connecticut are so high and there's potential- for 

additional tax· increases around the corner. 

So as I said, I am very concer·ned about. this bill 

being. pas,sed this evening, simply because it raises so 

much serious ques.tions and I certainly welc.orne any 

response to some of the issues just, mentioned on the . 

part of my constituents~ And as· I said, it's just 

going to be difficult to. bring·home just hal;f a loaf 

in this particul~r proposal. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator Boucher. Senator McLachlan. 

SENATOR M_cLACHLAN: 

Thank you,. Mr. President. Nice to see you here 

this. ~vening. 

THE CHA'lR: 

Good to be here, sir, with you. 

SENATOR McLACHLAN: 
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I rise to express some reservat-ion about the 

amendment. before us, but in doing s·o, I real1y wanted 

to say thank you to the chair of energy and 

technology·, Senator ·Fonfara for numerous hours I know 

that you've been $pending on this. The rumor has it 

that. you've been here until 4:00 in the morning some 

evenings trying to make sure this legislati6n came 

together. ·And I applaud your efforts, and as. I read 

the bill, I agree with what I've. also heard so far-

t;his evening, that ~his bi11 has. some really good, 

good ideas. It has some terrific ideas·that are 

forward thinking as it relates to alternative energy . 

It has some great ideas about how we can be more 

productive and efficient in energy use in Connecticut. 

My perception of the energy business in 

Connecticut. is. really as a layperson. I heard some of 

my colleagues say that the energy and technolo~y 

economy, in fact, ·I think it was Senat·or Duff saying· 

tnat the Energy· and Technology Committee. clearly has 

some of the most diffi!=ult, complicated legislation 

that comes before·the Connecticut general assembly and 

L would-agree with that statement. I've tried to 

follow that committee because I'm a little bit 

interested in energy and it is very complicated • 
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But laypersoh's perception of energy in 
. . 

Connecticut is that deregulation generally speaking 

has been sort of a mixed bag as far as consumers go 

and since we!_ve had choice in Connecticut, choice of 

energy suppliers, it seems that businesses have 

embraced the j,dea: fa.r greater,-. far faster than 

residential customers have .. And now, aft~r these 12 

·years, I guess Since dereguiation occurred, ·it is in 

fact, now ·that residential users are. really· catching 

up. and t.ak.ing· advantage of some of the. 30, I 

understand, .alternat.ive suppliers that are available 

in the Connecticut ma~ket. That's a good sign. I. 

·think it' s a good s1gn that people. are embracing the 

choices they have in the energy market ·and are now 

beginning to see some cost savings. j,n their energy 

bills. That's good. That's good news~ 

Thi·s legislat-ion I mention has some very good 

ideas. I ' 11. try to focus on ·the ones. that I think are 

the highlights. Developing a comprehensive. plan is a 

g6od .idea. Looking forward -- 1 always think planning 

ahead i.s -a good idea, but frankly, I think it sho.uld 

be in partnership with the power companies and the 

goal of lowering the cost of electricity instead of a 

new agency of government. I think government has to 
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work with the open markets. Has to work with our 

energy companies and let· us be a litt.le .bit more 

creative in our tho.ught process of how to be more 

efficient and have less expensive energy options. 

I'm very h~ppy to see lots of focus on 

alternative enE3rgy incentives. Solar· market. I come 

from Danbury and we are the proud home of Fuel Cell 

Energy, a very prominent and thriving alternative 

energy company. And I'm .. happy to.see fuei cells 

mentioned in this .leg,islation as a future focus for 

the economy of Connecticut. Fuel Cell Energy is in 

Danbury and 'rorrington and United Technologies is 

involved in that business. S6 it~s good that we're 

focusing on. industries that already exist here and 

helping· the~ to grow and pr,osper,. 

The solar ma-rke.t·, I've had lots. of conversations 

wi'th solar suppliers, installers and manufa-cturers 

over the last month or so. And have learned an awful 

lot about that busines·s and I think that w:e should· 

fertilize the ground of Connecticut for us to have 

fertile ground ~o bQild those businesses. Those are 

good jobs to have ~nd we should be thinking about. 

that. That's ali good, economic development activity 

that we a.s a Legislature should spend a lot of our 
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time and energy on. And you're trying to do that and 

I see that. I thin·k that our chair of the Department 

of Public Utility Control is a brilliant guy.· I'm a 

big fa_n o,f. Commi.ssioner Kevin DelGobbo. I think the. 

State of Gonnecticut is very fortunate to.have someone 

with his talerit, with his expertise in the business .. 

He cam~ ~p through the ranks and learned the business 

on the legislative side and we're fortunata to have 

Kevin in that role. And I believe that we should 

continue to look out to Kevin for assistance in future 

crafting: of energy legi·slation. But I fear that this 

is. not the r_ight. legislation for this time ·and I say 

that because ··r: have. a general se.nse tbat .it's j u.s~ 

reaching too far and too tast. Now, those of you who 

have been at this £or a ·long time would ·say-perhaps 

that you think it is running at a snail's pace and 

you, you know, you really want to. get this over the 

finish line. And frankly, that reminds. me of late 

last year when Washingt_on, D.C. was trying to the big, 

big ·legislation over the finish line. And I would 

urge us not to rush something that is so dr~matic and 

such a big ·change without a little bit more thought 

and a little bit more sensitivity to ouE financial 

crisis that we fac.e ri9ht now. 
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It's ~y sense that the Connecticut Energy and 

Technology Authority that is propos~d frankly is an 

unwelcomed expansion of state government. at a time . 

when we really should be taLking about shrinking state 

.government. Now I. understand there .are good argum~nts 

for this mold that has been proposed. The problem 

with the propos.al is that somebody has to. way to it 

and that i~ the ratepayers. So the residents of 

Connecticut now have to. have some increased costs in 
. . 

their. monthly utili.ty bill, electric bill, so fund the 

cost of expanding· government. And I have a v.ery 

difficult time enterta·ining that· idea in this very 

difficult time where we·' re facing criticaT budget 

shortfalls all across state government ... And I think 

because of· all ·of that, this is not the. ri9ht time to 

be ·entertaining· the expansion of. state .government. 

Why not just start with the ~orking group that's 

talked about. Why not j~st start with a_more det~iled 

planning proces~. You know_, again, some would say 

Senator McLachlan, that's what we've been doing for 

years. We~ve been talking ~nd talking and now we've 

got to do it. And my suggestion is you've come up 

with some great ideas, but you've also come up with 

ideas that I'm hearing may cost residents of the State 
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of Connecticut ari_d busine·sses of the State of 

Connecticut well over a billion dollars over many 

y_ears coming fqrwar:d. That's an increase. That's 

raising. costs to live and do business in co-nnecticut 

and so I --sugg.es,t· ~ha~ a-t this time, at this time, we 

mus·t postpone .this idea· and continue planning until we 

can find new_ idea-s that are less expensive. 

The California standards frankly makes me very 

nervous. And I say it makes me nervous because I'm 

~lways suspect of why any state would want to adopt 

just. what Califor'nia· is doing, just becao:se they·•·re 

the biggest state.: Now we all know that California 

has a reputation of being_ the most env.ironmentally 

respons·ible -- they claim to be the mo_st. 

environmenta-lly responsible. state in the United 

.States. Well fra·nkly, I'm not sure that is an 

accurate statement. One of the challenges with lots 

of the·standards that exist in California is increased 
I 

costs. Now i·f we can adopt energy efficiency and 

reduce our ca·rbon _footprint per se. and we can do that 

without breaking the bank, then we should. do that. 

But we shouldn't jUst reach out for wh~t we're 

perceiving to be a good idea without having a clear, 

very clear pic-ture about what is the financial impact 
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for the. residents and businesses of Connecticut. 

My friend Senator Witkos raised what I think a·re 

some very good points about the cost of appliances 

here in the State of Co.nnecticut. And so if it's a 

200 or $300 increa-~e cost in an appl.iance, a 

television set, those are very important 

considerations that we should be making·. You know, if 

you' ·re ·going to. buy a $4, 000 television. set, .$200 may 

not. mean much to. you, but let's face it. Look around 

your constituents. How many of your constituents are 

buying $~,000 television sets. They're buying $350 

television sets and it's ~ stretch. They're.buying a 

$500 television set and it's a big Christma~ holiday 

gift. for their family.. So when you're talking about 

dramatic increases in the cost of appliances,. think 

·twice. It may .not mean much to yo~r comfortable home 

budget, but to most people in Connecticut·, it's a lot 

of money. 

So I thank Senator Witkos for raisin~ that point. 

I really hadn't given that .much thought. until I 

l~stened to his debate earlier this evening. 

Multistate appl~ance standards collaborative and 

discussed in this legislation. BUt as I understand 

it, it says multistate~ but we have so·states and that 
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collaborative is only half a dozen states. That 

leaves me pause. for why has it no.t been embraced much 

more widely at this point. If those standards.are so 

good and ·so important; why are we just g-oing to be 

state number six or- sta.te number seven to embrace this 

idea. rt seems to me that we should p~use and think 

longer anO. harder about. that _idea. 

If. we.' re ·talking about i'ncreas:in,g -electricity 

rates and that's what it is, you have to add~oney, 

you have. to add charges to the monthly .electric bills 

- ~ to pay for .some of these good -ideas in here. I don't 

think this. is. :the. tim:e. to do it. When ·1. talk to small 

.• .. business own~rs, like one who 1 introduced to you in 

this circle a-t. lunchtime today,· they all talk to me 

about the high cost of doing business in Connecticut. 

And the. simplest. and ,most conunon complaint. you will. 

hear f-rom anyone doing busines·s in Connect'icut is the 

cost of electricity. And so I don't think we should 

be ta,l.king. about increasing costs of ·electricity at. 

this time in thi·s economy. 

I think Connecticut residents want less 

g~vernm~nt, not ,mo,re government. And I c;:io believe 

that this legislation is really expanding ~he 
·, 

bur·eaucracy of t'he State of Connecticut and. 'I don't 
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think that's the right .step t.o take at. this time. 

Once again, Senator Fonfara, I want to thank you for 

your work and that of your committee. I know you've 

really put your heart and soul into this. I think· 

·yo.u' ve got. some. genuine. good id~as here. But I just 

encourage you t·o stay focus on what. the free market, 

can do. ·I think that is what's best for the r.esidents . 

of Connecticut. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Will you. remar·k on Senate amendment A? Senator 

· Ro·r.aback·. 

SENATOR .RORABACK: 

Thank you,. Mr. President. 

I had the· pleasure of being in. the chamber for 

most, if not all. of.the debate on this bill this 

eyening. And Sen~tor Fonfara has done a not 

surprisingly commendable job in articulating the 

r·easons :f.or this bill and the benefits of thi.s bill. 

But Mr. President, I'm conflicted because I for one 

see the merit of ramping up our investment in solar 

technology.. I know there's a pent Up demand in the 

world for greater assistance in converting people to 

solar e1ectrici ty. And :yet, Mr. President, th.ere are 
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other components of this bill which give me great 

pause, not the least of which is the apparent desire 

to dictate the methodology by which power is produced. 

And Mr. Pre:sident, I. just ,had a couple of 

questions through you, ~f I may, to Senator Fonf~ra, 

because this is an area not for the faint of heart. 

And I don't ~- I'v~ never had the pleasure of serving 

on the Energy and Technology Conimittee and Senator 

Fonfara is an indi v~dual. whos·e expertise I respect 

greatly. Sothrough you, Mr. President, a couple 

questions to Senator Fonfara. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfaraa Please proceed, sir. 

SENATOR RORAB}\CK: 

Thank you, Mr. President. When the price of oil 

went up, the pri~e of energy went up, electric bills 

skyrocketed and we all heard from our constit.u.ents. 

Then when the price of oil went down -- we heard the 

same thing about gas prices, right? when it goes up, 

you can w.at.c·h them put the things up -- you know, on 

the placards that day. The price goes up and when the 

price of oLl goes down on the world markets why is 

there such a lag in seeing the price of gas go dow·n. 

Similarly ~hen the price of energy went down, my 
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constituents called me up and said why isn't my 

electri~ bill going down? If the reason it went up is 

becau·se energy prices. went up, why doesn't is go down 

when energy prices go down? So I call the DPUC, and 

they say, well -- or I call the power company and they 

say· the: reason fox that. is they will go down but 

approximate ·won '·t. be for 18 months or two years when 

these contracts kick·ln. 

So· through. you, Mr~ President, do I· understand it 

COrrectly that. One Of the ·reaSOnS We don It get. the 

benefit-of immediate price reductions when energy 

costs drop is because of the process werve developed 

for buying power. which. commits us to future contracts. 

Through you, Mr. President, I know that' ·s a long 

question, but it's a complicated premise that I'm 

trying. to draw out interest the good Senator. So 

tl)rough you, Mr. President, Senator Fonfara, is that· 

one of the reasons we have. to wait for energy prices 

-- for electric prices to come down is because we .buy 

power thr~ugh a complicated series of futures that we 

.s.ecure. We're. buying now for two years down the road. 

Through you, Mr. 'President, Senator Fonfara. 

THE. CHAIR:. 

Senator Fonfara. 

~ I o 
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Through you, ·Mr. Pre.siden:t. Yes. The initial 

method of buying power for standard s·ervice customers. 

Those are the customers again who have decided not to 

venture out. into the zetail market where increasing 

numbers are .. But-those· who have decided to stay with 

the utility buying. their power, the standard service 

method for purchasing was des·igned with the ·f.ocus on 

stability, ·not on trying. to identify. the best price. 

P<?s·sibl·e' for. power. And. so they designed this rolling 

average, th:ree-year mechanism that is· designed t·o 

insulate the customer from larger swings. in the price 

of energy when s·omething like energy or. fuel cost·s 

rise, as they cUd dramatically la-st summer. Through 

you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator 'Roraback. 

SENATOR RORABACK: 

Tharik you, Mr. President. Sb in a ti~e when fuel 

prices ar.e rising, electr-ic customers should say 

haLLelujah, thank God, we have purchased these 

long-term contracts and we're not feeling the 

immediate rate shock of a dramatic rise in energy 

pri~es. But Mr~ President, I'm guess~ng that 
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si~ilarly when you have that stability, the price you 

pay for s~ability is that when prices go down, you 

don't get the benefit of· a declining price. So Mr. 

Pre·sident, through you to Senator Fonfara, would it ,be 

totally off the w.all to compare what the state is 

doing to what each of us does as homeowners. .We can 

buy heating oil. 1 can enter my heating oil. dealer 

calls me up in July and says, I'll Qive you your 

heating oil for· $2. 50. a gallon all winter. if you' 11. 

commit to pay that price now. And I think do I want. 

that stabi.li ty of knowing what my oil price is going 

to be in July or do· I want to roll the dice ·and come 

December, oil might. be $5 a gCJ.llon or it mignt be a 

$1.50 a gallon. But in exchange for the stability of 

·being able to plan for around $2.50 a gallon, I take 

that price and the trade .. off is if. the price goes 

down, I'm stuck with that highe'r price. The security 

is if the price. go·es way up, 1 'm protected from that. 

So through you, Mr. President, is that vaguely or 

generally what. the state's system is designed to 

achieve? Through you, Mr. Presiderit, Senator Fonfara. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfar·a. 

·SENATOR FONFARA: 
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Through you, Mr.. President. Precisely. The only 

difference being is that in your scenario the 

homeowner is not. bound by law to enter into it this 

more stable means, which is the CASE for standard 

service currently. l'nrough you. 

THE' CHAIR:.· 

:.-: Senator Ror~back. 

SENATOR RORABACK: 

. ·, 

• I thank· you, Mr. President. And to tha-t point, 

it seems that if we in ou~ wisdom tell the power 

company thi·s is .. how you have to buy your p.ower, right? 

By law, you bave to have use this three-year rolling 

ave·rage thing, i.t seems pretty ·ro~gh of we as elected 

officials to then criticize them when fue~ prices 

when energy pr.i.c·es decline and they can't take 

advantage of them be'cause. they've done what wei ve told 

them to do, which is to se~ure these long-term 

contracts. Through you, Mr. President. I don't 

again, I'm not on the Energy Committee~ but I just get 

the sense of what happene~ was we plac~d a bet in 

order to have stability and we lost that bet because 

energy prices feli more than ve anticipated. So now 

we' .re trying to unscramble the egg to put ourselves ;in 

a position whe~e we wouldn~t lose that bet. But whors 
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to s~y that energy prices don~t rise again and then 

we' r.e back criticizing the power com!Jal)y because they 

didn't those long-term contracts in place. Through 

you, Mr. President, Sen~tor Fonfara, is that a risk? 

THE CHAIR: 

s·enator· :Fonfara. 

SENATOR FON.FARA: 

Through you~ Mr; President. No question 1;hat you 

· .. introdUce m:ore ··risk, but more opportunl. ty th~ough this 

.approach and just .about everyone who spends any time 

~n.this fi~ldi and Irm no~ talk being legislators. 

We.' re lay people compared to -- even members: of the 

Energy Committee. are lay people compared to the fotks 

who ·qo this every day and are. trained in it and make 

their living at it, but most people, if. not everyone 

who. spends time i~ this, will, say that over the lon9 

haui; t"he closer you·can get to the market price, the 

bet·t.er you are and that consumers of that are better 

off. Thr·ough you. 

rfiE C}:{AIR: 

Sena.~or R.oraback,. 

SENATOR RORABACK: 

Th~nk yoti, Mr. President. I guess particularly 

in a deregulated environment whe~e consumers are being 
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invited to purchase their pbwer from other sources, 

I'm not. convinced the government playing a greater 

:role in l.ong-ter.m power purchasing. is the right way to 

go .. And as·r said, I like the solar provisions of 

this bill, if we w.ere voting· on them s·ta.nding alone. 

They would· h~ve ... my vote, but because of the ·otbe.r 

sections of the·bill, ·r can't. support it. It hurts me 

to say that beca·use I know how hard Senator Fonfara 

has worked and I than~ bim for his work and I thank 

him for. his answers. 

Thank you_ Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you,. sir. Will you remark further on 

.. .Senate A? W.i:ll you remark further. on Senate A? If. 

not -- Senator Fonfa.r·a. 

SENATOR FON.FAAA: 

I. don·· t know. if I had asked for a roll call vote 

THE .CHAIR: 

I had asked for it. I think they said you did. 

SF;NATOR FONFARA: 

Thank you. 

THE CHAIR: 

If not, Mr. Cler'k, please call for a roll call 
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vote. The machine 'will be opeh. Piease keep the door 

clear. Please in the £rant, so people can come in and 

vote. 

THE CLEBK:. 

. -An .immediate roll call vote has been ordered in 

the Senate. Will a,ll Senators please return to the. 

chamber. ·An immediate ·roll call vote h~s. been ordered 

i~the Senate.· Will.ali Senators please return to the 

chamber-.. 

THE CHAIR: 

Have al~ Senators ~oted? Have all Senators 

vot·ed?. If all. Senators. have. vot.ed, ple.as.e. chec.k your 

vote. 'The· machine. will ·be locked. The Clerk will 

call the tally. 

THE CLERK:, 

Motion. is. on adoption of .Senate Amendment 

Schedule "A." 

Total number voting 33 

Necessary for Adoption 17 

Thos·e voting Yea 20 

Those voting Nay 13 

Those absent· and not voting 3 

THE CHAIR: 

Senate "A" passes~ 
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Will you remark further on Senate Bill 493? Will 

you rem~r~ further on Senate Bill -- Senator Witkos. 

SENATOR WITKOS: 

T~ank you, Mr. President. 

While the d~bate focused on several, several 

different pieces of mate·rial, I wanted to go back 

before t call my amendment and just clarify three 

thing_s that. I· heard that I believe needed 

clarification. 

When the con:versat.ion between the two Senators 

r~gardin·g t~e CMEEC, the municipal. authority, where 

the. exampl~. was. given, a-ren·' t. their rates at least 

15 percent lower than tbe ones that we're current 

ex~eriencing, and that if we pass now the bill that 

We I 11 experience the· Same • 

:M·r. President that is not comparing 

apples-to-apples, L went ~nd did a little research and 

come· to find out, the reason why the CMEEC. is enjoying 

those· rates that they curre.ntly do is because they are 

operating under old contracts prior to the 

deregulation. So no wonde·r. They have contracts .from 

20 years ago that they'r~ operating under. That's why 

it's cheaper. Let.' s not p.ut out false. information so 

people have unrealj~ed expectations as to what will 
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The study of the ISO -will cost r-atepayers 

appro~imately $3 million. That'~ the average cost of 

doing the study on the ISO by the DPUC, borne by 

~atepayers. And I. was. surprised upon reading a Li, ttle 

bit closer in·. the bill and because of previous bills· 

that we. deba·ted here in the chamber, that in the code 

of conduct ·piece there's. a provision that says if 

someone was ever arrested and convicted on a theft 

charge, pick pock~ting, shop lifting,. they can never 

work under that. indust·ry, according to those 

guidelines. Hopefully we can come· ba.ck and fix that 

because ·I would hate to see. somebody that made a 

mistake in their teen years and in their adult life 

become an ·expert in this fieid and not be allowed to 

work because we passed. a law that says if. you were 

convict the of shop lift~ng, you're.excluded .. 

And the other provision I ~ould like to say is 

while we're ramping up the bill to procl,lre all this 

solar energy, we should slow it down. Because the 

price of making the ~olar energy is going to come 

down. Right now, when new products come on the 

~arket, as consumers we say, well let me wait. 

Because as soon as it comes on the ma.rket, it's going 
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• to be really expensive. I'll wait unti1 the price 

comes down. The more people start buying ;it, the 

prices will drop accordingly. And t~at' s what I •·m 

asking that we should do on the solar side. Buy some, 

but not buy_it ali right away. As the price. drops 

down, we' 11 get more fo·r our money. 

· And I .will~ Mr. President, state.to you that I 

~elieve the·: underlying bill can be made better with a 

:few adjustment·s and I '.m going. to be addressing those 

adjustments· in an amendment that I'm about to call. 

But T want to saY. thank you to Senat·or Fonfara for 

working with me, being my mentor over the past two 

years on the Energy and Technology Committee. He's 

_been a _great teacher for. such a very, very comp1ex 

s·ubj ect matter, and it takes patience, especially when 

·you're dealing with me and taking me through th.e baby 

steps on le~rning this proced.ure and he's done a 

yeoman's job. We spoke after 10:00 every night, 

Friday, Saturday and Sunday, trying to hammer out an 

agreement that everybody we thought could agree to. 

With :that, M·r. President, ·the Clerk has in his 

possession LCO 5573. I ask that it be called and I be 

allowed to summarize. 

~- THE CHAIR: 
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LCO 5573, which will be designated Senate 

Amendinent Schedule "B." It's offer.ed by Senator 

Witkos of the 8th District. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Wi t.kos. 

SENATOR WITKOS: 

Thank you, Mr. President. I move. ado·ption. 

THE CHAIR: 

Motion on adopt.ion and ·summarizat:ion. Seeing no 

objection, please proceed, ~ir.· 

SENATOR WITKOS: 

Thank you, Mr. President . 

. - Lad-ies and g.entlemen, there are ~orne excel.len.t,. 

excellent. components of the underlying bill. -This is 

a strike-all amendment and this amendment retains 

those excellent. portions in the underlying bill, but 

removes the· very costly ones and the ones that .don't 

make any sense. 

Tbe first part of the debate focused on breaking 

tip the DPUC and forming two separate divisions and 

then creating a working group to ba~k fill it. This 

amendment says we're going to create ·a working group. 
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the same ?eople that are contained in the underlying 

bill, and then they're gain~ to report back and say 

how do ·w.e structure the. CETA authority.· Because I'm a 

strong believer that. if we can move everybody· into one 

house, we may reduce the cost. But let's p.ut the 

horse before the cart, the ~ay it. shoUld be. The 

working group will come together. ·They will report by 
.. 

January 1 bf this year. 

We're not .asking. for a long time out.. January 1 

of this year. They're going to report back to the 

Legislature with.any recomrn~ndations for either 

regulations or legislative changes that must be met . 

And in that analysis by the working group, they will 

determine the ·types of employees, the ~iumber. of 

employees, where it should be. located, the. roles of 

the agencies. It'~ built in and I think we can study 

the. New Yor'k, the. NYSERDA that I spoke of ea-rlier, at 

n6 cost to ourselves. We need to reach out to other 

agencies. Do the fact finding. That's what the 

section 1 of this bill does -- of. the. amendment. 

Section 2 provides the low-income rate that th_e 

original bill does. For the folks that just cannot 

pay their bills, let's help them out. We may not have 

as.many shutoffs if there was a rate people could 
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afford. And·this is no new dollars. No now ratepayer 

dollars. What ·the amendment does, it says it· creates 

another :program and ailows the DPUG Commissioner to 

examine the programs and possibly terminate. some 

programs tha-t don't make. any sense. -But this is one 

program that if -yo_u don't ineet the 60. percent of a 

median income, you can ·get a special rate for your 

elect.ric bill. • 

I ~gre~ that.w~ sho~ld allow the utilities to 

procure:· or mariag~ 15 percent of their. portfoll.o. 

B.ecause they. may be able to. buy electricity. at a. 

better· rate. than going out on the wholesale market . 

There's a section in the bill. that allows for 

combined heating power and furnaces, for an incentive. 

To replace inefficient gas btirners or- oil £urnaces and 

to make it affordable. to folks so. they can do it. 

Because these are major purchases and maybe. that's the 

reason why people can't do this in their homes or in 

their businesses. Wouldn't it be great if. you could 

·replace the furnace in your home or business and keep 

paying the same amount of money that you do every 

month, but you're make it up because. of. the efficiency 

in that unit we aLl benefit from that. That's what's 

in this amendment . 
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This amendment allows fot condominium 

associations to apply jor their pu6lic buildings~ for 

their club houses, their common .areas, to purchas~ 

green energy_, solar initiatives out. of the clean 

energy fund. · it makes them eligible~ 

This amendment provid.es an ea-rma-rk of $5 million 

out of the clean energy fund £or fuel cells~ We 

believe Connecticut is the fuel eel~ capital of the 

world. Designed and manufactured right .. here. What a 

way to promote -~ business in our state. 

The amendment ·also pr.ovides for a time. ·of use 

meter·s and. a time of use option. It. makes the 

utilities notify their customers of that. And people 

might. say, what is a time of use meter? Wl').at is a 

time. of use option'? The utility company. will 

designate a minimum of a four-hour period 9.f which the 

price of electricity will be higher than normal. But 

for the other remaining 20 hours·_; it wili ·be cheaper-. 

So if you know you're going to be out of your house in 

the 'middle of the day, sa:y if they set. the. 'hours of 

1~00 p.m. to 4~00 p.m. -- 1:00 p.m. to 5:0G p.m., you 

don't tqrn your air conditioning on. You don't turn 

your TVs on. You keep your dryer, all the big, big 

energy users. You get in that habit and then you can 
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save overall your electric rates. That's ·what's in 

this amendment. 

There's alsa the same ~anguage in. the underlying 

bill.of reducinq energy costs by 15 percent .. And I 

think that's a laudable go~l, and it's a goaL that we 

·will meet. .As. I stated earlier, we alre~dy have that 

through the .utili t~es ·pu·rchasf:ng the power over the 

next two years~ 10 percent each. year~ We've already 

met, the. goal. 

And lastl.y, i'n thi.s amendment, it provides for a 

3 percent d~$ignation out of the clean ~nergy fund for 

distre~sed municipalities. It gives a little extra to 

the distressed municipa_li ties a:nd the under served 

communi tie·s, so they can becom,e partners 'VIi th the 

efficiency that we're still t~ying to prontote, in the 

State of Cbnnecticut. 

And Mr·. Pr~sident, I would ask· ·the chamber's 

.adoption. What I've removed out of ·this, ·I've removed 

the biggest piece, which was the t2.0 billion goal set 

forth in the renewable energy portion. But this 

amendment does provide $30 million of new money for 

class orte renew~ble solar. I think we have a growing 

industry here in Connecticut. As a matter of £act I 

met with a ·company and they showed me a picture of 
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their company picnic from three years ago. There were 

12 people standing around- in a small circle. Two 
.. 

years later, he showed me a picture. of his company at 

their company picnic, and they had close. to 45 

• 
merriber·s. I mean, how great it t·hat .• We're ·providing 

· ·' jobs in.the State of Connecticut. But we need to do 

so at a ~espon~ible rate. 

' I This_ amenc;lment pro-vides an additional $30 million 

for· the solar industry. And Mr. P~esident, I hope 

that we_ can pass. this amendment and send it 

downsta~rs, h~ve. it pass there and be signed into law 

by the.- governo:r:. Thank you. I urge adoption . 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

Will you remark £Urther? 

Senat_or Meyer. 

SENATOR MEYER: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Through you to Senator. Fonfara, if ,I might .. 

Senator, through you, Mr. President, we~ve just been 

inf_ormed that the governor, governor RELL has proposed 

to meet our budget deficit. To meet it in part by 

hitting the energy conversation and efficiency fund . 

That fund has total annual· income of about 
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$82 million, and she has proposed to use :3"5 percent of 

that for·debt service on certain economic recovery 

revenue bonds. That's a hit actually of about 

$29 million. And my questi~n through the president to 

.. . . •. you, is: do you kriow if we do t"his, wnat eff·ect it will 

have on the energy· bill? 

THE CHAIR:-

Sen_a,tor Meyer,· we • re talking to Senate Amendment 

"B." You're asking about the bill. 

SENATOR, MEYER: 

Oh, I'm sorry. 

THE CHAIR: 

That's quite all right, sir. 

SENATOR-MEYER: 

I apologize. 

THE CHAIR: 

Oh,. that's quite all right. 

SENATOR MEYER: 

We've been in a caucus and I didn't know that. 

THE CHAIR: 

I understand. It happens. 

SENATOR MEYER:· 

Okay. I'll. come back to that, if I might, at the 

appropriate time. 
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Okay. Y~s,. sir. Will you remark further on 

Senate "B?" 

Senator Bonfara,. I think you were going to stand. 

Thank you .. 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, r very, very reluctantly rise to 

oppose the amendment. My fr.iend. Senator Witkos and I 

bave worked as he said very closely together on this 

legislation and he. and I share many, many, many 

similar thoughts and :beliefs about what needs to ·be 

done .re9-arding. energy in this state. And they're 

:reflecte9 bot)'l in the underlyi_ng amendment that has 

now been adopted and in the amendment currently. before 

us. 

And r kno~ that h~s intentions a~e sincere in 

offering this amendment. He could have. ap~roached me 

over the last couple of days with an amendment wi.th 

far ~ess, but he did not and I am grateful to him for .. 

that. And for his well intended considerations. Not 

only in our conversations, but in terms of what is 

reflected in: this amendment be·fore us right now . 

I'll simply say that I would ask for the chamber 
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to not accept the amendment because it does not 

contain three areas I believe are important that we 

.move forward with. One., that it .does not. have a 

residential solar component. And by the way, that 

would not r.equire any addi tiona! funds on .·the part. of 

rate payers because it does earmark funds cur·rent1y 

within the Clean ener"gy fund. 

Secondly, it does not have. the appliance 

· ·;. · st~ndards that. we. spoke about earli·er. and lastly, it 

does. not have. the direction regarding the 

reorganization_of the DPUC. And sb for those 

purposes, I would ask tha.t the amendment be defeated • 

Thank you, Mr. President~ 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

Will you remark further on Senate "B?·~· Will y_ou 

, . remark furt-her on Senate about? 

s·enator Debice·lla. 

SENATOR DEBICELLA: 

1 thank you~ Mr. Pres~dent. Mr. President, first 

my -hat's off to Senator Fonfara and Senator Witkos for 

.sustaiping themselves through this very~ very long but 

important· debate • 

Mr. President, I r.ise in favor of this amendment 

003506 

. I 



•• 

-.• 

jp/mb/gt?r 
SENATE 

321 
. May 4, 2010 

an,d I ris:e in favor of it because it. t.akes a bill ·that 

would otherwise increase government bureau.cra.cy and 

increase. energy costs and replace it by k~eping some 

of the good parts· of the bill and adding others to one 

that ~ill set us in the right direction to lower 

energy costs. 

Mr. President, if you look at the good parts of 

the underlying bill, that t-his amendment keeps., Senator 

Witkos. talked about them. They are things. that help 

the poor with their energy costs. Thin9s. that help 

move us in the direction of env.ironmentally friendly 

,: . alternative. energy, whe.ther there are things .like fuel 

cells. or. $30 million to help incent the adoption of, 

s.olar .Power. Meters t·o actually help folks reduce 

unnecessary demand. Something that everyone would 

agree. would actually help us lower the cost of en.ergy. 

But to Senator Fonfara's .Point, this does remove 

some things from the underlying bill. And in my 

opinion, Senator Fonfara had three that he did not 

like were removed. I actually have three that I do 

like that were _removed. 

One is -""" the last one Senator Fonfara mentioned, 

which was the ~plitting up of the DPUC and the 

creation, essentially o£ two new government 
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bureaucracies. And Mr. President, I've never seen a 

situation where two bureaucracies somehow work bett-er 

than one bureauc_racy. We. have seen time- and time ·-

agai_n i_n state- government when we create complexity, 

it drives up cost and slows down decision-making .and I 

think that's exactly what this underlying bill would 

do. And it would naturally increase our budget 

defici_t because if you create two. new bureaucracies, 

they're all going to al1 of a sudden n~ed their own 

finance people, they're own HR people, all ~he things 

that drive up costs. 

Secondly, ·what this bill eliminates is volatility 

in energy prices in favor of stability. Ea-rlier --

excuse me, earlier in the debate_, Senator Fonfara 

said, yes, there is risk in this underlying bill. 

There is risk and going away from the three-year 

purchasing agreements and toward the spot market. And 

Mr. President, anytime you're going to the spot 

market, you might do better, you might do worse. 

We're increasing volatility and what we've seen in the 

market in the last couple of years with dramatic 

swings in oil prices and energy prices, is tbat 

businesses and ·residential consumers are going to see 

a lot more variability in their costs under th~s bill. 
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Finally, Mr. Pr~sident, I actually think that the 

underlying bill . .hurts competition and consumer choice 

in a way that this. amendment doesn't·, by removing some 

of th.e hindrances to it. Things like bilateral 

agreement that. actually cut out the small guys, that. 

actually don't allow the consumer to have as much 

choice in _the. marke·t. This impacts actually 

bus.inesses .much more than residential.. -Re·sidential-

customers: are. mostly on UI and CLMP.- But our -business 

community. Uses. alternative energy providers. all the 

time. I've heard statistics upwards of 80 or 

90 percent. of. businesses are actually using 

alternative energy providers. Don't know if it's that 

high., but. it' s def·ini tely much higher than 

:r;-esidential. 

And Mr. Pres·ident, al1 in all, we have to look at 

th~ fundamental is~ue that's facing us with energy. 

The fundamental issue is one of· supply and demand. 

What this amendment does is it·_ attempts .to decrease 

unnecessary demand while trying t·o increase supply. 

And there's a lot more that. needs to be done tbat we 

can't do in this chamber and that we ca·n' t, do in this 

amendment. We need to do things on the federal- level 

to actually irtcrease ou~ supply of energy, whether it 
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is through alternative eherQy or more traditional 

sources of energy to acttially help dur environment and 

get o:ff of foreign ol.l. Greater supply will equal 

lower prices. 

So Mr. President, I believe- the amendment before 

us t·o~ay. is. not a., panacea, and I don't. think Senator 

Witkos would say.it's a panacea. But it is a step in 

the right direction, whereas the underlying bill will 

·. . take us in ·the direction of reregulation and in the 

direct.ion of more bureaucracy .arid higher ·rates .. 

I enc.ourage .. adoption of the. amendment. Thank 

you, Mr. Pres.ident. 

THE Ct:IAIR: 

Thank you, sir. Will ·you remark? Senator 

Fonfara. 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

.Mr.. Pres"ident, when the vote is made, I would ask 

that it be done by roll call, please .. 

THE CHAIR: 

A roll call will be ordered. Senator ~cKinney. 

SENATOR McKINNEY~ 

Thank. you, Mr. President. For a second the·re, we· 

had them ·outnumbered . 

THE CHAIR: 
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Circle the waQons. There you go. 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

Well, while they're. having food in your caucus 

room Senator Fonf'ara, you've saved the day. Mr. 

Pre.sident, I rise in support of. the amendment. and I 

don't thin-k I can say what the amendment does better 

than what Senator Witkos has said. I first wanted to 

start my comments with complimenting Senator Witkos. 

He made-mention that.- this was his first term on the 

Energy Committee and I think it's evident that he and 

Sena-tor Fonfara have a have good working relationship. 

These are -some of the more complex issue, not. 

only that we deal with as legislators, but that we 

deal. with as a society. I dare say, we_ don't only 

hear from our constituents, but I hear from my own 

family members as to why. are electric bills. are s.o 

high. Why when prices are coming down, their bills 

are still·going up~ How do you explain this, as 

Senator Roraback so eloqt,Iently said, you know, you can 

see the gas stations literally raising the prices by 

~he hour, but when the price of oil comes down, 

they're not so quick to get out and. lower the prices. 

So peopl~ are frustrated. They're angry. Small 

bUsinesses across the Stat~ of Connecticut struggle 
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wi.th the .extraordinary· cost-s of energy and I think 

Senator Witkos. in his first term as ranking member of 

this important committee has done an extraordina-ry job 

and his speech earlier today was one of the best that 

I've heard in this Senate in some time. 

~r. President, I think the message and the key to 

this amendment is two-fold,. One, let's· not. go too ·_ 

fast. When we're talking about investing in.sola~, 

that's a good program, but let's not go too far .. The 

other me-ssage. :is. that. we can 1 t change. e:ver.ything all 

at once~ and when you think about the potential 

un~nown co~sequences of one huge power authority, and 

what ·may occur should the underlying bill pass, I 

think the better course of action, the wiser course of 

action is to pass this amendment. Obviously, many of 

the underlying pieces are identicaL or very similar to 

i~portant underlying pieces in the bill as amended by 

s·enator Fonfara. But this is one of taking and making· 

progress one step at. a time. Not jumping into a who.l.e 

new unchartered vorld that could and in ~y opinion) 

~ould end up ~n higher electric rates for the people 

of' the State of Connecticut. _ 

So I would urge adoption of this amendment. 

Thank you. 
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Will you remark further on Senate "B?~ Will you 

remark further on Senate "B?" 

If not, Mr. Clerk~ please call for a voice vote 

no, I'm ~idding r_oll c~ll vote.· ·The machine 

w i 11 be c;>pened .. 

THE CLERK: 

Irnrnedia·te. roll call has been ordered in the 

Senate. Will all Senator·s ple.ase return to the 

chamber. Need roll call bas 'been ordered in the 

Senate. .Will all S.enators please return t.o the 

chamber. 

THE CHAIR: 

Have ~11 Senators voted? Have all Sen•tor~ 

voted? If all Senators. have voted, please check ,your 

vote. The machine. will be locked. The Cilerk will 

call the tally. 

THE CLERK: 

Motion is on .a.doption of Senate .Amendment 

Schedule "B." 

Total number voting 33 

~ecessary for Adoption 17 

Those voting Yea '1~ 
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Thbse absent and.~ot voting 3 

THE CHAIR: 

Amendment '!B". fails. 
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Will you remark further on ·senate. Bill 493? 

Senator Meyer. 

SENATOR MEYER: 

·Thank you, Mr. President. I think this is a 

little more timel~ .. 

THE CHAIR: 

A~tual~yj I ean play the tapa back.if you would 

like . 

SENATOR MEYER: 

Thank you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Go ah~ad, sir. 

SENATOR MEYER: 

. Through you, Mr. President, to Sena·tor Fonfara. 

Senator, therefs a budget proposal that would take in 

round figures $29 million £rom the energy conversation 

and .efficiency fund and ·use it f:or the. payment of the 

principal. and interest on revenue ;bonds. The same 

proposal also would seek. to generate income from a new 

loan fund called the green connecticut loan fund, 
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whic_h has current income. of annual income of 

$18 mLllibn. _And I know I'm throwing you a curve ball 

in asking you this_question, but we're going to --

w.e' re ·being asked to. vote on this budget tomo:J;row. 

And do you have an opinion .as ·to, through you Mr. 

President. Do.es the good Senator have an opinion as 

to whethe.r or not the. taking- of these funds. would 

affect t~e energy bill that's before· us tonight? 

THE: CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara • 

. SENATOR FONFARA:. 

Through you, Mr. President. I do not have an 

opinion. Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

.Senator Meyer. That' .s .it, ok_ay. 

SENATOR MEYER: 

Senator, you dl.dri't have an opinion? I didn't 

'hear the words. 

·THE CHAIR: 

I believe, sir, he said he did not. 

SENATOR MEYER:. 

Okay, thank you, ·Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

You're welcome. 
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Will you remark furth,er on Senat.e Bill. 493? 

Senator McLachlan. 

SENATOB. McLACHLAN.: 

"Thank you, M·r. Pr~sident. I rise ·this evening 

for the purpose_of an amendment. 

,, THE CHAIR~ 

.Please proceed, sir. 

SENATOR McLACHLAN: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

T})e Clerk should have LCO Number 516.5. I ask 

that he cal-l the. amendffient and grant. :me ,leave to 

summarize . 

· TH.E CHAIR: 

·Mr. Clerk .. 

THE CLERK: 

LCO 5165,-. ·which· will be .designated as Senate. 

Amendment. Schedule. "C;' and it's offered by Senator 

-McLachlan of the 24th District. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McLac})lan. 

SENATOR McLACHLAN: 

Thank you, Mr. President. This amendment 

THE CHAIR·: 

Excuse me, Senator McLachlan~ Do you move 
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Sorry. Thank you. I move this amendment. 

THE CHAIR: 

There is a 'motion on ·the floor for adoption and 

.summarization. Seeing no objection, pleas·e proceed, 

.sir . 

. SEN:A'l'OR McLACHLAN: ... 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

This amendment shifts our conversation this 

evening a bit. ·about. the utiii ty business and the. 

interaction of state government with Connecticut 

residents. I'd like to summarize briefly what the 

amendment does. as it. relates· to approval of cell 

towers in the State· of· Conne.cticut. 

Currently, cell towers are approved solely by the 

:siting· Council. of Connecticut. And a simple majority 

allows for the. placement of a cell tower following an 

application process. 

What I'm asking. for with t'his amendment is when 

there is local opposition to particular cell. tower· 

application, when I say in. opposition, I'm saying 

specifically land use board review and opposition. 

That it then would require the Siting Council to have 
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a S\.lpermajority of seven of their nine members voting 

yes to approve the cell tower application. So in 

fact, we just ra·ised the bar.· One little step. rn 

asking for a closer view of an application. Not 

unlike what currently occurs in the land use process 

in the State of Connecticut. For instance in the City 

of ·oanbury where we have a planning commission (l_nd a 

zoning commission. And if the planning commission 

should in some way offer a negative report on a 

proposal, then it requires a supermajority of the 

zoning commis.s-ion to change _a zone on a particular 

property . 

So that's what we're asking you to consider this 

even-ing with this amendment. But I just want to 

briefly, because of the late hour, paint a picture of 

what happened in Danbury. 

A bankrupt church who was essentially looking for 

someone to purchase their property was approached by a 

cell tower developer and signed an agreement for a 

cell to~er site and tower on the property and the 

church. This church, who had struggled for years 

apparently, was challenged trying to stay alive, so to 

speak, and was offered a pretty nice income, rental as 

part of this agreement with the cell tower developer. 
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The pr6blem is that the dhurch.is in the middle of a 

pretty nice . .r.esidential neighborhood. In fact, the 

site where the cell tower ultimately was approved is 

.somewhere around 140 fee·t to a neighbor's. ·swim be 

pool. So the point is that we looked at this as a 

negative intrusion on a neighborhood and felt that we 

should, we meaninq the City of Danburyi:should assist 

the cell tower developer in their application and try 

to find alternate sites. Encourage them to.loQk at 

alternate s'i tes before they. proceed with this 

application. In fact, in my former rqle as chief of 

sta·ff total mayor in the City o·f Danbury, I personally 

scouted, located and presented to cell towe~ developer 

·three possible locations where they may. find 

alternative installation of a cell tower in reasonably 

close proximity to the area in which they were looking 

for coverage. 

Now all of those three sites were not as easy to 

_put together a deal. with- the property owner, but they 

were all identified by an engineer that was hired by-

the City of Danb~ry. Basically~ we were working as a 

cell ·tower developer O'\lrsel ves trying to assis·t the 

cell tower developer in finding_ alternate site·s. 

·Because they_already had a deal, there wa_s no 
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.incentive for them really to aggressively look for 

alternate sit~s~ So we took it upon ourselves ~s the 

administration of the City of Danbury to aggressively 

try to find alternate $ites. 

Ultimately, all of those sites w~re rejected for 

various reasons by the applicant. Not by the Siting 

Council, but by the applicant. Because it's not 

required of the Siting Council to push them·-as hard as 

we were pushing the~ to look at alternate sites. .The 

point being. here is that. because tnere's no ·incentive 

to aggressively look for alternate sites when there is 

neighborhood opposition, it seems to me that we should 

hold the applicant to a higher level of approval. 

Now I underst~nd that there are federal laws 

related it the siting of cell towers that require the 

creation of the, Siting Council. And most p:eople would 

say the Siiing Council is working very well. In fact~ 

the executive director Derrick Phelps is doing a fine 

job and the Chairman of the. Siting Council nas a job I 

would never want because whe.n it comes. to NIMBY in 

politics we all knowr it's a very tough road to hoe. 

They're doing a good job. They're doing the best job 

they can do with what they have. But I think that 

this is an extra tool in the proce·ss that just holds 
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the approval process to a supermajority and asks the 

Siting Council to have s.even of nine yea votes before 

they approve a contested location. 

So this location, and I'll wrap up quickly now, 

this location iq ·D~nbu~y, was ultimately contested by 

the City of Danbury, using city taxpayer funds, 

including· engineers, lawyers, hot counting the.in-kinq 

time. of city employees studying the site, 

participating in .court. ·action. TJ'ie City of .Danbury 

spent. $100, 000 to fig-ht· a cell tower. application. 

Those two folders on my desk· are just. part of the 

docket application related to this case. And thia 

cell to~er applicatio.n was approved. Now I !m no·t a 

scientist. I ':m not an engineer. I'' m a politician and 

I'll grant that. But in this case, I don't think this 

was the right-decision and what r do think is i£ the 

Siting Council feels that this Ls the right decisiou, 

then iet u·s make them have a supermaj-o·ri ty. Cell 

towers Siting Council decisions·are_tough. I 

understand that clear as a bell. I just think that 

this Legislature should take one· small step to honor 

local control, local decision-maker~, local residents 

a little bit more in this process. Because right now, 

I have a whole neighborhood of thousands of residents 
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of the City of Danbury who feel like they were 

~bandoned by the State of Connecticut in·this 

decision. And because·of that, I ask this body to 

seri_ously comdoer and. vote in favor _of this 

amendmE;!nt. 

Thank you~ Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara. 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Thank you~ Mr. President. And Mr-. President, if 

I could ask when. the vote i·s taken if it could be 

taken .by roll. 

THE CHAIR: 

~ roll call *ill. be ordered, sir. 

SENATOR FONFARA: 

Thank you, Mr.~President. 

Mr. President, I again reluctantly rise to oppose 

the . amendment and I do so becaus:e I· have been and 

continue· t!=> be a strong advocate for the autonomy of 

tbe Siting Council, an agency that stands with no peer 

. in this country in terms of ta_king a uni v:ersal look at 

how we site facilities. that on average most people 

don't want in their neighborhood, in their backyard1 

if their town, but we know that if we're going to be 
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-- to .have the. required ability to turn: on our lights 

when we want them and with do, and to be able to call 

someone and have. someone answer on the other end of 

the line, and we do. And almost. every o.ther not just 

creature comfort, but _r-equirement under -- to keep our 

.economy going~ that we need to be able to make these 

decisions ·in hop~fully the most objective.way 

possible. I think mdst of us agree that that's 

difficult to do when we as elected officials are asked 

to do that for a proposal that is effecting. our 

constituents. That's. the beauty .of. the S·iting Council 

that we have. in this state. Anq mo$t of us really 

don't credit it for what it is. And they· have to make 

tough decision$ and they have to make decisiqns that 

when it's in our backyard, we don't like and I 

certainly undersiand the reason why this proposal is 

before us this evening. 

I would ask the chamber to vote it· down because 

we need to continue to have this organization have the 

autonomy .. that it has, but make sure, and I think th.er_e· 

is legislation that is pending before us this year 

that will r.equi-re that. the Siting Council take 

consideration of some_o£ the very issues the Senator 

McLachlan has raised. And I intend.to take seriously 
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his concerns ~hat he has raised this session and here 

tonight so·that there is the balance that is 

necessary .. The balance. that is necessary when the 

Sitii19 Council con·siders .issues that. understandin-g 

what a. neighborhood,. what a community and what a 

·municipality may be. dea.ling with when something is 

suggested to be located in one neighborhood or one 

area versus· ~not her. .I. take· that· certain: very, ·very 

seriously. 

But unfortunately, I Mould ask· that.ve defeat the 

.amendment. Thank you, Mr. President. · 

THE CHAIR: 

· · S.enator R_oraback. 

SENATOR RORABACK: 

Thank you, Mr. Pre~ident. 

I rise in support of the. amendme~t. and I thank 

Senator McLachlan fbr bringing it out. Mr. President, 

Senator Fonfara is .correct. We ask a lo.t of the 

Siting Council. They have. a hard job to do and 

Senator ·McLachlan's amendment doesn't go nearly as far 

as many people would like for it to go. So in terms 

of striking a reasonable balance in restoring a 

respectful relationship between our municipalities and 

the state agency char~ed with siting 
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convinced that a location is an appropriate ~o~ation 

in. a c.ase where a municipality firmly believes that 

it's the wrong location~-

Mr. Pr~side.nt, I. think this amendme·nt is a first 

step in restoring an aJ;>propriate bala:n.Ge and. I support 

it enthusiastically and urge others to do so as well. 

Thank you, Mr~ President. 

THE· CHAIR: 

Senator Frantz. 

SENATOR FRANTZ: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

I stand in favor of Senator M~Lachlan·' s proposed 

amendment. And I will. say this. Thqt some decisions .. 

are. :just .so. difficult tha.t the. suggested change in the· 

number of votes requires for the Siting Council to 

make a final decision on the location of·, for example, 

a cell. tower, is something that could be a great 

value. And there is. a lot of give and ·take in. the 

analysis of these d~fferent proposals, particularly 

when it comes to somethin~J like a cell phone tower 

because of the unknown health effects. We are all 

familiar with the telecommunications act of 1996 which 
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clearly prescribes that you cannot use tha-t as a 

criteria or·set of criteria in making decisions. 

However, there are lots of ~tudies out there that 

would indicate that maybe we should, in £act, take 

that into account. So you can envision situations 

like Senator McLachlan~s situation in his district, 

but you can. a.lso think of some of the -.other ones, s.uch 

as the- ·ones we've had in our district where there· are 

locations that are so ridiculously close, ·these are 

proposed locations, so ridiculously close to a school 

that, in fact, the height of the tower deems that if 

it wer& to fall a certain direction, .it would in fact, 

fall on that property. 

So you have the physical potential danger there. 

Never mind whatever else might be ~urking up ihere. 

Who knows what it is. The fact that the number 

required would seven. In other words-a supermaj'ority 

to make a final decision on the location of a cell 

phone tower near a sensitive area. The fact that it 

rises to that leve.l could in certain circumsta_nces 

make a huge di.ffere:nce. 

~here's no question that the Siting Council 

provides a great deal of value in making these 

decisions when it comes ·to othe·r facilities. .When it 
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comes to cell phone towers, there's tha.t mixed feeling 

in the community. Yes, we. want. our service and we 

want it. to be ubiquitous, but we don~t necessarily 

want that cell phone tower anywhere near us. We've 

had peopl·e suggest in our di·strict that 5, 280 feet, 

one whole mile is the minimum amount that should be 

required betw.een a dwelling and where a tell phone 

tower is located. That's obviously taking it to an 

extr.eme. So net....,net, this amendment to. qte makes sense 

because it's not ·g~oing to- chahg.e .mos·t :decisions that. 

the Siting Co.uncil makes. in its normal course o.f 

bu$iness. However, in those very uriusual cases~ we 

may have one or two of those in pur town, in our 

district right. now ~here. it could make· all the 

difference. It may only move a cell pbone towe;r: 

150 feet. or 150 yards one direction or the other, but 

that could make a great deal. of difference in terms of 

people' s· pea.ce of mind when it comes to health issues 

or other issu·es that he. might have .. 

So I stand .in support of the amendment. and urge 

the circle to vote in f~vor. Than~ you, Mr. 

President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. Will you remark further on 
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Senate Amendment "C?" Will you remark furt'her on 

Senat.e amendment "C?" 

If not, Mr. Clerk, please cal.l" for a roll. call 

vote. The machin.e will. be ·opened. 

THE CLERK: 

Immeqi~te roll call has been ordered in the 

Senate. Will all Senators please return to the 

chamber. 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, please check your vote and the ·Clerk will call 

·the ta1ly .. 

THE .CLERK: 

Motion is on adoption of Senate Amendment 

Schedule •ic." 

Total number voting 34 

Necessary ·for Adoption 18 

Those voting Yea 9 

Those voting Bay 25 

Those absent and not voting' 2 

THE CHAIR: 

The amendment fails. 
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Through .you, a coupl·e of questions fo_r the 

proponent of the bill. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara. Please proceed, sir. 

SENATOR KAN.E: 

Thank you, Mr. President~ 

Earlier when I' asked a series of questions and I 

thin.k_ we had a very gooci dia-logue i_n regard to the· 

·bill, .l never talk~d about the solar piece of this 

piece o·f legislation. And I wquld like to go throu,gh 

that, if I could~ 

·In regards to the sola-r piece that I think a lot 

of it is very gbod. I'd be curious to know who will 

likely take advantage. of those Solar subsidies. 

Th.r::ough you .. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara. 

~-ENATOR FONFARA: 

Through you, Mr. President. 

It is our hope that. it will grow the solar 

industry in Connecticut from one that is £ledgling 
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• : right now, on the brink of leaving ·the state and will 

encourage thos.e _corripanie·s that a·re .here to stay here 

and .encou.ra.ge more companies to deve~op here and come· 

to Connecticut and build this industry~ It is 

anti.cipated that. we· can realize somewhere in the 

neighborhood of between 5,000 and 6,000 dir~ct and 

indirect jobs in the so1ar industry fr.om the 

development of this· program. Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

·; •... 
·:. -~ . '.· ., . ' .. ·. 

Thank you, Mr. P.resident. 

And w~ll the elderly ~nd the people wit~ 

low-incomes be able· to take advantage of .this progra.m? 

Through you., Mr. President, 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fonfara. 

SENATOR. :FONF"'RA: 

Through you, Mr. President. 

Absolutely. Part o:f the b.il1 direct.s 3 p·ercent . 

of the funds from the renewable fund to be directed 

towards underserved ·areas in t·he state. And nothing 

in this program will prohibit those e~tr~preneurs, 

·-·· those solar ~usinesses from pursuing avenues in which 
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seniors senior complexes and low-income housing 

complexes can participate in this program. Through 

you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

Thank ·you, ·Mr. President. I thank Senator 

003531 

Fonfara for his answers. 1 

THE C,.l:iAIR: 

'Than.k yo:u., sir . 

Will you remarj( further on Senate Bill 493, as 

amended by Senate "A?" Will yo:u .. r.emark further? 

If not~ Mr. Clerk, please call for a roll call 

vote~ The machine will be open. 

THE CLERK: 

Immediate rol.l call has been ordered in the 

Senate. Will all Senators please return to the 

chaiYlPer. Immediate ro.ll call has been ordered in the 

Senate. Will all Senators please return to the 

chamber. 

THE CHAIR: 

Have all·Senatbrs voted? Have all Senators 

voted? If all Senators have voted, please check y.our 

vote. The machine·wil.l. be locked. The Clerk will 
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The motion is on passage of Emergency Certified 

Bill 493 as amended by Senate Amendment "Schedule "A." 

Total number voting. 34 

Necessary for Adoption 18 

Those voting Yea 20 

Those voting Nay 14 

.Those. absent ·and not voting 2 

THE CHAIR:-

The bill a.s amended passes. 

Senator Handley . 

SENATOR HANO'LE.Y: 

Thank you, Mr. President. Fqr a point of 

personal privilege. 

THE CHAIR: 

Please proceed, ma'am. 

SENATOR HANDLEY: 

Actually, it' s perhaps. more an announcement. The_ 

four members of the circle. who are retir.ing thi_s year 

have provided some food for the members of the circle 

and for staff and aides who are here. So please go to 

the old judiciary room and have a bite. to eat. 

THE CHAIR: 
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Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

634 
May 4, 201.0 

The motion is for immediate transmittal of all 

items that need further action in· the Senate. Is 

there objection? Is there objection? Hearing none, 

the bills are immediat·ely transmitted. 

Is there any busin~ss qn the Clerk)s desk? 

THE CLERK: 

Mr. Speaker, favorable reports on Senate bills. 

SPEA:KER DONOVAN: 

Representative Olson. 

~EP. OLSON (46th): 

Ye~. Thank ~ou, Mr. Speaker. 

I waive the reading of the bills and as·k that 

they be tabled for the calendar. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Without objection, so ordered. 

Will the Clerk please call Emergency Certified 

Bill Senate Bill 493. 

THE CLERK: 

Senate Bill Number 493, AN ACT REDUCING 

ELECTRICITY COSTS AND PROMOTING RENEWABLE ENERGY, LCO 

Number 4880, int.roduced by Senator Williams and 

Representative Donovan. 
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SPEAKER DONOVAN: 
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Representat~ve Johnston, for what reason do you 

ri:se? 

REP. JOHNSTON (51st): 

Mr. Speaker~ I'm a little upset that 

Representative Cafero's motion didn't c~rry the day. 

But I will be re·c.using myself from voting on this 

matt.er and will be living the Chamber for a possible 

conflict· of interest. 

SPE~KER DONOVAN: 

The Chamber will stand at ease. 

·(Chamber ·at ease.) 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Representativ~ Vickie Nardello~ 

REP. NARDELLO ( a·9th) : 

Thank you~ Mr. Speaker. 

I move passage of the emergency certified bill in 

concurrence with the Senate. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Can we pleas.e. have. order the Chambe.r. I know 

it's late and there's a bat flying around the place, 
.J 

·but I ask that we conduct ourselves in a professional 
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manner. 

Thank you very much. 

REP. 'NARDELLO (89th) : 

Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

,Hold on, ple.ase. 

REP .. NARDELLO (89th): 

636 
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Mr. Speaker,. would you like me to repeat what-! 

' just said? I move passage of the emergency certified 

bill in concurrence with the Senate. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

'The questio.n is. pass.age o:f the emergency 

certifi·eo bill in concurrence with the :Senate. 

Representative Nardella, you may proceed~ 

REP~ NARDELLO (89th): 

Thank yo.u, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. Speaker, the Clerk has an amendm:ent,.Senate 

Amendment "A," LCO 5273. Would the C.ler~k please call 

the amendment and may I be· allo<Ned to summari-ze? 

REP. CAFERO ( 142nd) : 

Mr. Speaker_. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Repres·entative Cafero, for one reason do you 

rise,?-
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Mr .. Speaker, I object to summarization. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

We :have an objection to summarization. 

Represen·tative Merrill. 

REP. MERRILL (54tb): 

Mr. Speaker .. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Representative Merrill, fot what reason do you 

. ? r1.se. 

REP. MERRILL (54th): 

Mr. Speaker,. I make a motion that we suspend our 

rule·s for t'he purpose of taking -·up. the summari-z-ation. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

The motion is t.o suspension of the rules. 

RE·P. CAFERO ( 142rtd) : 

Mr. Speaker .. 

SPEAKER DONOVA_N : 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Point of order. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

What's your point of order, sir? 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 
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Point of order, Mr. Sp_eake-r, I ask that the 

gentlewoman please refer to the r_ule· for which she 

wants suspended. 

SPEAKER DONbVAN: 

The Chamber will stand at ease. 

(Cl)_amber at ease.) 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

The House will please come back to order. 

When we last left there was a question to 

Maj.ority Leader Merrill, questioning the -- what r_ul~ . 

was_ being suspepded :·· 

Representative Merrill. 

REP. MERRILL (54th): 

Yes. Thank you, Mr. Speak~r. 

I would move fo~ suspension of the joint rules, 

of Joint Rule 16 for the specified purpose of allowing 

summarization of the bill;- this bill before us r_ight 

now. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

The que:stion before the Chamber is suspension of 

the rul·es for the reading of the :bill, acc'ording to --

or .in summarization of the bill, according to Rule 16. 
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We wili have --

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Representative Cafero. 

REP·. CAFERO ( 142nd) : 

639 
May 4, 2010 

I'm sorry. Could, she .rea.d the rule that w.as --

could the Majority Le-ader please repeat the rule that 

she's requesting be suspended? . 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Repres·entati ve Merrill. 

REP. MERRILL (.54th) : 

Yes. Through you, Mr. Spe~ker, its rule, Joint 

Rule 16 .. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

We'll now have a roli call. The roll call is to 

have 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Representative Cafero, for what reason do you 

rise. 

REP .. CAFERO ( 142nd) : 

Is this a debatabl·e rnotion? 
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It is not. The motLon is for suspension of the 

rule is non debatable. So the for suspension will 

be vote green. It requires a two thirds vote. To 

oppose the suspension will be red. The machine is now 

open. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, point o.f order. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Representative Cafero, what~s your poin~ of 

order. 

REP. CAFERO ( 142nd) : 

Mr. Speaker, the bill or the suspension of the 

rule, and the ru1~ that the Majority Leader has 

referred to refers to the £irst reading of bills and 

resolutions. This is before us -- is an amendment. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Representative Cafero, you.actually have made a 

s·tatement·. · The.re was no point of order. 

Do you have a quest.ion or a point of order? 

REP·. CAFERO ( 142nd) : 

I believe I did~ I made a point of order, 

Mr. Speaker, that the rule that the Majority Leader 

has referred to in as~ing that it be overruled refers 
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And my objection to summarization was with regard 

to the amendment called by R~pre.sentative Nardella. 

And I don't believe that you ru.led on my ·objection 

prior to th:e· Majority ,Le.ader making ·her motion to 

suspend the rules. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

The Chamber will stand at ease. 

(Chamber at .ease.) 

REP. CAFERO (142nd) : . 

Mr. Spea~er. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd) : 

Mr. Speaker, at this time I will withdraw my 

obj·ection to summarization. 

SP~AKER DONOVAN: 

Representative Cafero., just to ma.ke sure I think 

we do it right, I think Repres·entati,ve Merrill has to 

~ 

withdr.aw her motion to suspend. 

Representative Merrill . 

REP. MERRILL (54th): 
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Mr. Speake:r, yes. I would. withdraw my motion t·o 

suspend. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

.Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO · (142nd): 

Thank you. 

I would withdraw my objection to summarizat;ion, 

Mr. Spea'ker. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN :. 

All right. ~hank you, everybody~ 

'All rightr Representat~ve Merrill 

Representative Nardello 

I believe 

Will the Clerk please call LCO. Number 5 the 

Clerk apparet1tly had called LCO Number 5273. 

Represe·ntative Nardello seeks leave of the Chamber for 

·$ummarizat.ion. Al)y objecti·on to summarization? 

Hear~ng none, R~presentative Nardello, you may proceed 

with .summarization of the amendment. 

REP. NARDELLO .(89th) : 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. Speaker, I'd like to start at this 3:30 in 

the morning by saying· that no major bill is done 

without a great deal of help. And I have a few people 
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If you co'uld -- not eo be technical, but we're 

talking about the summarization ·of. th.e amendment. You 

may remark on the bill afterwards.· 

RE.P. NARDELLO (89th):. 

In that case, not a, problem. Okay. 

Mr. Speaker, Section 1 and 2 establishes the 

Connecticut Energy and Technology Authority as the 

successor to t·he Department .of Public Utility Control 

and creates two divisions within it. 

Section 3 discusses the responsibilities of the 

Connecticqt Energy· and Technology Authority. 

Section 4 creates a working group to develop plans tb 

_implement organizational and structur.al changes in the 

establishment o·f the Energy and Technology Aut.hori ty 

and. the bi vision of Re.search Energy and Technology. 

Section 5, ·our appliq,nce st<;mciards, and it 

updates Connecticut·• s list of energy-efficient 

appliances to include certain consumer electronics~ 

TVs, DVD players and compact audio players. 

Section 6 changes the way that we define class 

III resources in terms of combined. hea.t and power, and 

whq,t it does is it gives it a .seasonal consideration 
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in terms of its 50 percent efficiency. 

· Section 7 is the ene'rgy conservation and 

management board and it must be -- report annually to 

the Energy an.d Technology and E"n:vi·ronment Committees 

on its electric conservatipn programs and the report 

must include documentation of reduction in cost for 

ratepayers through existing systems~ which is a 

change. 

Section 8 is the Clean Energy Fund Board, and it 

repo.rts .annually to the DPUC on ·the. fund's activities 

and the bill requires that the report discuss the 

condominium program established in .. Section 29 of this: 

bU:l. -· 
Section 9 is the law that requires electric 

companies to devel.op an integrated resource plan that 

meets customers' needs through savings from 

cdnservation of electric generation. The goal is to 

reduce costs and increase option..s for doing so. And 

this bill specifically requires the plan to reduce 

electric costs and provide options for doing so. 

Section 10 requires the current IRP to indicate 

option.s t·o reduce electric costs by a·t 1east 

15 percent by July 1st of 2012 and maintain that 

reduction for at least five years. 

004889 



• 

• 

I. 
I 

rgd/mb/gbr 
HOUSE OF "REPRESENTATIVES 

645 
May 4, 2010 

Section 11 is a low-income discount and require$ 

the DPUC to conduct a proceeding to create discounts 

for electric customers ~hose household income is up to 

60 pe~cent of the state median income. 

Section 12 is. the property assess·ed clean energy 

section. It allows municipalities to es~ablish a loan 

program for financing sustain~ble energy jmprovements 

qualifying property. 

Section 13 is procurement and the electric 

comp·anies must provide sta"ndard service to small and 

me~ium-aize electric customers who do not choose a 

competitive suppl-ier. :I'he bill requires the DPUC to 

condutt a proceeding every two years to determine 

whether it would. benefit ratepayers to .have .an entity 

other than the electric companies procure pow.er. It 

modifies the rules governing the procurement and among 

other things, e1imi.nate.s the laddering of the 

wholesale contracts. 

Section 14 and 15 are technical in nature. 

Section 1~ modifies the billing information that 

must be provided. when a Supplier chooses to provide 

billing and collection services to customers-. 

Section l7 is regarding retail rulea and it 

imposes rules governing all sal·es and so.li.citation of 
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gene-ration $e.rvices by a supplier, aggregator or i t.s 

agent that are conducted by mail, door-to-door, 

telephone or electronic means. The bill also imposes 

additional requirements on suppliers to confirm that 

the customer has actually ordered the service from 

them. 

Section 18 is time-of-use r~tes. It requires 

supplie~s to offer a time-ot-use rate that reduces 

rates for nonpeak use. 

Section 19 is residential solar incentives. 

Section 20 and 21 is long-term power purchase 

contracts with developers of solar . 

Section 2Z requires th~ DPUC to provide a 

comprehen~i ve solar feasibility survey tor fac.ili ties 

owned and operated by the State. 

Section 23 is a feed-in tariff, which requires 

.electric companies to file .with the DPUC approval for 

a tariff for a large solar-roof connected projects of 

1 megawatt or larger. 

Section 24 requir~s the DPU~, in consultation 

with the C1ean Energy Fund and Energy Efficiency Fund, 

to develop coordinated programs .for solar thermal. 

Section 25 requires the DPUC to increase 

incent-ives availab.le for sol·ar ano solar thermal. 
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progr~ms that have parts built here in ~onnecticut by 

5 percent, and an additional 5 percent if it's in a 

distressed municipality or one wi~h an enterprise 

zone. 

Section 26 creates a funding cap for all the 

solar programs described. It _starts at 4_5 per_c_ent ·of 

the revenues of all e_lectric companies. It goes to 

.75 and ends at 1.0 of those revenaes. 

Section 27 requires the Clean Energy Board to 

e_stablish and administer a pilot for fuel cells in 

stat.e. buildin,gs. 

Section 2.8 requir·e·s the DPUC to order each 

electr_ic company ·--to ,not-ify that its customers -- that 

it has time-of-use meters. 

Section 29 allows the Clean Energy Fund with the 

DPUC to establish a program to provide grants to 

condominium associations. 

Section 30 is the standard service procurement 

plan. 

Section 31 requires the ConnecticiJ,t E·nergy and 

Technology Authority to establish a pilot loan ·program 

to ~rovide financial incentives to electric and gas 

company customers . 

Section 32 and 33 establish funding for a loan 
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program that funds loans for replacement· boilers, gas 

and oil. 

Section 34 is -- requires the teehnology 

authority to require the ECMB to direct 3 percent of 

its funds for energy and conservation to 

municipalities with enterprise zones and the same 

requirement applie~ to 3 percent of the Clean Energy 

Fund. 

Section 35 requires CETA to initiate request for 

propo~als for one bilateral contract for electricity 

that is to reduce rates. 

Section 36, CETA .must revi·ew t·ransmissi.on lines 

and determine whether or not we would be able to buy 

power over a new transmission line that comes into our 

area. 

Section 37 and 38 establishes CETA as an 

executive branch agency. 

Section 39 is an ISO docket, where the DPUC must 

initiate· a proceed~ng to .id~nti,fy the impact on 

Connect·icut ratepayers and New England for the 

wholesale market power of ISO New England and the 

rules that .it uses. 

Section 40 allows municipalities specifically to 

enter into performance-based energy contracts with 
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I move adoption of the amendment, Mr . .Speaker. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

The question is on, the adoption of the amendment. 

Wi1J you remark? Will you remark on ·the 

ar:nendment? 

Representative Nardella. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Thank you, Mr~ Speaker. 

Mr. Speaker I want to begin by saying that no 

major bill- is done witho.ut a great deal of· :help . 

I'd like to first thank the Speaker and I have to 

do that especially b~cause it wa-s the Speaker that put 

together an electric rate working group that met 

through the e·ntire month of January. And without that 

we would not have some of the ideas that you see in 

this bill. 

And Iid also like to thank a few o~her people. 

Richard Kehoe ·from. the Attorney General's Office put 

in hours and hours -and hour_s of work to mC).,ke this bil_l 

what it is today. Joseph Rosenthal from the Office of 

Consumer Counsel also put in hours and hours of work, 

I must say, on their own time. 
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Paul Nunez ~ho is my right-hand man during all of 

this and certainly atte·nded to all of my ·needs, and I. 

have to thank him for that. Melissa Buckley who's 

sitting over there, and is still here at quarter to 

£our in the morning ·from the Senate side, who really 

ha~ done a yoeman's job at getting this through the 

Sefiate along with Leslie O'Brien. 

And last but·not -- weil; not last, excuse me--

Represent·ative Se.an Williams for. his input.. He did 

have input into this bill, some of his ideas are of 

this. 

but las.t, but not least, I'd like to thank my· 

Senate Cochair, Senator John Fonfara. The 

conventional wisdom was that my Senate cochair aftd I 

could never work together, and a lot of people 

believed that. And they believed that energy policy 

would never be done with the two of us chairs~ 

We have very different styles and we have very 

different beliefs, but we spent hours talking and 

getting to know each other. We came to ~nderstand 

what w~s. important to ·each of u_s, and we st.ood strong 

through some intense ~obbying. We le~rned to respect 

each other and I think in politics it is very 

important to .know how to do that. So Mr. Speaker, I 
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thank him from the bottom of my hear·t for all the w·ork 

he has do.ne on this .bill as w·ell. 

Now, wb.y is this bill important? That' ·s what we 

need to talk. about now. The fir.st thing this bill 

does, it does more efficient implementation of 

electric policy by making chan9es at the DPUC. It 

recognizes that we need e*pertise in the areas of 

conservation, renewables, procuremertt of power and 

research. We renamed the Public Utility Control 

Author~ty to the Conn~cticut Energy aqd Technology 

Authority. We divide it into two divisions, one for 

ratemaking and one for electric policy. lhe policy 

divis·ion will have thre.e bureaus: Conservation and 

renew~bles, research and electricity procurement. 

It's one-stop shopping, Mr. Speaker, and it's a 

one point of accountability. We are looking for 

accountability, coordination and evaluation in our 

.electric policymaking. 

This bill also decreases the dem~nd for 

electricity. The bill decreases usage by providing 

incentives tor the replacement of old fu~naces and 

boilers. This bill reduces elect·rici ty usage by 

making it easier for consumers to pay f:or more 

efficient heating oil and natural gas furnaces. this 
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bill makes it ~asier for consumers to invest in 

efficiency by allowing for payments over time on the 

electric bill or the tax bill. 

And this bill creates efficiencies and reduces 

uses for bpy· having TVs that will be required to 

have higher efficiency standards, wh~ch will save most 

people just on the TV portion 18 to 30 dollars per 

year. I didn't know TVs cost that much, but I guess 

they do. 

This bill is about investing and increasing 

renewable energy, and I think I will stop for one 

moment there to just say that with the huge oi1 spill 

that we are dealing with, this becomes mor~ critical -

than ever tnat we.invest in renewable energy so we are 

not held hostage to fossil fuels. 

The bill makes it more affordable for peopie to 

invest in renewable energy by· allowing them to pay for 

it over time. The bill invests in solar, wind, hydro 

arid fuel cells. The bill helps us t.o ·meet our 

renewable portfolio standard. It does it by investing 

in in-state technologies. It's time that we start 

building in state, that we look at renewables and say, 

what do we do here and how do we help peopie he·re in 

Connecticut? 
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If we do not invest in renewables, in a few years 

we will be out of compliance with the renewabl·e 

portfolio stand~rd, and then we'll be subject to 

noncompli·ance payments of 5. 5 cents per kilowatt hour. 

It's millions of dollars. 

So there· is .two go.6d reasons to do this. One, we 

want to invest in state and provide in-state jobs; and 

two, because we want to avoid those payments. 

Thi~ bf..ll is about reducing electric rates. We 

can no longer sustain having the highest electric 

rates in the country. If you look at Connecticut as 

it's compared to other N'ew England states., Connecticut· 

is lO to 14 perceht higher than other New England 

states. 

We are modifying the current plan on resources to 

ask the DPUC to come up with options to reduce rates 

by 15 p.ercent next yea-r and for the next years. And I 

ask the question, and the question I ask is: You 

know~ CL&P has Western Massachusetts· Electric, i't· ha:s 

Pt1b.lic Service New Hampshire, and if you look at their 

rates in those states, they're significantly lower 

than here. Shouldn't we be asking why? 

Shouldn't somebody ~t the DPUC say why is it that 

Connecticut is different than other New England 
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We need to change the ~ay we buy power for 

standard service customers, those of CL&P and UI. 

Today'B conditions are market conditions and they 

demand·flexibility in the buying of power. Our· 

curre.nt system is very proscriptive and oft.en re:sul ts 

i.n higher than necess~ry pric.e·s bec.ause can't respond 

to market changes. And buying power differently can 

reduce rates by an estimated 5 to 10 percent. 

We need to allow cities and towns who invest 

solar_energy, that way they can reduce their upfront 

cost. Solar ar.r·ays operate during peak times, 

reducing our peak demand and lowerinq cost for alt 

customers. 

This bill helps low-income families. and seniors. 

-And the way it does this is that it acknowledges that 

customers that are low income pay a much higher 

portion of their income in electricity costs. We are 

ask·ing the DPUC to develop a low-.income rate that wiil 

lower costs fo.r c:ustomers. 

This bill is about chasing -- cl:langing ISO rule.s. 

ISO New England adopts the rules of our market. 

There's an organization within ISO called NEPOOL, 

which makes the recommendations to ISO and it's made 
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up primarily of generators, transmis~ion owners an.d 

electric companies. Connecticut regulators have no 

vote in this organization. This is an industry-driven 

organization and ii focuses on reliability not on 

~rice. We are subjected to market rules which we must 

follow, but we have rio ability to influence. 

Market rule tli..lmber .1 is a pr.ime example, where 

low-c~ass generators are paid at the highest ma~ket 

clearing price. In :what other industry do you make a 

bid of~ say~ 5 cents, because you think that'$ wbat it 

costs you to produce the product and then you get the 

highest possible pricej if somebody else bids it at 10 

cents you get it anywa:ys·. Our ratepayers are being 

hurt by these administered markets and we must seek 

We are asking the DPUC to examine the effect of 

all these ISO rules and determine their impact on. 

Connecticut elec.trici ty prices and t·hen make . 

. r.ecomni.endations for change. 

The bill also seeks cheaper supplies of 

e1ectrici ty. We are· looking at transmission line 

opportunities. We are looking at long-term contracts 

with existing generators. The bill helps Connecticut 

businesses. Th~ fuel cell business will be more 
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competitive. We are using combined heat and power 

projects to reduce electricity costs for business, and 

we're developing a solar industry i~ Connecticut in a 

sustainable and orderly manner~ The bill protects 

retail ~upply customers~ 

Now, M·r. Speaker, in this wonderful discu-ssion 

that we've had .about alJ of. thi·s, ·orfe of the biggest 

things that my colleagues here in, this room have heard 

~bout is complaints from the retails suppliers. And I 

got this e-~ailed to me1 and on this e-mail there were 

a.number of things that were stated. And I looked 

through it, there was. only one thing that ~was actu:ally 

in the b~ll. the rest of it!was incorrect. 

The bill does not require cre~it checks for new 

consumers. The bill does not require two bills. The 

bill does not increase costs by two cents and it 

doesn't eliminate on-line enrollments. It doesn~t 

have mandated switchiQg fees and doesn't have minimum 

time requirements to stay. But yet, this was. given 

out to many people arid it just give~ you an idea of 

how much we do here to confuse people. And I find 

that problematic~ because I think for colleagues that 

was difficult to have to hear all of those things . 

This bill provides consumer protections for th·ose 
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bUying electricity from alternative suppliers~ It 

requires ~ritten contracts with clear terms. It 

limits termination fees and provides rules for energy 

brokers. And it change& practices for door-to-door 

sales. 

In summary, M·r. Speaker, this bill takes -a major-

step toward a cleaner, more eff,i.cient and more· 

affordable energy future for Connecticut's families, 

businesses and muriicipalities. It increas~s the use 

of solar. wind and f~el cells and other renewable 

energy sources that cut pollUtion and reduce 

dependence on oil and other fo.ssil fueL It crea.t.e.s 

innovative ~inancing p~ograms to help families and 

business invest in energy efficiency and renewable 

technology that cuts costs. 

Long-term financing is going to help each of us 

be able to buy that so.1ar array to .de. that energy 

efficiency that we so need. It creates jobs in the -

21st.century in clean energy. It cuts pollUtion by 

building solar and other in-$tate renewables that will 

produce enough power for 100,000 homes. It 

streamlines Connecticut energy planning by making it 

more-efficient and effective. And it requires that we 

find out why Connecticut has higher rates than other 

004902 



•• 

• 

••• 

rgd/mb/gbr 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

658 
May 4, 2010 

New England .states, and as'k those rates to be brought 

down 15 percent .. 

In su~, it seeks out lohq-term strategies to 

reduce rates and reduce the impact of unfavorable 

markets. 

Mr. Speaker, it has been a very interesting 

process to go through this bill anct t.here' s be·en a 

gr'eat deal of research that has gone into it, and I 

would ask my colleagues to support this bill this 

evening -- or s'hall I say, this morning. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN·: 

Thank you, Representative~ 

Will you care to remark further on the amendment? 

Care to remark further on the amendment? 

Rep·resentative Williams of the 68th district. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And good morning. 

SPEAKER D.ONOVAN: 

G·ood morning, sir. 

REP. WILLI·AM.S (68th): 

As we stand here and sit here at ten of four the 

night .bef.ore; or I guess the morning of the last night 

of this legislati~e session, we're debating a bill 

that's SO-something pages long, and I think, though, 
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thete was some groans throughout this chamber.. It's 

fair to say that that is the reason that 

Representative Cafero oi?jected. to summarization. 

That we have an 86-·page.b.ill, SO-something _page 

bill that's been ploppe~ down in front· of us, that's 

been negotiat.ed behind clos·ed doors, that's had a very 

p9or process from the beginning, that contain~ many 

new concepts in it that did not have a public hearing. 

And that would have substantial ramifieations on our 

electricity prices here in the state of Connecticut. 

In fact, this bill is so big that it's being 

• cal1ed=-_th·e biggest energy bill ih the State of 

Connecticut since deregu~1ation. And, of course, we 

·-
all remember deregulatio.n, even t.hose· of u.s who didn't 

serve here in the Legislature in 1998 when 

deregulation was passed. ·There's a lot of people who 

thi.nk it was a really bad. idea. There's a lot of 

_people who happen to think it was a really good idea. 

But ladies and gentlemen, what's pretty 

universally held is that most .folks who voted on the 
.. 

deregulation bill, didn't know much about what was in 

it. They hadn't read the bill. They didn't really 

understand the concepts. They were told by the chairs 

•• and by the leadership, trust us. This is a good idea. 
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This ·will save consumers money. This will be good for 

businesses. T·rust us. This is good.· And the 

Legislature did that. The Legislature trusted those 

folks and he~e ~e are today~ 

Now whether or not you agree or disagree with 

deregulation and whether or not you think it ~as a 

good or bad idea, I think .it's universally he.ld that 

most people didn't know what was in that bill. And so 

by having the Cler•k read the bill earlier this 

morning, or pot~ntially having the Clerk read the bill 

earlier this morning, at least somebody would have 

read thi.s bill. At least somebody would have 

understood what was in it, because he would have had 

to read eacn and every detail to us here thi,s morning 

before we voted on it. 

So ladies and gentleme~, Representative Nardello 

is a ha:rd-work_ing, a very· diligent chairman here in 

the Connecticut General. Assembly and I can't take 

anything away from her on that. But that doesn't make 

t.his a good bill. And just bec.au~e sne .and Senator 

Fonfara, her Senate cochairman, are getting along now 

after a £ev years of very obvious disagreement, 

doesn't mean we should be go.ing the bill today. Just 

because two people who disagreed for many years are 
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now ag.reeing doesn't mean we should be doing a bill 

here this morning, the biggest bill we've done. since 

1998. 

That means we should be really vetting this bill. 

We shou.ld be really studying· it. We shouid be really 

understanding what it does before we cast a Vote oh 

th"is yea or nay. 

Ladies and gentlemen, we had a session this year 

where we ca.me: into it after .a few years of 

di~agreement. There~s -- everyone knows there's 

phi~osophical disagreements on the energy and 

technology committee. Some. people are pro market . 

·Some people are more pro regulation. I happen to ·be 

more pro market. Representative Nardello happens to 

be more pro regulation, and that's perfe·ctly 

acceptable. 

But that has had a chilling effect on the 

energy and t.echnology commi tt.ee in the iast few years. 

And it's been very obvious to anybody who pays any 

attention. ·to what. goes on here· in this building. 

And so knowing that, we haven't had a major bill 

in this committee since 2007, and prior to that since 

2005. Ne've had no bili in the iast few years. We 

~hould recognize that we s~ould put aside our 
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philosophical differences and figure out a way to get 

something done. Because there has been a lot of good 

proposals in the last few years that this Legislature 

could have adopted and could have be.come ·law had, we 

put· those philosophical differences aside. Bt1t 

instead we saw time and time again, the House bill 

will go up to·the Senate, a Senate ~ill comes down to 

the House lik~ two ships passing in the night. And 

then by the end of the session, lo and behold, we got 

nothing. 

So the beginning of the session, I think we all 

had a really good-fai.th e~f.ort. In fact, t always· 

.tell people that started -at the Connecticut Power and 

Energy Society dinner that's held every year in 

Cromwell, where we spoke to members of the -- or 

people from the industry and Senator Fonfara and 

Representative Nardella and myself all agr·eed we 

should pl).t those. philosophical difference.s aside and 

we should come together and thi$ s.hou1d be the year 

that we finally do a bill. 

And we went into the session and we had public 

hearings.. We negc;:>tiated, we debated, ·we had some good 

b~.lls, we ha:d some bills that we liked, some bills. we 

didn't like, as with any other committee in this 
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But then after our commit t·ee JF dea.dline, 

something went wrong. All of a sudden w.e started 

having negotiations behind closed doors: The 

Republicans were not invited at the beginning, we 

found out about them; we wound up in the negotiations. 

To the credit of the chairs, they eventually allowed 

us into ihe room. Didn~t have the DPUC there. Di~n't 

have the siting council there~ Didn't have many of 

th:e other consumer advocates in the room that should 

'have been there. And so the process that led us to 

today was ___ not good . 

And it culminate~ las~ -- I think it ~as last 

Tuesday, when a 170-page draft was le.ft -- whic.h has 

tr~nsformed into what we see here this evening or 

this morning. 170-page dra-ft that was dropped in the 

Energy and Technology Committee offices for review, 

and attache~ to it was a memo . 

. And that ,memo invited r·eaders of the draft- to 

give comment. It invited. those reqders to give. 

coininent not on the substance of the bill, not on the 

policies that were laid out1 but only on the 

technicalities of the bills· -- of the biil. 

So -- so ·~hat we're saying to the world was, 
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don 1 t come and tell us why we I, re wrong. Don 1 t tell us 

why the policy .is ,pad. Just tell us where we put a 

period in the wrong place, or m_aybe· where we· spelled a 

word wrong. 

So ladies and gentleman, just setting up that 

process and on that process alone, we should take a 

very serious and critical look at this bill before we 

vote ~n it, because God forbid someone makes the same 

mistake that many did in 1998 and regrets the vote 

that they made. 

Mr. Speaker, through you, I have a few questions 

to t'he propon.ent of the amendment . 

SPEAKER DONOVAN·: 

Please proceed, sir. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th)~ 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

And through you to Representative Nardella, 

Section 1 of t'he ahtendment that 1 s before ·us deals. with 

the Change ·from the .existing Department of Pubiic 

Utility Control to what is now going to be called the 

Connecticut and Energy -- Connecticut Energy and 

TechnolOFJY Authority, is that correct? 

Through you. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 
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REP~ NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

Yes. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN': 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, M-r·. Speaker. 
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And what additional roles and responsibilitj..es 

w,ill this n.ew Connecticut Energy and Technology 

Authority have versus what the DPUC curr.ently has. 

under its current structure? 

···· Through you. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Representative Nardella. 

REI?. "NARDE:LLO ('8:9tb) : 

Through-you, Mr. Speaker. 

The Connecticut Energy and Technology Authority 

is the successor to the Public Utility Control 

Authority, which now houses the Department of Public 

Utility Control. So in this new entity it will ha~e 

also a division of pu_blic utility control w.hich will 

not change at all from what it is today. It's a 

ratemaking division. But it will have a new section, 
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a new division that will be a policy making division .. 

And it is going to have conservation and ~enewables, 

it's going to have the procurement of power, and 

research. The·re will be three positions in t:bat area. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Representative Will.iams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank yo~, Mr~ Speaker. 

So through you to Represent,ative Nardello, · is it 

my understanding that there will now'be two arms of 

the VJhat is now ·the DPUC, which is becoming CETA, thC!.t 

of a iegulatory -- one arm being a regulatory body and 

the other ar'm being a policy-:making body? ··· 

Thr.ough you. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

R~p~esentative Nardello. 

REP .. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

That's correct. 

SPEAKE~ DONOVAN: 

R.epre·sentative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (6.8th): 

Thank you, Mr. S~eaker. 

And through you, is there any -- has ·there been 
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any thought given to the fact that the now existing 

regulatory body, which is not necessarily a 

pOlicy-makihg body, we here in the Legislature being 

the policy-ma.king body, that there may· be some 

conflict between the regulatory end of the CETA and 

the new policy making end? 

Through you. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Representati~e Nardella. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

They hav_e different functions . 

S.PEAKER DONOVAN : 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

I'm not sure that that answ~rs the question. The 

question being, is there a conflict b~tween the two 

roles? .Many times a regulatory role conflict;3 w.i th a 

policy making role. 

Through you. 

SPEAKER DON.OVAN: 

Representative Nardella . 

REP. NARDELLO (89th)~ 
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There's no e~pected conflict~ It)s 1 again, they 

serve two different roles • 

. SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker~ 

And through you to Representative Nardella,· who 

would pay for the cost of operation of the new 

Connecticut Energy and Technology Authority? 

Through you. 

SP.EAKER DONOVAN: 

Representative· Nardell.o. 

REP. NARDELLO {89th): 

Through you, ~r. Speaker. 

It is paid through for the assessm:en:ts' o·n the 

companies, as it is paid for now. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Representative W.il.liams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, M~. Speaker. 

And through what charge "is that on our electric 

bills? 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 
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That actually i~n't a charge on your electric 

bills. That is actually an assessment that the 

companie$ pay in on:ier to support the DPUC. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

Does the DPUC, as it currently exists, have an 

executive director1 

Through you. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Representative Nardella. 

REP~ NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Mr. Spea.ke.r. 

Yes, the DPUC does. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

And through you to Representative Nardello, will 

the existing DPUC director continue to retain his 
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responsibility at the. new Connecticut Energy and 

Technology Authority? 

Through you. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Representative Nardello. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Mr~ Speaker. 

Th.ere are two d.i visions. They're separ·ate, and 

we have not c.hanged any of the duties 0):; the personnel 

in the ratemaking division. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

·Representative Williams . 

REP:. WILLIAMS (68th) : 

Thank you, Mr. Speak.er. 

And throu-gh you, who would be in charge of -- who 

would be serving in a similar role of executive 

director at the new -- the new division that is being 

created 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Representative 

REP.. WILLIAMS (68th) : 

-- which does not currently exist? 

.Through you . 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 
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There is no executive director in the 'new 

posit.ion. There ar·e thr·ee bureaus created, 

conservation. qnd renewab1es, electric power 

procurement and research. And as the bill states, the 

only position -- there will only be one position that 

will happen from this vote today, and that is a 

procurement :position, be.cause we need that immediately 

to change our procurement . 

What we did.~n the next section of the bill is we 

creat·ed a working group. And I must say we d.id this 

in response· to the administration's concerns and ·the 

.DPuc·· s concerns. We did listen to you. What you said 

is, we _possibly might have forgot something. That's 

why it's not 183 pages. It's no~ 83 pages~ And I 

thought, you know, that~s very possible. We've tried 

to .be dilig.~nt· here, but somet;.imes people can f"orge·t. 
~ 

And maybe somebody has a better idea. 

So what w.e did is the authority doesn't go into 

effect for one year, except 'for the procurement 

position, an.d then we've assembled a t·ask force of all 

the ag.encies, the ran.king members, and the chairs of 
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the committee, t.o work this out and b.ring it bac.k to 

us so that we can then approve it n~~t year. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Representative Williams. 

"REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Th~nk you, Mr. Speaker .. 
i 

And ·through you to Representative Nardello, you 

stated in your last response that the procurement 

bureau chief is now n~eded. Why is the procurement 

bureau chief needed in o.rder to change our procure --

to have a change in our procurement rules and laws? 

.Through you . 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Representative Na~dello. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th):' 

Through you, .Mr. Speaker. 

His role is going to·be to come up with a, 

procurement plan and work with the utilities on"their 

procurement. . 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS . (68th) : 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker . 

And through you to Representative Nardello, in 
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order to change our procurement laws through, would it 

be fair say that we do not need, we do not absolutely . 

need a. procur·ement bureau chief to be installed at t'he 

Department, at the new CETA? 

·T.hrough you .. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Representative Nardella. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Mr. Speqker. 

We believe th~t this model is the best model for 

getting to rate reduction and to work with the 

utilities to cievelop a plan in order· to do a __ 

procurement ·plan. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WrLLIAMS (68th): 

Thank yo"t:i, Mr. s·pea.ker-. 

And through you, I gue~s just to be clear the 

terms "we·n~ed" and I-- ffwe believ~" are two 

different terms~ So, again, it is not a necessity to 

have a new procurement bureau chief, a new state 

position ~reated in order to carry out these laws. 

Believing is one thing. And I can accept if. 

someone b~lieve.s that we need a new procurement bureau 

004918 



• 

• 

rgd/mb/gbr 
kOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

6"74 
May 4, 2010 

chi~f, but it is not necessary. We do not need this 

person. Am I c:orrect in that asses·sment? 

Through you. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Representative ·william -- I mean, Representative 

Nardella. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Mr'. Speaker. 

That is an opinion that' you are expressing; and 

what we have c·ome to find after our research is that 

·indeed we do nee~ a procuremetit person who will 

ove~see the procu~ement plan and~hat we will get the 

·best results based on that. ·• 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Mr. $peaker. 

And who does that now? 

SPEf\KER DONOVAN: 

Representative Nardella. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 
I 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

The electric utilit~es do the procurement at the 

·current time. 
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Through you to Representative Nardello, could you 

please articulate the process that the u.tili ties go 

through right now in terms of procurement, that you 
I 

believe is -- needs to be improved? What .is it that 

we need? Why do we need to change this? What are 

they not doing rjght now that we need to change; that 

we need to create a new bureau, a new state agency 

essentially within an.agency in order to do this? 

Throu.gh you. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Representative N~rdello. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th) : 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

It's not a new state agency~ It's rather one 

individual who will be res·ponsibl.e for procurement and 

developing the procurement plan. And the reason that 

we followed this· model i~ that we are cha.ngi_ng the way 

we ·procure power. And if we're going to make power 

more .flexible we hav.e several different types of 

contracts, and if what we're going to do is try to 
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assemble a portfolio with very diff·erent types of 

contracts, three-month, six-month, one-year, two-year, 

depending on what -the needs may be, then that. requires 

a little more oversight than the current process that 

we have now which is a different process. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Repres·entati ve Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th) : 

Thank yo~,·Mr. Speaker~ 

And through you to Representative Narde~lo, I 

guess I'm not clear as to why it is that we can't 

continue_to rest the responsibility of procurement 

where it exists_ today without changing and creating ·a 

new'-- what we're saying i$ we're creating a bureau. 

It was .maybe an employee, but we're. creating a bureau, 

right? So I guess I •·m curious as to why we can't do 

that .today under our existing structure? 

Through you. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Representative N:.ardello. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

A·s I sta·ted previously, we believ.e that a 

procurement manager will lead to the best results and 
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lead to lowe.r rates by being able to manage. the 

portfolio, help develop the plan and then report back 

to the agency. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Representati~e Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS ·(68th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

And through you, ·I understand that we believe 

that·. And I understand ·what the new process is. I-'m 

trying to figure out, through you, what it is that 

does not exist.? What actually does not exist in, the 

curr.eht str·ucture tha't we need to -- that -- .for the . 

reason why we'7e contemplating this? 

I understand why we're -- I understand that we're 

doing it, I'm trying to figure out whai specitically 

in our procurement process now is not working. 

Through you. 

SPEAKER :DONOVAN: 

Representative Nardello. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th) : 

Through ~ou, Mr. Speaker. 

Let's start with we have the highest rates in the 

6ountry and I think that's hot working for me. But 

'the second thing that's not ~orking ~s that what we 
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have done is we have proscribed in law a very strict 

procurement process. That's why it's very different. 

I.t _has to be laddere:!d. It has 'to be done in a certain 

matter with certain types of contracts. It has to be 

all in, which means. tha~ we have to b~y -- b~y all of 

the components of electricity t;hat are needed to 

provide our electric power. 

It means that we only have ten people to choose 

·from because we do all in. And so instead of having 

ten people, we're _goin_g to have many more people, and 

w_e' 11 assemble. a portfo1io o.f individual components, 

. and in doing so, we seek to lower electric rates and 

th~re have been other areas where this has been done~ 

As a matter of fact, itrs done by CMEEC in this state 

itself. They came in and talked to us, and they said 

-- and we talked to them for qui t.e some ·time to say, 

how do you get. lower rates? What is it that y_ou do 

differently? An~ this is what they told us. We 

talked t·o also some other people who do power 

procurement and I also talked to a couple of 

consultants. 

So based on that, it is our conclusion that we 

wou.ld ·need to change the way we procure be.cause it 

n~~ds to be more flexible. We are in a market 
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condition. Markets change. And so you want to be 

able to react as quickly as possible~ 

S PEAl<ER DONOVAN :· 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

And through you to Representative Nardella, I 

accept all or at least most of the changes in the way 

that we procure power in terms of the goal o£ reducing 

our energy costs, ·the laddering, changing our 

laddering rule, I think makes sense; .r.eacting to 

market conditions I think makes sense; giving more 

flexibility in the procurement proce~s~ I·think that 

makes sense; creating a situation where there's more 

bidders, I thin'k that makes sense. 

That doesn't answer the question of why do we 

need a·new person, why do we need a ·new state employee 

to do that? Why can't we change -- give all those 

tools, the change~ that ihey need withoui hiring 

s·omebody new or new -- or one or more new employees. 

Riqht nov we're saying there)s one. But why do we 

need to create this new government division to do 

this? Why can't we make all the changes that you 

suggested under the current structure? 
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I will state again, it's not a new government 

division. It's one individual. And we would like 

that person to .have expertise in procuring powe~. And 

we would like that person to be able to oversee this 

·process and make sure that the residents of the State 

of Connecticut are g~tting the best possible price. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

,Repres.entative Williams . 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

'T.hank you, Mr. Speaker. 

An~ through you, do the people who currently 

procure power not have adequate expertise to do what 

they're doing? 

T,hrough you. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Representative Nardello. 

REP .. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Mi. Speaker. 

The current process is very different as we have 

it now versus what we've proposed~ 
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Do the people whq -- through you_, do the people 

who currently procur_e power, if given the new tools 

that are contemplated in this amendment, do those 

people not have the level o·f expertise to carry out· 

the functions that ar~ being reqUired in the -- in the 

amendment? 

Through you . 

. SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Representative Nardella. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th)~ 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

We feel we'd be better served by an .individual 

who has specialty in this area. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th.).: 

Tharik you, Mr. Speaker. 

Through you~ the people who cto thi~ now, do they 

or do they not -- would they or would they not be 

considered specialists or expert in this area.? 
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Representative Nardello. 

REJ?.. NARDELLO (89th)·: 

Through you, Hr. Speaker. 
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Each o.f the :i,ncumbent utilitie$ has someone that 

procures power for them. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Representa.ti ve Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS ( 6~fth) : 

Thank you, M~. Spe·aker. 

I'm not sure that answers my quest~on through . 

Through you, do those· ~eop1~ have the level of 

expertise or do they not. liav.e the lev.el of expertise 

to carry out th~ procurement process if they were 

~iven the· new tools that- are being contemplated in 

this amendment? 

Through you. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Representative Nardello. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

Those individua.ls are employees of the utility 

and that's the biggest change here. 
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I'm sorry, Mr. Speaker. I -- I'm not trying to 
l 

be difficult, but~ don't believe I'm getting an 

answer to my question. My question is: If we gave 
I 

those people the tools that are being contemplated 

herer do we believe they do or do not have the 

expertise to use ·those tools in the best interest of 

ratepayers? 

,Th_rougb. you. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Re.presentati ve N·ardello. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th)~ 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

The process is the procurement individual Will 

. develop a plan and ha~ve the expert-ise and w:ork with 

the utiliiies. That's how the process is going to 

work. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Mr. Speaker, this is not a good way to make 

policy. I'm trying. to get an ans.wer to this quest-ion. 
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Again, the stated reason for why we're going to do 

·this, why we're going to create this new employee at 

CETA, is because we want somebody with the proper 

level of expertise to over~ee the procarement process 

with the ne.w tools that w.e' re going to give them. And 

my question is, the individuals who currently procure 

power, do tney or do they not have the level of 

expertise to procure power if we were to give them 

these new to.ols'? 

I'm not looking for an answer as to what we're 

doing. I know what we're doihg. You explained that. 

I'm asking you, w.ould they ·have the level o·f expertise 

.if we gave· them these new tools? :simple: question. 

Through you. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

We would be .. better served with an individua1 who 

has sp:eci.al expertis.e in this area. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Represen.ta.tive Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, ~r. Speaker. 

Through yo.u to Representa.tiv.e Nardello, how long 

wo.uld it take to draft and post the j·ob specifications 
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for this type of a new job and do the testing and all 

the hiring procedures that are associated with this? 

And especially given our last interaction just now on 

·the floor with regard to the level of expertise that~s 

needeq, ~t sounds like this person is an 

extraordinarily ~are person. Ahd so I'm curious how 

long it would take in brder to do this? 

Through you .. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Repres~ntative ·1.\la.rqelJo. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Throu9h you, Mr. Speaker . 

It would go throu~h the normal hiring process as 

any other employee of the Department of Public Utility 

Control. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

:Representative Williams .. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

And could. this be done could that process be 

completed in the time frame. given the p·roposed dates 

that are in the amendment? 

Through you . 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 
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Representative Nardello .· 

REP. NARDELLO (89th)~ 

~hrough you, Mr. Speaker. 

Yes. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Represe.ntati ve Wi.lliams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
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This seems like a fairly aggressive time 

schedule, and maybe lim incorrect in reading the 

amendment. When is the effectiv.e date of the section 

which would require the individual to be hired? 

Through you. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Representative Nardello. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

If you'll give me one moment to look at the back 

o.f" t·he bill. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, July 1st of 2011. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

· Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Tbank you, Mr. Speaker. 
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So almost one year from today. One year artd a 

few ~onths from today, we will be up and running with 

a ne~ prdcurement bureau chief, assumifig we have 

applicants, qualifie~ applicants, who will now be in 

charge of this new procurement office, or at least in 

char·ge of overse.eing these new procuremen-t -rules, is 

that correct·? 

Through you. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Representative Nardella. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Mr. Speake-r . 

Yes, th~t's the expectation. 

S~EAKER DONOVAN: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

And through you to Representative ·Nardello~ ·the 

.OFA fiscal note suggests that Sections 1 thro1.1gh 3 of 

this bill, I'm assuming because of the section that 

we're talking about right now, will result in · 

significant costs beginning in fiscal yea·r '12 by· 

expanding the administration of the public Utility 

Control through the creation of two of~ices assigned 
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to oyerse.e energy procurement for standard offer in 

t.he impl·ementation of ·several programs. 

Through you to Repre~entative Nardel~o, how much 

would that significan_t. cost be? 

Through ·you. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Representative Nardello. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

~hat can't be answered because we actUally 

haven't _put that in place. Remember, we're going to 

'have a working gro.up who's going t.o -part of putting 

this together, and once they do that then we can 

assess those costs. 

There will be some costs~ w~ just don't know what 

they're going to be~ and I don't expect them to be 

large, because we're not creating a new agency. We 

are creating three bureaus within the department for 

three different function~ with three di£ferent people 

at the current time. 

So again, it -will up t·o th.e working gr_o:up t·o 

decide that, but we don't need a large number of. 

emp-loyees . 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 
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Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
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And through you to Representative Nardello, has 

there been a salary and benefit package contemplat.ed 

for this new very expert individual who will be hired 

• . > 
to oversee procurement for the state of Connecticut? 

Through you. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Representative Nardella. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th)~ 

Through you, Mr. Speaker . 

That will be up to-the hiring people who hire for 

the State and the Department of Public Utility Control 

and their hiring process. 

s·PEAKER DONOVAN: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Than·k you, Mr. Speaker. 

Is it correct that under existing law the 

executive director of the DPUC has the authority 

currently to manage the day-to-day operations of -- of 

the agency, the setting of policie~, allocating 

.resources, entering· contracts, hiring staff, et 
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cetera? 

·Through you. 

SPEA~ER DONOVAN: 

Representative Nardello. 

REP. NAR,DELLO (89th) : 

Through you,. Mr. Speaker. 

Yes, that's correct~ 

SPEAKER·DONOVAN: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Mr. S"peaker. 
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And through you, why wouldn't the current 

executive director then be overseeing or -- and if I'm 

incorrect in reading the bill, reading the amendment 

-- why wouldn't the current executive d!rector be in 

charge of that .func.ti.oli. or those functions for this 

new division? 

Through you. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Representative Nardello~ 

REP. NARDELLO. (~9th): 

Through you, Mr. Sp.ea·ker. 

B.ecause it t·s our belief that we ·were not going 

to change· anything in the raternaking division, and we 
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feel pretty certain that he has enough work in that 

div..ision and doesn't need any more. 

SP,EAKER DONOVAN: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WIL_LIAMS (68th) : 

Thank you, M·r . .Sp·eaker. 

So who would the future employees of this second 

division report to? 

Through you. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

They·• d report to the Commissioners . 

~~·sPEAKER, DONOVAN : 

Re,presentati ve Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

So 'those employees would be managed. on day-to-day 

basis by our commissioners, is that correct? 

Tbrough you. 

SPEAKER .DONOVAN: 

Representative Nardella~ 

REP. NARDE·LLO (89th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker . 

Tbey would report to the C.ommissioners. I don't 
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know that they need to b~ .managed on. a day·-to-day 

basis, but they would report to the commission.ers. 

:SPE:AKER DONOVAN: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Well, Mr .. Speaker, through you,. that'' s a little 

bit confusing then. So there will be employees of the 

second division, who will report directly to 

commissioners, but will not be managed by anyone? 

Through you. 

(Deputy· Speaker Orange in the Chair.) 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nardello. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you Mr. -- tbrough you, Madam Speaker, 

excuse me. 

They are responsible for their own areas, and 

they are going_to be reporting to the commissioners. 

They have an area of responsibility, which, by the 

way, is set out in the bill, so --

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Williams . 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 
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And I understand that they have responsibilities 

that .are in their own areas, but I'm curious as to 

items such as discipline and things like t·hat. Would 

our commissioners be executing thos:e functions under 

this sc~na_rio? 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nardella. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

004938 
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concentration. If the task force decides that they 

need to .have someone· else, that will be up to the t:ask 

force. It is our b~lief that this is all that we 

need. But ultimately, the reorganization will be the 

task force's decision. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORAN:GE: 

Representative ~illiams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

Maybe I -- I hope that Repre·sentativ.e Nardella 

misspoke. Is it that it ultimately will be the tas·k 

force's decision or will it ultimately be the 
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Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nardello. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 
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At 4:25 in the morning, it is the task force 

recommendation, but it will be ultimately our 

decision. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

~nd through you to Repres:entative Nar.delio, why 

is it that· the· execut;i ve director, who currently 

exists in our statute, would not be managing the 

employees of the second division? 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nardello. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

If I recall the conversation 

.DEPUl'Y SPEAKER ORANGE: 

...... 
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Through you, Madam Speaker. I'm so sorry. 

If I recall the conversation correctly, actually 

there was a concern that you expressed about having an 

addit.ional person as well, so at the current time what 

we said was that we would just have the three 

conce:ptrat·ions. S.o we would not have the othe.r 

.individual because that individual is. ·executive 

director of the ratemaking division and I believe he 

has) again~ a workload that he manages. And to manage 

three different bureausf or three.di£ferent 

individuals with three different concentrations, J•· 

think would be more than he can hahdle. 

DEPUTY SPEAKE~ O~NGE: 

Repr~sentative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

And now· through you to Representative Nardello, 

then if. we don't contemplate the executive director 

being the manage~ of these potential new employees and 

if we don't contemplate a second di_rector ma-naging 

these employees and the employees would be reporting 

directly to the .. cotnmi·ssioners, I guess ·the question --
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it begs the question: Woul..d these employees be 

responsible to the chairperson of the new authority or 

would they be responsible to the -- all of the 

coi'I'Irl1issioners? 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nardello . 

. REP·. l'JAB.DELLO (89th_) : 

Throu_gh, you, Madam. Speaker·. 

It would be to the c;::hai·rperson of the commission .. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Williams . 

REP. WILLIAMS ( 68.th) : 

Thank you, M~dam Speaker. 

And does -- j$ there an anticipation as to how 

big the division of research e.nergy and technology may 

be? 

Through you .. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative 'Nardello. 

REl?. NARDELLO "(89th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

The bill actually calls for a study by the 

Connecticut Academy of Sciences to, again, present 
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recommendations as to what should be involved in that 

research division. And again, ·we~ve not hired anybody 

in those areas of conservation and renew~bles. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank yqu, Madam Speake·r. 

And moving on to Section 10, which is the 

procurement section, I believe·, of LCO -- of the new 

LCO that's before u~, it is contemplated tha:t the 

utilities, we're going to give our electric utiLities 

some new tool·s with which to procure electricity here 

in Connecticut, is that correct? 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER, ORANGE.: 

Representative Nardello. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

Yes, that's correct. 

DE.PUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker . 

And .could Representative Nardello outl:lne what 
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DEPUTY SP.EAKER ORANGE: 

Representative ~ardelle. 

RE"P. NA:RDELLO (89th) : 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 
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~he -- we are going to give them more flexible 

procurem~nt powe·rs, so that they can, instead of 

prpcnring as they do now in a very proscribed manner, 

actually be able_to do it more flexibly, to be able to 

react ·t.o ma-rket conditions, and to assemble a 

··- port;. folio . 

DEPUTY SPEAKEB.. ®·:RANGE: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

Does this section contemplate a 15 percent 

reduction in electricity prices? 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE.: 

Representative Nardella. 

REP. NARDELLO (89.th): 

Thro.ugh you, Madam Speaker. 

I w.ill .have to check the correct section. If 
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Through you, Madam Spe.aker. 
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Section '10, which dea.ls, by the way, with 

integrated resource .plan, which is diffenmt than 

procurement, does cont·emplate a 15 percent reduction. 

in. electricity prices, because what we're doing in 

that sect-ion is directing the DPUC to look at options 

for reducing the price by 15 percent. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE;: 

v- Representative Williams .. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

·Thank. you, Madam Speaker. 

So if I '.m an electricity cu·stomer here in 

Connecticut, I'm going to be pretty excited if this 

bill becomes law, beca.u~e the Legislatur·e is saying 

we're going to do our best to get you a 15-percent 

rate .reduction. 

Through you, Madam Speaker, how would that 

happen? 

DEPUTY SPEAKE;B.. OMNGE: 

Representative Nardella. 
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What we have found is that Connecticut is 10 to 

15 percent higher than all the other New England 

states. An:d while we u·nderstand that we are never 

go.ing to have ele.c.tric. r.ate.s as Georgia has or some of 

the other states, we do beg the question of ~hy are w~ 

so much higher than the other New England states. 

So we ~icked the 15 percent n~mber becaus~ we 

believe it's reasonable to assume that if we change 

certain things, we should be able to get on a par with 

the othez New England states . 

Now clearly w·e do not have the expertH;e_ to do 

that study here. So therefore, we've directed the 

DPUC to come up with options for reducing rates by 15 

percent. They will actually have to do some analysis. 

And that's wha·t we're doing here, information 

gathering analysis and getting Us to a 15-percent 

reduction. It's not unreasonable in light of what the 

other New England states~ electric rates are. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 
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And through you to Representative Nard_ello, you 

know, l know of few people who spend as much time, 

effort and energy in the field of electricity and 

trying to reduce rates as you do Representative 

Nardello, so I know how much time you spend, or I 

think I know how much time you spend reviewing 

testimony, talking to people and going to meetings, et. 

cetera. 

So I know .for a fact that there's been a lot. of . ' 

options laid at your doors.tep for how we can 

potentially reduce electricity rat·.es here in 

Connecticut because many times those same options have 

been laid at my doorstep as well~ 

So I guess what I'm curious about is, we're 

talking about we think we can get to a 15 percent rate 

reduction. The Legislature believes we can get there, 

so how is it that we don't have some of those options? 

Or do we have some of those options in this section? 

And if we don't, why hasn't the Legislature adopted 

some of those options in recent years? 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nardello . 

REP. NARDELLO (89th); 
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I don't know of any study that the DPUC did to 

make a recommendation to the Legislat·ure as to how to 

reduce rates. This is ~hat we're asking here. We're 

asking them tb study, to look at this and make a 

recommendation so that we can imp1ement it . 

.DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE; 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS ( 68.th) : 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

Through ypu ~o Representative Nardella, then. it 

stands to reason tha.t there's .a possibility that the ... 

DPUC won't find a pdssible 15 percent, rate reduction; 

clearly not in the near term, because we know that we 

didn't get into t·his problem over night. And we know 

that we're not going to get out of this problem over 

night. So knowing that, if the D~OC can't find a 15 

per.cent rate reduction, what happens? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER O~NGE: 

Repres.entati ve Nardella~ 

. REP. 'NARDELLO (89th}: 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

It is our expectation they will be able to find a 

15 percent rate r~d~ction based on looking at the 
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rates in other states, based on looking at ~hat our 

own u_t·ilit·ies charge· in other states.· It begs the 

question: Why are we paying so much here wheh. CL&P 

has W.este.rn Mass Electric, whic.h is a 'lot less than we 

pay, and has Public Service New Hampshire which is a 

lot less? 

Now we've had some speculation about why that is, 

but I think I'd like to see that in writing ~rom the 

DPUC so that T can have an authority who has expertise 

in this say to me, this is what we think the problem 

is and this is what we think you shoulcl. do. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Rep-tesent~ti ve. Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Ma.dam Speaker. 

And is this contempla·tion of a .15 pe·rcent rate 

redtiction strictly a financial analysis or would it 

also take int.o account environmental or ·other 

cbncerns? And the reason I ask that is because the 

State of Connect.icut haS resisted nuclear and. clean 

coal and other low-cost/low-carbon emissions-type 

options for generating power, .which some other states 

that have lower electricity ~rices actually u~e. And 

so J guess ~y question is, are those things all on the 
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table? 

Through you-. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nardello. 

REP~ NARDELLO- (8.9th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 
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The opt·ions, there's many opti,ons ·that ar·e on the 

table.- And what I would say to you is that the other 

New England states have very similar rules in terms of 

eh~ironmental regulations. Ne~ England is noted for 

the fact that we are in -- very environmentally 

conscious. So therefore, the~ are not that different 

than we are. ~ 

The .perfect example is "Massachusetts. They're 

stricter than we are in many areas. So again, I don't 

think that's where the concern is. I think~ rather, 

we need to look at what. exactly is causing us. to be 

much higher than other New England states. And I'm 

expecting the DPUC to do that and make a 

recommendation. 

And there are many ~ptiorts. Iim not limiting 

their options. I"t do·esn't limit their opt.ions, but it 

is an expectation t"l:lC!.t they will look at the f:inanc-ial 

reasons, or in. addition t:o that,. reasons why we are 
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Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th) : 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 
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And it's my understanding that our electric 

utilities have already procured a large amount of our 

load for 2012, or a large amount of power supply for 

2012, and those contracts have already been approved . 
. , 

Is ·that Representative Nardella's understanding? 

Through you . 

.DEPUTY SPEAKER ORA~GE: 

Representative Nardella .. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Madam :Speaker .. 

~hey have procured~ I believe, for most of 2010 

and some of 2011. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WtLLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

And so if that's the case then if they're sort of 

corcirnitted to those contracts, is it reasonable to 

expect a 15 pe-rcent· price decrease? 
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Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nardello. 

RE.P. NARDELLO (89th): 

Throug~ you, Madam Speaker. 
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Yes, I believe it is reasonable because there may 

be other options we're not considering. 

o·EPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Repr.eseiitative Williams. 

RE:P. WILL:IAMS (68th): 

T~ank you, Madam Speaker~ 

,But if the largest cost driver certainly is the 

power supply contracts~ then what options would be 

outside of the realm of power supply contracts that 

could reduc·e prices by 1.5 perc·ent? 

Through. you. 

DEPUTY-SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representat.i ve Nardello. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

New sources of gener~tion, long-term contracts 

with existing generators; there's a number of things. 

But I don't want to be limiting here. There's a 

number of things that. can be considered. 
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DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

707 
May 4, 2010 

And we~re going to be giving these Utilities, our 

two utili-ties her·e in Connecticut this brand-new ·role. 

Are both of our utili ties s.taf·fed and equipped to take 

on these new procuremeht rules -- or roles? 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nardella. 

REP. N~RDELLQ (89th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

It is my understanding that they are, and they 

are willing to do this artd actually want to work with 

a procur.ement manager. ·They have told us that. The·y 

have no problem doing that. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORA~GE :: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th)·: 

Oh, thank yo·u, Madam. Speaker. 

I think it,s my understanding that Northeast 

Utilities, our far larger utility, is fully staffed 

and equipped, in fact, has met with us and sort of 
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laid out some of the parameters ihat they would 

accept, but I'm not so sure that United Illuminat-ing 

is fully equipped and staffed. 

And I believe it was in a letter to the .chairs 

and r-anking members -- and I could be wrong about the 

letter, it could have been an e-mail or a public 

hearing that they said that they won~t be ready to 

do this for a year. And so I'm wondering if there's 

any conflict in the amendment that requires -- ·that 

will. -- that would, at least gi~e them an out in terms 

of these procurement rule.s. 

Through you . 

BEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Re'presentative Nardella. 

REP. NARDELLO - (89th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

I've ·-actually ta1ked to their procureme·nt 

individual and he is the one that has $aiq to me at UI 

that he has no problem with this, and, yes, he will be 

ready. And, yes~ he will work with the procurement 

manager .. ( 
An~, yes, he will work with the procurement 

plan. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: . 

Representative Williams. 
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Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

And at what percentage would the 
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would these 

new tools be capped? This is a, sort of a test and 

sort of a new trial runJ and I'm curious as to what 

percentage is this -- this new test, which may 

ultimately wind.up being very beneficial to 

rat.epayers, what percentage would this test be capped? 

:Through· you •. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nardella. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): .. 

Th~ough you, Madam Speaker. 

That Will be the determination of the Department 

of Public Utility Control~ 

DEPUTY SPEAKER. ORANGE: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

Artd through you to Repr~sentative Nardella, 

that's inter·esting to me, bec·ause Northe.ast Utili ties 

has very clearly stated that they would like no less 

than 5 percent and no more than 10 per·cent of the 

available load to allow them to manage the portfolio 
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And the Department of Public Utility Control, I 

believe, has asked £or a 20 percent cap to be put on 

these new tools, although that I may be wrong; it may 

be 15. Either way, they're both askihg for 6aps and 

we have n·ot put these caps into the amendment and I'm 

curious as to why. 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nardella. 

RE'P. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker . 

What we have £ound in the past is when we put 

procurement in statute inevitably there were problems 

wi.t'h that. We have made this flexible. It is up to 

the DPUC~ They will do a proceeding ~nd determine 

what they feel the right number is. And they will be. 

able to suppo_rt. those, those numbers by their 

proceeding, a_nd then tne decision will .be made, and 

that is what the utilities will have to live by. It 

may be different for each of t'he different utilities. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Williams . 

REP'·· WILLIAMS (68th) : 
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But with regard to this experiment that we're 

going to be doing, which ultimately may wind up being 

good for ratepayers, if the two people that are most 

-- or the two entities that. are most interested in 

being involved in this, the DPUC and Northeast 

Utilities, have a·sked for a cap because of the mar:ket 

signals that it may send, that these new tools may 

send, why ~ouldn't we grant that to them, at least on 

a trial basis? And then if it works, it works. Artd 

if it doe·sn't, then we can ta)ce· it out of: statute. 

Through you . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nardella. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th)= 

Tnr.ough yo.u, Madam Speaker. 

It can capped by the DPUC. It's just ·that ·they 

have to make the decision. We're not ma.king the 

decision for them. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS' (68th):. 

thank you, Madam ~peaker . 

Through you to Representative Nardella, I'm not 
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so sure that that makes a whole lot of sense, because 
I 

the DPUC -- it's not so much about the DPUC being able 

to c·ap the. ·new rules 1 on procurement to protect 

themselves against themselves, but I think it's more 

about the market signals that this sends to those 

generators or wholesalers who are bidding into the 

Connecticut market, that they may inject a higher 

level of risk premium because of these new to·ols that 

are being given to t'he utilities that, again, may be. 

very good and v~ry beneficial fot ratepaye~s 1 but if 

the DPUC asked.for it because of those market signals 

and the people ·tnat ar.e going to do the procurement 

ask. f'0r it, then why did we say, we know bette·r? 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representati v·e Nardella. 

REP~ NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Madam Spe:aker. 

First of aLl, I wo~ld not say to you that any 

utility has made the statement that you have made. 

Maybe they've made it to you, b~t they haven't made it 

to me. So that's. not supported by that . 

. And in terms of the DPUC, we've made it very 

clear that they can certainly take market signals into 
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condition -- into consideration, but they will be 

making the decision. We are going to give them the 

flexibility. The ultimate responsibility is theirs 

and they will be able.to, again, support their 

decision and that's the -- that's their role. Th~y 

are the regulato·rs. 'l'hat i,s their role. We are not 

the r~gulators. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Williams. 

:REP. WlLLIAMS (68th): 

Well, we are setting, through y.ou, Madam Speaker, 

a percentage. in statute. .We '.re setting the 15 percent 

target for decreasing electricity- rates, so• .... we '.re 

happy to set a percentage in statute earlier in this 

section, but for some reason when .it comes to giving 

the ut.il.i,ties tools that could potentially be ve·ty 

harmful to ratepayers, we're saying, no, we're not 

going to cap this. We're going to leave tt up to 

somebody else, even though, by the way, that somepody 

else wants these tools. And the people that are going 

to do it want these tools. 

I met personally with Jim Shuckerow who does 

these, these procurements· .for Northeast Utili ti.e.s, ,as 

did you, and he said he wants no more than 10 percent 
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Through you, Madam S~eaker, why is i~ that we 

have said no to the DPUC when th~y are the entity that 

is going to be doing this? 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER. ORANGE: 

Representative Nardello. 

~EP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you~ Mr. Speaker. 

If Mr. Shuckerow wants a 10 percent cap, then he 

and CL&P can go to the DPUC and present why they 

should only ha~e a 10 percent cap and the DPUC will 

make the decision. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Williams. 

REP .. WILLIAMS (68th) : 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

And through you to Representative Nardello, why 

is it then that earlier in this section we are willing 

to set a 15 percent target decrease~ a percentage, a 

hard percentage decrease in electric xates, but later 

·,in this section we're saying, ha-ha, we don't li.ke to 

do percentages? 

Through Y.o.u. 
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Representative Nardella. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 
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It is not about not likinq to do percentages. 

It's abolJ.t flexibility procurement, which is a 

separate topic. 

DEPUTY .SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

And through you to Representative Nardella. if . 

it's about £1exibility, then why wouldn't we say to 

t'he DPUC in the earlier section that t.alks about a 15 

percent price decrease, do the best you can, get the 

abs·olute maximum savings you can get for our 

customers, and we're not going to put a cap on it? 

I know that -- by the way, understanding that it 

says, at lea$t 15 percent, why wouldn 1 t we make it 

flexible t·o say, do the best you can and come Up with 

the absolute maximum price decrease· that you can get 

for our customers? 

Through you . 

DEPUTY SPEA~ER ORANGE: 
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Because we believe; havin_g looked at the rates of 

the other states, and if you want me ·to list all the 

rate·s I will, our rates are significantly higher. ,And 

based on that, our assumption is tha.t there. is 

something that Connecticut is doing differently. We 

need to find out what that assumption is, and I don't 
' 0 

think it's unreasonable to expect that we would be at 

a par with other New Engl~nd states. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

~epresen·tative Williams . 

. REP. WILLIAMS ( 68.th) : 

Okay. Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

And through you to Representative Nardella, is it 

your understanding through public statements from 

Co~necticut Light & Power, that their standard service 

prices are -- have alr·e.ady declined 10 percent on the 

·generation side and that they 1 re scheduled to come 

down $omewhere ther~abouts 10 more percent in each 

·year of 2011 and 2012? 

Through you . 

• DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 
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1 1 m not a~are of any ~ublic statement in writing 

that that's the case. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

.Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS . (68th)·: 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

Through you to Representative Nardelio, are you 

aware that wholesale power prices have declined and 

are scheduled to continue to decline? 

Through you~ . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nardella. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th)~ 

Through you, Ma,dam Speaker. 

Yes, wholesale p9wer prices have declined. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative W.illiams .. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank _you, Ma.d.am Speaker .. 

So i.f wholesale power prices have come down, is 

it still reasonable to expect that ~e can get even 
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more percentage, another 15 percent decrease, through 

these ne~ tools? 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER OR.ANGE: 

Representative Nardella. 

REP.. NA.RDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

The bill actually says ·that it's 15 percent from 

the time that this bill is passed, so there's a. set 

date that we're comparing it to. 

DEPUTY. SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representatiye Williams . 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th) : 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

And through you to Representative Nardella,. the 

new authority is given some new powers, including that 

power to sign a long-t~rm contract for generation. Is 

that cor.r,ect? 

Through you. 

DEPUTY:. SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nar.dello. 

REP~ NARDELLO (89th): 

Throtigh you, Madam Spe~ker . 

Would you cite the line that you're concerned 
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I can check :to make su.re, but I believe it is in 

Subsection B. 
I 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

Actually, I have the actual line number. Through 

you, it's line 833. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

· ·- Rep're.sentati ve N.ardell·o. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th):·· 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

That line actually refers to ihe -- what ~e're 

putting in here is that they must gb out to a private 

whoiesaler first if, they're going to seek new sources 

of generat·ion. And what it says is :that you CCin' t 

actually off~r long-term contracting if youtre going 

to go out, that the-re will be no incentives. In other 

words~ the private generator must be willing to do 

this without incentives. Long-term contacting in this 

particu1ar section would be an incentive that wouldn't . 

be allowed. 
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Well, thank you, Madam Speaker . 
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I' in just -- that answer.s my question. I'm just 

trying to make sure that it does allow for that. 

Through you., Madal!l Spea:ker. 

Is there a need for new generation here in 

Connecticut. It's, I think~ been -widely held through 

our public hearing process that after the issuance of 

awards and the RFP that we created, actually in the 

Energy Independence Act in 2005~ that we may not need 

more gene-ration h~re in Connecticut. 

Through you -- so my question is, do we need more 

generation? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nardella. 

REP~ NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

For capacity we may not need more generation, but 

the question becomes do ·we need more generation to 

lower prices? And no one has dohe that analysis, so 

that's ~hat we're asking about in the new IRP . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 
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REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 
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And through you to Representative Nardello, I 

think we know based on history throughout the United 

States throughout free markets that sometimes entering 

into a long-term contract can lead to a very long-term 

contract at an above-mar,ket ,rate that the consumer, 

whoever that consumer is in whatever market we 1 re 

discussing, 'winds up with an above-market contract. 

Through you, Madam Speaker to Representative 

Nardello, what happens ~n that circumstance if this 

new authority that we're: .creating and procuretn·ent 

bureau chief enters into an agreement like that? 

Through. you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Natdello. 

REP. NAB.DELLO (89th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

It would not be the new bureau chief that ~ould 

enter in that type of contract. .You •·re talking about 

a contract for generation whi~h would be done thro~gh 

an RFP process through the department of -- through 

the department and the CET.A would be responsible £or 
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that to put out the RFP. Thatjs a diifere~t process 

than the procurement process. 

DEPUTY SP~AKER ORANGE: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

The RFP process, am I correct i.n understanding, 

that it would be a fair, open, competitive pro.ce.ss 

where merchant ge~erators are putting up private 

capital and then assuming all of the risk and thos.e 

·merchant generators would be competing with each . 

other? 

Through you. 

"DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

-Representative N~rdello. 

RE~. ~ARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

The bill states.that initial~y it would go to a 

pr-ivate genera·tor· to see i.f we're not -- whether or 

not they would want to take this on. And if, they did 

·not, and our experience has been that no private 

generator is willing to bid·-- b.uild gene.ration 

without some sort of subsidy. And if the stat.e 

ratepayers are going to subsidize them then we're 
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going to ask for something in return, so then it 

becomes a different request. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: · 

Representat.i ve William$. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

~hr~ugh you to Representative Nardella, what is 

that? What is that different requeat? I'm not -- I'm 

unclear on that. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nardella. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Madam""Speaker. 

It would be up to the DPUC, but the contract 

would be structured in way to benefit rat.epayers. So 

th~t means that if you are going to have a contract 

f.or g_eneration, then it better .1·ower our co·sts. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER OAA~GE: 

Repres.entative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

Does that presuppo.se then that a merchant 

generator who assumes all of the risk and who also 

m~kes a profit does not lower -- will not lower costs 
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DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nardella. 

RE.P. NARDELLO ( B 9th) ·: 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 
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I think you are confused in this section. This 

~s when you go out for new generation. And we have 

said that the fii:"$t thing th.at would happen is it 

would be offered to a merchant generator. If they 

don't aren't willing to come and participate based 

on no subsidy, then the next thing that would happen 

is we would~ut it out with a subsidy With the 

unoerstanding that if -- again, you're. ge·tting a 

long-term contratt with a subsidy, then in turn, it 

has to benefit ratep~yers. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Will~ams. 

RE.P. WILLIAMS (68th.): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

And in that same section it allows the authority 

to use financial·· assistance and inclu_de ratepayer 

guarantees. Cbuld Representative Nardella explain 

specifically What that me~ns from a policy 
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DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representati~e Nardello. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Madam Spe.a.ker. 
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It's actually what we did in the last plant that 

w.e built. What we did was we actually had ratepayer· 

guarantees for the Kleen Energy plant, which is not 

operating, however, we paid t6 build that plant. The 

ratepayers of Connecticut are-- are paying:for that 

plant and .its c.apaci ty. So there .. were subsidies from 

the ratepayers. That's what we're talking about. -

Now, how those subsidies are structured woUld be 

up to the DPUC. It could be for capacity. It could 

be in terms of a contract· to buy the. energy, but that 

would not be our deci~ion. That's a DpUC decision. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Repr·esentative Williams. 

REP. WI;LLIAMS (68th.): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

And in line -- lines &26 and 827 the term "other 

interventions" is used. And I'm curious as to what 

"other interventio.ns" me·ans. 
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Through :you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Represent·ative Nardello. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through yo.u, Madam Speaker. 
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We want to leave open to the Department of Public 

Utility Control to have other options, long-term 

purchas·ing may be :an OP,tion, there may be other 

incentives that can be off.ered in terms of getting a 

good deal for ratepayers. So it's not specific for a 

reason. That would be up to the Department to 

determine. 

DE.PUTY SEEAI\ER ORANGE : 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIA.MS (68th): 

Thank you; Madam Speaker. 

And in terms of the 15 percent rate decrease that 

we'· re contemplating, would rat·epayer guarantees or 

financial assist.a_nce be factored into ·the _net 15 

pexcent decrease that the state hopes to achieve? In 

other words, if we were to commit a significant amount 

of ratepayer dollars to a particOlar project and then 

rates were to come down a certain percentage, would 

that be factored in, in terms of the pote·ntial ;;uccess 
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of the options that ~ere given to us by the ne~ 

department? 

Through you.. 

'DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nardellor 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

I think, again, there may be some confusion here. 

That refers only to a rate reduction. The ultimate 

judge of that is that we can get our rates down by 15 

percent. So again, the options that the DpUC puts on 

the ·table._will be up to them .. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative_Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

I'm not sur.e there .is co.nfusion, and maybe there 

is, but ;r guess wh.at I'm try.ing to figure out is if 

the DPUC commits a certain nu:m}:)er of doll-ars to . a .new 

program, to new generator, to new renewables, to new 

things like that, I guess I don't -- we can only 

assume that that would be factored into the 15 percent 

decrease that werre trying to target . 

So if we add a few dollars to the ratepayers' 
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cost then the decrease that we see would have to take 

into account the new spending that we have commi.tted. 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORA~GE: 

Representative Nardella. 

REE. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you~ Madam Speaker. 

It's -- I think you're getting past where 

we're we were going with this. Ok~y. The DPUC is 

going to do an analysis. And. in that analysis it will 

look to find·what are the options for red~cing rates, 

and then they w.:j..ll make those suggestions. Nothing 

will happen immediately, then it will impl.emented, but 

first they're going to gi~e us the options for rate 

redu·ction. And I'm sure that the:r;-e are several 

options. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORA[\JGE: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th) : 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

And moving on, we create this Department of 

Research I believe it's called Research Energy and 

Technology. Would that department or the new 

authority as a whole have the authority to repeal 
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certain policy decisions that might be cost drivers, 

things that inc·rease our .cost? There.'s; for better or 

for worse, environmental cbncerns, environmental 

re.gulations that may drive. our costs, other things 

outside o_f the .actual commodity of the .energy that 

increase$ our cost .. And I'm curiou$, through you, if 

this new authority would have the authority to repeal 

a change in any of those regulations? 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nardella. 

REP. NARDELLO {89th): 

""' Through you, Madam Spea,ker .. 

It wouid be the process, they would make 

re.comrri.endat.ions·, but ultimately it would be the 

commissioners who would .make the decisions. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Williams~ 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

And through you, op the issue of procurement, the 

new t.ools that we're g.i ving to the .Department to do 

procurement, would the risks and benefits of the full 

requirements' procurement rest sblely with the 
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standard s~rvice customers, or could those potential 

cost overruns be stuck into some other nonbypassable 

charge that all ratepayers would pay? 

And I think there was a concern raised several 

times during our public hearing p~oceSs, and I know 

that --- I'm sur,e that Represehta'ti ve Nardello 

remembers this that in th.e state of New Hampshire, an 

NU subsidiary, Public Service· New Hampshire·, has 

similar tools and took wha,t many would probably refer 

to as a .bad gamble, and invested or lost $94 million. 

And of course, customers fled and went to some 

corrtpeti ti ve Suppliers li.ke we have her.e in 

Connecticut. We have many re.ta.ilers here·· in 

Co.nn.ecticut. 

And so th~t $94 million so~ebody had to pay for 

that, right? And what they tried to do, or one of the 

options that they suggested was to stick that $94 

million in a charge that everybody paysJ ·thus raising 

rates for everybody for a bad gamble 'that t'hey took. 

And so I, just for clarification or maybe even for 

legislative intent purposes, I want to ciake sure that 

it is not the intention of this legislation to allow 

our ut'ilities to try to st.ick all customers with a 

c.os.t overrun for a bad gambie, and aiso not to allow 
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the authority to stick all customers with the cost 

overrun for a bad gamble. 

And consequently, ~h~ough yo~ Madam Speaker~ just 

to make sure also that alL of the benefits of these 

new. tools, should they be successful, that those would 

also only lie and ~enefit li.e w.ith and benefit 

standard service customers. 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nardella. 

REP. NARDE~LO (89th): 

Through ... you, Madam SJ?eaker . 

The benefits will be borne by standard service 

customers as well as the ris'ks, and is· clearly stated 

in the bill. And while I don't know all the 

particulars that you are ta~king about, I do know that 

New Hampshire rates are quite a bit lower than ours. 

So, I j:ust need to state that for the record. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th)~ 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

So to be clear, a9ain., all the risks and all the 

benefits would lie solely ~- it's the intentiop bf 
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this iegi.slation fo-r those risks and benefits to 

s·olely lie with standard service customers. Cos.t 

overruns, the standard service custom~rs pay for; 

price decreases, standard service custome-rs benefit· 

from. 

Through you. 

DEPUT;¥ SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nardello. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

That is corr.ect. 

DEPUTY SPEAKE.R ORANGE: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th) : 

And thank you, Madam Speaker. 

1his section appears to also open the door for 

the Utilities to b~ild and own generation assets 

which, if I'm correct, t"hat would l.ead to a 

significant dep~rture from our existing framework that 

we have and that we've had for many years, we've had 

f·o.r many years for a reason. And it's uncle.ar to me 

if the State would also be able to get into the 

generation business, or at least open the door fo-r the 

State t-o be in .a generation business... "Am I correct in 
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Could you cite which line you're concerned about 

because I don't believe that's the case? But maybe I 

can -- if.you'd give me the line cite, I can answer 

your que:stion. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

'Repres·entative Williams ... 

REP. Wi:·LLIAMS (68th) : 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

I'll need a moment~ 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

You may have a moment, ~ir. 

REP .. WILLIAMS (68th) : 

Madam Speaker, in line 823 it would appear to me 

that stating that~ in reviewing new so~rces of 

gen·era.tion the plan shali determine whether the 

private. wholesale market can supply a.ddi.tional 

resourc;:es or whether state financial assistance, 

long-term purchasing of electricity contracts or .other 
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I .guess it was the -- to me it's. unclear if other 

interventions or the term ~state financial assistance" 

eduld include a utility building a generation asset 

and then owning a generation asset~ 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: . . . 

Representative. Nardella. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through yqu, Madam Speaker. 

They could not- do that unless the recommendation 

was made by the DPUC and :Lt would have to be approved • 

They could make ·that recommendation if they bedieved 

it ~auld lower rates, but it wouldn't be enacted. The 

bill doesn't allow the utilities to own generation~ 

It rather says: that if that's one of the options, th'at 

is believed to lower costs then they would make a 

recommendation as such. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER O.IU\NGE: 

Representative Williams. 

REP, WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

Do our current. statutes cur.r·ently prohibit the 

utilities being in the generation business? 
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DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nardello. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

Yes, 'they do. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:· 

Repr:esentat·i ve Williams . 

. REP. WILLIAMS ( 6"8th) : 

735 
May· 4, 2010 

So, in e£fect, the proposal would represent a 

departure from our exi.sting statute. 

Through you ... 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:. 

Representative Nardello. 

R~P. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

No, it wouldn't because it's a recommendation, 

and we would have to enact it. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Williams~ 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th):, 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

I think the point I~m not clear on is.that we 

would have t.o change the statut.e upon recommendation 

004·980 



• 

• 

• 

rgd/mb/gbr 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

736 
May 4, 2010 

from the authority, is that where I'tn misunderstanding 

thi_s? 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORAN(;E·: 

Representative Nardello. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Th~ough you, Madam Speaker. 

That is correct. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker . 

Moving on to Sectron 11 where a "low-income 

discount rate is contemplated. Through. you, to 

Representative .Nar.dello, what type o·f a discount rate 

is contemplated? ~lthougb I don ''t believe it's laid 

out· in t·he Amendment, I'm curioqs as to what 

percentage is contemplated in order to make. th"is 

actually effecti v·e. 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nardello. · 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 
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The expectation is that we would be able to 

achieve a 5. percent rate discount. .However, the bill 

states that if it's less than 10 percent then~ again, 

the· DPUC must come back. to us and make recommendations 

as to how we might achieve a 10 percent rat~ diScbunt. 

DEPUTY SPEAJ<ER ORANGE': 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

And thrbugh you, it'S my understanding that it is 

the intent of this legislation to prevent any type of 

a cost shift $0 that othe,r ratepayers who, as we all 

know, already· pay amongst the highest electricity 

.rates in t·he country, are not subsidizing the cost of 

this low~income discount rate. Is that correct? 

Through yo.u. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER Ol~.ANGE: 

Representative Nardella~ 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

That is correct. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Williams.· 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 
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Could 'Representative Nardella explain how it is 

that that happens? 

, DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nardello, do you care to answer, 

ma'am? 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Yes. Through you, Madam Speaker. 

The DPUC is directed to look at all current 

programs, to ~ake an evalUation of whether or not they 

s'hould be modified or terminated or _consolidated in 

some ·way. . They're· also· to l.ook at. spmething that's 

been· in statute f·or a very long period of time, wh.l:ch 

is the OPM purchasing pool that we se.t up whereb_y 

low-income elect·r·ic .load would be combined with the· 

state. facilities loao beca_u·se it's complementary, 

which might, again, yie-ld a lower· price. So there's a 

n_umber of avenues we've ·given them in order to do 

that. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Thank 'yoJ,i, Madam. 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th) : 

Thank you, Madam Speak~r. 
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So is it my ~nderstanding that there are 

potentially a significant en'?ugh number of pro.gratns, 

or at least a significant numpe·r of dollars allocated 

to certain programs that would be so significant that 

the discount rate could reach the percentages that 

Representative Nardello.·indicated earlier? 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER O~ANGE :· 

Representative Nardella. 

REP. NARDELLO (83th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

That is corre~t. ~ 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th)~ 

Thank you, Ma.dam Speaker. 

What types of programs might be eliminated q.s -a 

way to pay for this low-income dis·count rate·? 

Thro.ugh you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nardella. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th)~ 

Through you, Madam Speaker . 

If you'll give me a momentj please. 
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Madam Speaker, okay. We do have a number of 

p~ograms. We have energy assistance, arrearage 

forgiveness, arr:e.arage forgi venes.s that's voluntary 

and mandat·ory, we have- conservation assistance, we 

have another set of conservation assistance, we have 

Life-threateni~g and serious protections from 

shutoffs, although that is -- that will not be able to. 

be changed. We have some fuei oil conservation. We 

have the pu·rchas'ing pool. 

So ·w·e have a number .of· programs that ar·e 

currently -- and we do also have some progr.ams at DS.S, 

although DP_UC cq.nnot mandate that th.ose programs be 

changed; they can look at th-em and determine whether 

or not we should make some recommendations there. So 

there are a numb.er of programs that cur'rently exist 

that n~ed to be reviewed. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Will~ams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

So are these programs that we're determining are 

currently unneces.sary or are. they pr·ograms that ar:e 

cur.rently and :potentially benefiting other low-income 

customers or other customers to pay their utility 
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I would ·not characterize them as unnecessar·y, but 

the whole point of this is to do this more efficiently 

and more .effectively. So you look at all of' the 

programs. Determine whether or not you can do some 

consolidation. Determine whether or not One may be 

_ better than the other and then from that you make some 

determinations and rec.ommendations as to how to fund 
" 

this low-income discount. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative WiLliams. 

REP. WILLIAMS. (68th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

So there is no opportunity for there to be a cost 

shift through other ratepayers through this program? 

Through you. 

DEPUT:Y SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nardello . 

REP. NARDELLO (89th) : 
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No, there is not. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Williams. 

REP .. WILLIAMS (68th) : 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 
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In Section ~2, could Representative Nardella 

explain how the municipal energy efficiency loan 

'program works? I've had a. num.Qer of municipal 

officials wh6 Irve approached personally and said, you 

know, would you be involved in this or would you be 

interested in this? And the potential risks~ at least 

in tneir opinion, outweighed the benefits. 

And for the benefit of the Chamber, I would ask 

R~presentative Nardella to explain how that ~ould 

work, how it would benefit municipalities and maybe 

more specifically, how ~t is that the~r bond rating 

and potential capital investment would not be 

n_egati vely affected? 

Through yo~. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nardell~. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker .. 
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The PACE program is a ·program whereby bonds a.re 

issued by the municipality. The proceeds of those 

bonds are used to £und loans for renewable energy and 

energy efficiency. Those loans are then paid back on 

the individual's tax assessment. 

DEPUTY SPEA.KER ORANGE: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILL.IAMS (68th): 

Thank yo~, Madam Speaker. 

So this could result in an increase in property 

taxes for property o~ners in a municipality that takes 

advantage of this program .. rs that correct? 

Through you. ·~ ... 

DEPUTY S:PEAKER ·ORANGE: 

Representative Nardello. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

It is a voluntary program and it would be in 

response to the fact that you either put -- you did 

some sort of upgrade to your ho~se. So it's'not as if 

you're suddenly going to get a rise in your property 

taxes. It's going to be to pay back whatever 

renewable technology or efficiency technology that you 

decided to fund. 
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What it does, it allows you to pay for it ove_r 

time. That's the difference here. And so, what 

people are inclined to do this -- because that you 

can't afford the upfront costs. Who•s going to spend 

10, 20 or 30 thousand dollars to upgrade their house 

in terms of energy ~fficiency? Most of us can't do 

that. This allows you to do it ove-r time. It's 

vo-luntary for the municipality. It's voluntary for 

the individual. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you; Madam. Speaker: 

Will this provision, this specific provision 

require an additional disclosure by home sellers? 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nardello~ 

RE-P. NARDELLO (89th) : 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

Yes, it would, in terms of, I mean, there's a 

there will be lien on the property based on this. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE_: 

Representative Williams. 
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And in line 925, .I believe, the· term "in the 

public interest" is used to describe this, and I'm 

eurious as to whether -- as to what tha~ means in 

terms o£ th~s program. Does -- does "public interest" 

mean exclusively financial interest? 

DEPUTY S.PEAKEB. ORANGE: 

Representative Nardello~ 

REP. NARDELLO (89th)~ 

Through you, Madam Speaker . 

That is ·up to·-the municipality to determine. 

It'-s permissive. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representat~ve Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

So there could be a circum$tance under which this 

is not. financially beneficial to a monicipali ty, it's 

I'm sorry, to taxpayers, but the municipality is 

making the determination as. to wheth.er it is in the 

public interest. Is that correct? 

Thro.ugh you. 
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Representative Nardella. 
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Through you, M~dam Speaker. 

746 
May 4, 2010 

The -- this requires a hearing process. It is 

not that the municipality is suddenly going to decide 

to do this. And ~here's a whole process for doing 

this. It's issuing a public notice, providing an 

opportunity for public corrtrnent .regarding this. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

~hank you, Madam Speaker. 

So there could be:a public hearing notice then 

and nobody shows up, like, you know, we all experience 

this in our lives, we're all elected officials and --

participate in public hearings and things like that. 

So there could be a situation whereby, in £act, 

maybe very often is the situation whereby there's very 

little, if any, int~rest in the public he~ring 

process, and this winds up happening. That's always 

been the concern, as Representative Nardella knows, 

about municipal aggregation . 

And I'm curious if the public hearing -- is there 
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any more of a process than there might :be for the 

potential siting of a cell phone tower or something 

like that? 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Narde1lo. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through ~ou, Madam Speaker. 

This is actually comparing apples to oranges. 

Basically what you're doing is setting up a voluntary 

program. There's noihing that requires anyone to --

to participate in this program. It is the 

municipality's decision whether or not it wants to 

issue bonds for this purpose. So that is totally 

voluntary·. And again, totally voluntary in terms of 

the individual who wishes to parti~ipate, they would 

only participate if they would like to have their 

upfront cost of efficiency and renewables funded. 

DE.PUTY SPEAKER ORANGE : 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

It's voluntary to the extent that the customer 

chooses to have the application installed on their 
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hom.e or their building, but it's not voluntary to the 

.extent that they're a taxpayer in a municipality 

that's issuing bonds. Is that corr.ect? 

Through you. 

· DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Rep-resentative Nardello. 

RE.P. NARDELLO (89th) : 

Through you, M~dam Speaker. 

The person would have to apply for this. They 

don't -- there's. going to be an application process. 

You don't just suddenly get this. So there's an 

actual affirmative. The person affirmatively decides 

to participat~ in this through an application. It has 

to go through loan, you know, conside-rations and all 

tl:).e other thing,s that you do when you're getting, you 

know, going to be paying a loan. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS {68th) : 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

I quess I' 11 leav.e this issue a·lone only to the 

extent that the rounicipality is creating this new 

program and so they're involved in it, and the 

taxpaye-r who pays taxes to that muni.cipali ty doesn't 
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have the choice, but I' 11 leave that issue alone .. 

In line 936, it deals with related energy audits. 

And I'm curiou~ if this strictly refers to utility 

audits or does this allow other vendors to do utility 

audits? 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nardello. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through yo~, Madam Speaker. 

It's not specific to utility audits. What we're 

trying to get at here is if you're going to spend a ~ 

lot of money on your·house, you should have an energy 

audit first. That's really the first order of 

business. Who conducts it is up to the individual. 

DEPUTY. SPE~~ER ORANGE: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLI~MS . (68th): 

Well, I -- thank you, Madam Speaker. 

I think that's my question, though, if it's up to 

the individual, is there a qualified list of vendors 

that they must sele.ct from? I mean, and I'm sure -- I 

don't mean to be flip. I don't think Representative 

Nardell0 is indicating that just anybody can do an 
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energy audit, but is there a qualified list of vendors 

from which the consumer has to choose from? 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nardello. 

REP. NA~DELLO (&9thJ: 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

The consunter would be able to choose whatever 

vendor that was available to do this. They would just 

have to certify that they had the energy audit. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER. ORANGE: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WIL~IAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

But are those -- through you~ are those vendors 

certified in something that gives them credibility 

within ~he energy world to be auditing people's home 

and buildings, et cetera? 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nardello. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th):. 

Through you, Madam Speaker . 

This doesn't contemplate that level of detail. 

004995 



• 

•• 

;··· 
'-

rgd/mb/gbr 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

751 
May 4; 2010 

What it does is require an energy audit be£ore the 

person can get the loan. That's the bottom line. 

When you go to the loan officer you're going to have 

to present a piece of paper that says, I got an energy 

office -- audit. It will be up to the loan officer 

whoever is, you know, doing this, to say, yes, this 

qualifies. This is a vendor that we know. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representativ~ Williams. 

REP. WIL-LIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

And in line 942, it allows the municipality to 

partner with another municipality or a state a·gency. 

Obviously that's a bilateral contract or an agreement 

that's being enter~d into by the municipality, an~ in 

the case of my question, the state agencyJ what costs 

would be associated with the state partnering with a 

municipality on a program like this? 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Rep~esentative Nardella. 

REP. NARDEL-LO (89th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

I don't anticipate any·costs. It would work with 
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the -- the individual town would decide to partner 

with another town or with the state agency. I don't 

anticipate any cost. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Williams. 

RE"P. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

Could Representative Nardella give an example or 

a scenario by which a municipality would partner with 

th~ state agency under this -- on this part of the 

bill? 

Through you·.~· 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 
. . 

Representative Nard~llo. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Throu~h you, Madam Speaker. 

If you will give me one moment, please. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

I believe it could possibly be the Connecticut 

Housing Finance Authority or possibly -- I'm I 

honestly, at this point, would have to check on the 

agencies that would be qualified for this. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Williams. 
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I guess, and through you, what types of 

engagement would an agency like the Connecticut 

/ . 
Housing and Finance Author1ty partner with a 

municipality for in this· type of a program? 

Through you. 

DEPU'l'Y SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nardella. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

Th~y would do that in order to get better loan 

reservesr better, lower~interest rates. This is 

what -- the reason why you would do that. So you 

would -- your program would actually be less, a 

lower-cost program. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, .Madam Speaker. 

Through you, so could this have a .Potentially 

negative impact on the state's bond rating? 

Through you . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 
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No, that's not anticipated. What you're only 

the only thing you're trying to achieve here i~ 

economies of scale. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

But if we're saying that the project could get a 

better interest rate if it's partnered with.a state 

agency, then that, certainly a creditor would look at 

that as a potential liability on a balance sheet. Is 

that correc·t? 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Represe~tative Nardello. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

No. It's anticipated they would work with the 

state ~gency to develop the loan fund. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Williams. 
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Sb that makes more sense. So they would be 

working with the agency to create the loan fund, but 

would not be partnering the State would not be 

putting up any capital or partne~ing from a loan 

perspective ~ith stat~ dollars. Is that cbrrect? 

Through you. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

~hrough you, Madam Speaker --

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:. 

R~presentative Nardello . 

-,..HEP. NARDELLO (89th) : 

I •·m sorry. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

That's correct. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

And in line 969, one of the. options is to impose 

requirements and criteria to ensure that the propo$ed 

energy improvements are consistent with the purpose of 

the program. Who would be making that judgment? 
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1 DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nardello. 

REP. NARbELLO (89th): 

Thr~ugh you, Madam Speaker. 
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The municipality and whatever administrator helps 

them setup the program. 

DEPUTY SPE~KER ORANGE: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Madam Spea:ker. 

Does do most.municipalities have the le~el of 

expertis~ to be able to answer that effectively? 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nardello. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

The bill contemplates they could higher a 

third-party administrator to do this. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative WLlliams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th) : 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 
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And if they did not hire a third-party 

administrator, would they have the level of expertise 

to answer that question? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nardello. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

I really can't answer that for the 1ndividual 

municipalities. I think it will be different for 

different municipalities. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative W~lliams • 

REP. WILLIAMS ( 6.8t.h).: ~~ 

Thank yo~, Madam Speaker. 

I think it would be fair to say that most 

municipalities don't have that level of expertise, but 

we can .move on. 

Section 13. Now; hypothetically, if the DPUC was 

to move procurement from the ut~lity to a third party 

after bidding out procurement, and I believe that 

could happen after a review by the DPUC, is it 

possible that it could go back to the utility? 

Through you . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE;::· 
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If they were to move from a utility to another 

entity, the contract is for two·years. And if they 

weren't happy with ~he contract after two years and 

wanted to change, they could go to either another 

entity or the utility. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Repres_entative Wi.lliams. 

REP. WILLIAMS _(68th) : 

Thank you, Madam Speaker . 

And this requires, I believe; the .DPUC to enter 

thi$ section, I should say, -requires the DPUC to 

enter into contract with one or more class I renewable 

sources. Is that correct? 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nardello. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

Again, if you'd give me the line cite, I'd better 

able to answer your question. 

· DE.PUTY" SPEAKER ORANGE: 
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Need a moment, Madam Chair -- Madam Speaker. 

Madam Speakerr in line -- through you to 

Representative Nardello, in lines 1447 through 1453, I 

believe. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nardello. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through .you, Madam Speaker. 

That section actually refers to what's already in 

statute which is Project ·150. And - and we already 

do ehat. That's current law as it is now. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Well, through you to Representative Nardello, and 

in I was referenc~ng the whole sentence, but in 

lines 1450 through 1453, that's new language. 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE-: 

Representative ~ardello. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Madam Spea:ker. 
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That's correct. Those lines are new language, 

because what it does is allows them to do projects for 

25 megawatts of wind, 15 megawatts of low-head hydro, 

and. 5 megawatts of other cl-ass l renewed -- renewable 

energy sources. 

DEPUTY s·PEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative- Wil~iams. 

REP. WILLIAMS ( 6.8th) : 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

S.o that's the que.stion I was a.s·king. It allows 

the department; i.t does not require the department. 

Through you . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

~ep~esentative Nardello. 

REP. NARDELL.O (8.9th): 

Through you, Madarn Spe.aker. 

This is actually through Project 150. So it 

doesn't r.equire them. It allows them. They're going 

to have to meet all ihe criteria of any other project. 

So if· they don't meet that criteria, they're not going 

to be funded. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER'ORANGE: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

005005 
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•• Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

I guess just to be clear though, through you to 

Representative Nardello, this is a requirement not an 

allowance?· 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ·oRANGE: 

Representative Nardello. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Yes, it does require them to include wind, hydro, 

and other class I renewable sources in the portfolio. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

• Representative Williams . 

REP. WILLIAMS ( 68t·h) : 

Okay. Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

So ~f we are -- with the understanding that it is 

a requirement, why have we determined the number of 

megawatts per class I renewable source that we are 

requiring the department to purchase? 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nardello. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker . 

•• Based on wind availability and low-head hydro 
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Representative Williams. 

REP. W_ILLIAMS (68th) : 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 
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How did ~e come to the conclusion that each of 

these types of class I sources are being required, 

that we're requiring the DPUC to purchase? How did we 

come to 25 megawatts of wind and 15 megawatts of 

low-head hydro, et cetera? 

Through you.-

_DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Represente1t±ve Nardello. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Madam. Spea-ker. 

Based on what the possibilities were for 

Connecticut. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

When you say -- through you to Representative 

Nardello, when you say, what the possibilities were, 

is that the ceiling? When you say, the possibilities? 
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DEPUTY SP,EAKER ORANGE: 
. . . . 

Representative Nardello. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, ·Madam Speaker~ 
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Yes. We're not·going· to ~e looking at more than 

25 megawatts or 15 megawatts of low-head hydro. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representativ.e Will.iams. 

REP. W·ILLIAM"S (68th) : 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

And ~-re these renewabl·es that we' .te contemplating 

here less expensive. from a. ratepayer impact 

perspective than the solar provisions that are in the 

other seetions of the bill? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nardello. 

REP. NARDELLO (89tb): 

Through you, Madam Spea~er. 

I would be unable to ~nswer that because it would 

have to see how the contract is structured. Becau~e 

Project 150 is really a project. by which developers 

develop tbat particular w.ind project, ·then they go and 

they get a contract witb the utilities to provide 
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• this~ And itrs no different than any other Project 

150 project. It's just a matter that it's going to be 

wind or hydro. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER O~~GE: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th) : 

Thank you, Madam ~peaker. 

And in Section 3~, I believe, it refers to a 

stud~ of why or how the State may exit a regional 

system .operator, otherwis.e kno·wn as ISO New England. 

Thi~ is a ~tudy that, if 1'm correct in reading 

• the language, would require the DPUC to study the 

impact oi this and report pack to tne Legislature·. Is 

that correct? 

·Through you .. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nardella. 

RE.P. NARDELLO (89th) : 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

That is correct. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Williams . .. 
REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 
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And then I a·s·sume t·hat a,t tha,t p·oint the 

Legislature would make a, determinati0n as to whether 

or not to leave ISO. Is that correct? 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nardello. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th)~ 

Through yo·u, Madam Speaker. 

lt. isn't necessarily· the ISO. The r.ec- -- the're 

is going to be a recommendation whet·her- to leave ISO 

or not to leave ISO. The ~oint is it needs to be 

considered and studied. And then :j_f you ,·11 and t.he 

section call-s a .report to the General Assembly. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representativ·e W.illi.ams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

And would the DPUC be giving.otber 

r~commendations? They would recomm~nd j oinin·g anotn~r 

system operator, perhaps creating a 

Connec·ti.cut-specific ISO, options like that. Would 

the DPUC be giving us those options as well? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

.Representative Nardello. 
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REP." NARDELLO (89th): 

· Through you, Madam Spea.ker. 

~he language. states that such a proceeding shall 

include but not be limited to a review of the 

accountabili.ty o.f said independent system operator, 

consideration of ~trategies and mechanisms· that might 

mitigate. the adverse impacts of Market Rule Number 1 

may have on wholesale generation projects, and may 

reduce Connecticut's reliance on the. wholesale· power 

market, but not l~mited to long-term contracts, 

consideration o·f: cost :benefits. So it'· s proscribed in 

there . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE': 

Representative Williams. 

REP.. WILLIAMS (68th) : 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

And t~e State of Maine, some years ago, studied 

this very same issue, and I think 'it's fair to say 

that Maine is a very different animal than Connecticut 

is in terms of our transmission and distribution and 

gener~tion of electricity, that Maine has a, more of a 

surplus of capacity. And Connecticut certainly, at 

least until recently, did not. 

· And so Maine came to the conclusion, and a_gain, 
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thejr frustration, which I share and I think many of 

our colleagues share with ISO, Maine's frustration 

with ISO was for a very different reason than I think 

what our frustration is and what it continues to be. 

And is Repre_sentative Nardello ·aware that· Maine 

studied this isst1e and )11 t.imately after many rrfonths of 

discussion and because of cost, decided not to leave 

the ISO? 

Through you. 

Representative Nardella. 

REP. -NARDELLO (89th):. 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

Yesi I'm aware of that. But Maine is not 

Connecticut and Connecticut has to make its own 

decisions. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Repres.entative Williams. 

REP. WILL.IAMS (68th) : 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

And I certainly would agree. Maine took 18 

months to make this decision. I believe that the 

study requires the DPUC to report back to us, I think 

within six months, if I'm correct. Is that correct? 

005012 
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DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

~epresentative Nardello. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 
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If you'll give me one moment to check the 

languag.e . 

. Through you, Madam Speaker .. 

Y'es, the report is .due back before· January 1st o:f 

2011. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Williams~-

REP. WILLIAMS (68th) : 

~hank you, Madam Speaker. 

And so understanding that, is it -- is this m·aybe 

a little bit quick in terms of what we're asking the 

DPUC to turn around an extraordinarily major study 

that. wo.uld have very seve·re cos.t .implications to the 

State of Connecticut, certainly the 6ther states in 

terms of our -- whether we decide to pull out of ISO 

or not or whether we decide to create a 

Connecticut-specific ISO, it seems rather quick. 

I£ it took Maine 18 months to figure this out, 

~hy did we say Connecticut~ you're limited to -- the 

005.013 
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Connecticut DPUC you're limited to six months in terms 

of this review? 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nardella. 

REP. NARDELLO ( 8 9t"h) : 

Throdgh youf Mister Madam Speaker. I'm so 

sorry, again~ It does so happ~n this time of the 

morning. 

Th~ answer to that would be that we ~ould have 

liked to report prior to the next legisl.ativ·e session, 

but like many reports that a.ll, of us in this ro:om kn:ow 

about, they don't always come exactiy when we want 

them to. So certainly .if the DPUC came to us and 

said, we needed addi timtal time, I"' m sure .we would 

allow them that. It is our hope that it could be 

completed by that time. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE.: 

Repres~ntative William~a 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

And through you to Representative Nardello1 what 

is the pr,ice tag associated with this study'? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

00.5014 
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Through youJ Mada~ Speaker. 

It's· within available appropriations. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE·: 

Represent.at.i ve Williams. 

REP, WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Mada.:rn Speaker. 
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A~d what 1~ the -- has there been a projection on 

cost as to what this study would be? 

Through :you. 

DE'PUTY_ .. SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nardelio. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

No, there .has not. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Wil~iams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th)·: 

Madam speaker, through you to Representative 

Nardella, are you aware. that Levitan & Associates, 

which is the same outfit that the OCC is using 

currently to review t'he Connectl.cu.t Inte·grated 

Resources Plan, those same £olks have determined that 
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this study comes with a price t·ag of somewhere bet·ween 

1. 75 and 2 million dollars, and that the DPUC agre.es 

with this cost. 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE: 

Representative Nardella. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you,.Madam Speaker~ 

I would have liked to have thoUght that they had 

the expertise in house to do some r.esear.ch on their 

own. If they need an additional consultant, the~ 

that's a decision that they :have to make, and. if it's 

not within a-vailable appropriations then they're going 

to need to tell us that~ 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE:. 

Representative Sean Willisms~ 

REP. WILLIAMS (68t~): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker Linda Orange. 

Is -- through you to Representative Nar.dello, is 

it possible then if there are -- if the available 

appropriations do not exist that we can conduct this 

study elsewhere? 

T.hrough you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE; 
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REP. NARDELLO (89th)~ 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 
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I ~auld hope, as I said, that we have ·the 

resources within our own agencies to do this. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ORANGE': 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th) : 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

Moving back to Sections 17 and 18, the consumer 

protection sections of this amendment. It appears 

that well, take a step back~ 

. ... , At the be9inning of the session, the Office O'f 

Consumer .Counsel and the DPUC StJb:mitted a joint 

· ·- propo.sal to the Energy and Technology Committee to 

cre.ate ways that we could create a consumers code of 

conduct -- a .suppliers code of conduct, I should say, 

for ~etail suppliers. 

And. as Representative Nardello and others kno~, 

in 2007 when we cteated the last big energy law that 

we created here in Connecticut out of the En~rgy 

Committee, the retail supply issue was a very hot 

issue. And we created a sit-uation whereby at that 

time we had somewhere in the neighborhood of 10,000 

005017 
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customers, small business and residential customers 

who had chosen to .go into. the market and choose a 

competi ti v.e supplier. 

And shortly thereafter, leading up until just the 

other day, they we·re. somewher·e in the neighborhood of 

330,000 residential and small business customers. So 

I ·think we. COl..l1d all agree that that was a great 

success, but the problem is that ther·e are a lot of 

suppliers in the market who are baci actors, who are 

doing things that, that. they're marketing to 

customers, preying on customers, switching customers 

without them knowing· it. ·Many of us know that term to 

. be "slamming"·. 

And the consumer protection provisions that ar·e 

in this legislation ~ary slightly, as I understand it, 

fr.om what the Office of ·consumer Counsel,. the 

ratepayers advocate, and the DPUC submitted. 

Can Repre.Seil.tative Nardello explain how? 

(Deputy Spea.ker 0' Rourke in 'the Chair.) 

DEPUTY SPEAKER O'ROURKE: 

~epresehtative Nardella . 

REP. NARDELLO . (89-th)-: 

005018 
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Itm not sure I understand your question. Explain 

how what's the "how" r.e;ferring t·o? 

' DEPUTY SPEAKER 0 '"ROURKE: 

Representative Williams. 

·REP. W.ILLIAMS (68th) : 

.Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

How a~e t~ese provisions different from what the 

OCC and the DPUC submitted to us as a committee at the 

beginning of this session? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER O'ROURKE: 

Representative Nardella . 

. REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through yeti, Hr.. Speaker. 

Just a little history for everybody. The ace did 

co~e to agreement with the DPUC, but it was on a code 

of conduct for brokers, and they're only involved 

brokers .. 

As a matter of f-act, the OCC helped to write 

' 

these pro~isions ih this bill, so I would tell you 

tha.t t_}1ey were supportive of them. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER o~ROURKE; 

R~presentative Williams. 

RE.P. WILLIAMS (68th): 

005019 
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So if I am a reta~il supplier and I- employed 

college kids or people ~ho knock on doors and ask 

peopie to sign up and change their electricity service 

from their incumbent· utility to a competitive 

supplier, can I knock on somebody's door at 6:30 at 
·.J 

night under this provision? 

Thr·ough you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER O'ROURKE~ 
'--

_Repres·entative Nardello . 

. REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker . 

No, it's l·imited to-- six o'clock is the late_st 

you can do that. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER O'ROURKE: 

Represent_at.ive Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker -- Mr. Speaker. 

Through you to Representative· N~;rdello, w:ould I 

be able ·to employ that same employee to go to a place 

of business, a deli letis say, or some other small 

business, a video store, and ask the~ to switch and to 

sell that person on swi t.ching from the higher-cost 

utility to my lower-cost supply product? 

0050'20 
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Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER O'ROURKE: 

Representative --

REP. W.ILLIAMS (68th) :. 

I 1 m sorry. ~t 6:30 at night? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER O'ROURKE: 

Representative Nardello. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

776 
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This provision only applies to customers of a 

hundred kilowatt demand and under, so it's really 

basically alm·ost all residenti-al cus,tomers and small 

businesses. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER O'ROURKE: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th) : 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

Through you to Represent~tive Nardello, a deli or 

a general store would apply, I think~ in that 

situati6n. And so my concern is that a deli that's 

open at -- until 9 o'clock at night may not be able to 

av-ail themselves of the opportunity for somebody to 

come in and sell them a lower-cost electricity supply. 

Through you. 
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DEPUTY SPEAKER O'ROURKE: 

Representative Nardella. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Mr~ Speaker. 
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If they can't. get there between ten and six, I 

f~el sorry for them~ I think that mos~ that's an 

eight-hour window period. 

So -- and I don't think I~d want to be buying 

electricity at seven o'clock at night and trying to 

figure out whether I was getting a good deal. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER O'ROURKE: 

Representative W·i.ll.iams . 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th) :: 

Th_ank you, Mr .. Speake.r. 

But maybe I do. I own the deli, I'm ·busy during 

the day. I '.m getting deliveries. I'm. dealing wi tb 

customers who are coming in for lunch an<;i picking up 

dinner orders, and maybe my .on1y time that I'm not 

bu·sy is at 6:30. at nignt·. 

Ne.w·, this is not. presuming that, you ·know, it's 

so lat~ that somebody can't be seen. The c.ustomer 

decides that. Why are we saying to a deli owner, you 

can't have somebody drop in and sell :you electricity 

service at 6:30 at night? 
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Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER O'ROURKE: 

Rep·resentati ve .Nardello. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 
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These are municipal r.estrictions. Gener·ally 

municipalities restrict between ten and six, and 

that's why those hours were chosen. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER O'ROURKE: 

Representa·t'ive Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS· (.98th) : 

·Thank yo.u, Mr. Speaker. 

And through you to .Representat.ive Narde1lo, you 

know, it's interesting we're here at 5:30 in the 

morning making a decision on the biggest electricity 

biTl sihc.e deregu·lation, but somebody can't make a 

choice to purcha·se their own: electricity at 6:30 at 

But what if the deli owner wants that person? 

Why -- what problem ar~ we looking to resolveJ What 

problem are we looking to resolve when p~ople are 

Selling a ~ery· reasonable commodity, the commodity of 

ele.ctricity, like -- which is, in terms of the. saies 

t~ansaction, not unlike any other product, and 
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theytre -- ~h~t problem are we trying to resolve where 

the deli owner can't make the dec-is.ion at 6: 30 · at 

night to switch h±s electricity supplier from. CL&P to 

Direct Energy? 

Through you. 

DEPUTY s:PEAKER o • ROURKE.:· 

Representative. Nardella. 

REp. NARDELLO (89th): 

Thr.ough you, Mr. Speaker. 

Again, we're following the municipal 

restrictions. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER O'ROURKE: 

Representative....,.Williams, will you. .remar.k? 

REP. WILLIAMS (6.8th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

If I sell ~ilk, if I'm a ~ilk vendor, I can go to 

the deli and sell my milk at 6:30 at night, but I 

can't sell electri~ity service to that person at 6~30 

at night. Why is tha·t in this proposai? 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SE>EAKER 0 '· ROU.RKE.: 

Representative Nardella, you care to answer that 

question again? 

REP. NARDELLO (8-9th) : 
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The individual can come between ten and si_x. 

Those are the rules for door-to-door sales. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER O'ROURKE: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th)= 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker~ 

I'm -- I'm -- I think my question is. for -- what· 

is the problem that we. are seeking to address wher-e 

someone selling electricity can"t go into a deli at 

6: 30 at night? If you sell ·other commodities, if, I 

sell pencils or widgets or milk, I can go_into a store 

and sell·:.·it a·t 6:30 at night. But what we're saying 

her-e is that you can't se11 electricity at 6::30 night·. 

Why are we putting that restriction on the business 

owner? What -- what pro.olem does. that solve? 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER O'~OURKE: 

Representative Nardella. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Mr~ Speaker. 

W.e' re trying to establish $ta;ndards a·nct they're 

uniform standards . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER O'ROURKE: 
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I guess I'm unclear. And so someone who may owri 

a cte1i who a salesman decides he wants t·o take that 

person out to dinner to sell them a lower-cost 

electr.ici t:y service, could t'hey, outside of that 

business, sell electricity service at the~r -- at the 

place where they~re dining, through you, at 6:30? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER otROURKE: 

Represent.ati ve Nardello. 

REP. NARD.ELLO (89th) : 

-- Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

This section refers to door-to-door sales. 

That's someone showing up at :your door to sel.l you 

elect'ri~i t·y •. 

OEPUTY SPEAKER O'ROURKE: 

Representative Williams. 

R.EP. WILLIAMS (68th) : 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

Have there -- through you, have there been 

complaints·, significant complaints from small bus,iness 

owners that there have been predatory salespersons 

after 6 o'clock at night coming to their business? 
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.In response to some of the retailers, we did 

limit this to a hundred kilo~att demand and under. So 

we did address.their concerns and that was what they 

had .. r~ques ted us to do, and we did it . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER O'ROURKE: 

Representative Wil,liams. 

RE"P. WILLIAMS ( 68.t·h): 

,Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

I guess I'm-- that leaves unresolved to me the 

question of \o/PY a deli owner. can '·t purchase 

electricity_at 6:30 at ni~ht from someone who sells 

that electricity, and frankly, I think it puts a 

restriction on that person, the salesperson's ability 

to earn·a living' if you can't-- you're saying, this· 

is one of the only places I think we're saying you 

ca_n.'t do business outside of 10 a.m. to 6 p.m-. And 

ceitainly a lbt of business transac~ions and sales 

happen when pe6ple are slower at their business or 

when they're at home, so I guess I'm not sure. I'm 
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still not clear as to what the problem is that we're 

resolving. 

But moving onto the third-party verification 

iS'sue, do we currently require third-party 

verification when a customer calls into our electric 

utilities to Switch suppliers? 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEA-KER 0 I ~OURKE: 

Representative Nardello. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

L.don't believe I know the answer to that 

qtiestion. I'm not absolutely sure and I don't want to 

give an in.correct answer. 

DEE>UTY SPEAKER O'ROURKE: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker . 

.It's tny understanding that .in iegislation we 

passed years ago, that we required a third-party 

verification of any customer who -- small business or 

residential customer who chose ·to switch to a retail 

supplier. In fact, we~ve continued to have this 

debate over the years as to-whether we should do away 
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-with the third-party verification system, and instead 

do a recorded ~hone call that's mandated to be saved 

by the supplier so that there'~ a stronger consumer 

protection. 

So that if Jo-e :Ooakes calls into Direct Energy 

or -~ or Supplier X and says, I'd like tO" switch my 

electricity service, that that phone call is recorded 

from st·art to finish, so that -- arid saved, so that if 

there is a potential for slamming, 'if there are 

customers who_ are being slammed, switched without 

their knowledge, we can always go bac~ to the tape, as 

they say . 

So, it-'s just a litt1.e bit troubling to me that 

we don't know whether the existing statute has 

third-party verification in it, as that is a major 

provision in terms of our consume.r protections. 

But moving on to the solar sections~ which ~ 

·believe are_ ·19 through 2 6. I believe in line 22-6-5, 

there's a limitation of 8 percent that is forced on 

the utilities. Is that correct? Or is. that still in 

thi's section? 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER O'ROURKE: 

Representative Nardella. 

f. 
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Before I answer that question, I did look into 

the bill and the current language, and yes, we do 

require thi'rd-party verificat.ion. It's under the 

current language sectidn. So I wahted to answer that 

question far you~ 

·.And the second, in terms of the 8 percent, yes, 

that is an 8 percent rate of retcirn. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER O'ROURKE: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Mr. Spe4ker~ 

And through you, we~ve had some significant 

dollar figures thrown a~ound as to ~hat the solar 

program would cost. We've not had significant figures 

on ~hat the benefit would be necessarily. But for the 

benefit of the Chamber, I" would ask Representative 

Nardella to ekplain the cost of the s6lar program. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER O'ROURKE: 

Representative Nardella. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker . 

The cost of the solar program is capped for the 
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entire program. It is, at first, a one-haLf percent 

of all retail r.evem.ies of the electric companies, 

which. is $24 million. It then r.amps up in twO" years 

to about $3"6 million~ and then at two years later, it 

goes to 48, about 48 to 50 million dollars. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER O'ROURKE: 

Representative Will,iams. 

REP.. WILLIAMS (68th): 

~hank you, Mr. Speaker. 

The DPUC ha&Levitan & Associates analyze this 

progr.am, and I '··11 run through some of the numbe·rs .that 

they· gave us. They assume that the wholesale energy 

basts are about $80 a megawatt hou~, and the cost of 

class I renewable energy credits range from 16 to 30 

dollars per megawatt hour. 
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c_ap. The CHP provisions that we have in this "bill are 

4 to 6 million dollars; the fu~nace ~ncentive program, 

3 to 2.3 mi1lion oo:11a.rs. So th.ey assume that the 

total ratepayer cost for all of the programs that are 

laid out in this legislat.ion inciuding the solar 

cap -- s:o coming under solar: ca~, are 106 to 268 

million dollars. 

Through you Mr. Speaker to Representative 

Nardel.lo, the 1.5 percent dec·r·ease that we hqpe to 

achieve, is ·that en.ough to overcome .all of this and 

actually start saving ~atepayers money? 

-
_ Through you . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER O'ROURKE: 

Representative Nardella. 

REP. NARDELLO (89th)~ 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

Fir.st of all, I would_, yes, differ with. yo~ur 

.numbers. Ano let··' s start with th.e f.act. th.at the DPUC 

was part· of the KEMA study th&·t was ordered that these 

numbers were taken from, by the way. What we 

reco:mme·nded for solar came directly from the KEMA 

study that wa·s don·e by Kleen Energy with the DPUC. 

The solar ~nergy projects are going to cost 

initially 70 cents pe·r .month. The combined heat and 
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power for businesses are going to cost· 12 cents per 

month. The. fuel oi) ... burner a·nd furhac.e efficiency 

upgrades are going to cost 12 cents pe·r moth, and the 

renewables are going to cost 3 cents per month, which 

is a total of 97 cents per month. 

Now let me just be very clear~ that's not 97 

cents that tomorrow, wben we pass thi~ b~ll~ that 

suddenly is going to show up on your bill. What's 

going to happen is as these projects over time are 

built, they will flow into rates. So it's going to 

take probably at least two years before you see 

anyth~ng from this. In the meantime, we've asked for 

a 15 cent -- percent reduction on the average bill of 

$130. That's $19.50 per month. 

Now let's just say we don't hit that goal and we 

just hit 5 percent. That's still 6.50 per month. 

It'S a lot more than what we're talking about. This 

is an inv.estment, an imtest·merit in .renewabies. ·This 

is the time to do this. And you must also take into 

~onsideration that if we do not do this, and if ~e 

bump up against the 'RPS standard, whicb we will in a 

couple of years, we will be paying alternative 

compliance payments at 5.5 cents a kilowatt hour .. And 

I believe that that would not be in the interest of 
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Mr. Speaker, I'm going to wrap ~p shortly, 

becau~e itis almost' 6 o'clock in the morning, but I 

guess· to sort of summarize this, :we know -- and 

whether you dispute the number that the OP -- 1 mean, 

listen~ the DPUC is where we invest all of our faith 

in the .energy world. Every time we want to do a bill 

but we're too nervous to do it, we ship it over to the 

DPUC and we have them do a study. Every time we get 

r- an analysis done, we call tn.e DPUC and br·ing t·hem over 

here and w~ say, hey, help us figure this out. 

So with fhat relationship that we ~ave, ! have to 

as.surne· t·hat the numbers that they've given us through 

the Levitan Group are pretty accurate. So 

understanding that, we know' -- ev.en if you dispute the 

numbe·rs, we ki)ow there's .going to be ratepayer impact .. 

We know we're going to be investing ratepayer dollars 

.in something that may or ·may not be a valuable 

investment, that may or may not be cross-subsidizing 

one public policy initiative with another. We're 

looking at creating jobs artd spurring economic 
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development, and y.et, we're going to do that at the 

cost of iatepayers. 

But the 15 percent decrease that's being 

referenced here is not necessarily a guarantee. 

Right? And I ~ean, we're saying we~d like the report 

to come back with all the options that we have. 

So through you to Representative.Nardello, this 

-is not a guaranteed 15 percent rate reduction. In 

fact, it c·ould be as little as zero percent if the 

Legislature takes no a.ction o·n the recommendation. Is 

that correct? 

Through _you. _ 

DEPUTY ·SPEAKER O'ROURKE: 

Representative Nardello. 

REP. ·NARDELLO (89th) : 

through you, Mr. ~peaker. 

I d.on' t anticipate that there would be no action 

by the Legislature if we could achieve a reduct:j..on in 

electric rates. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER O'ROURKE: 

Representative Williams. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

'Thank you, Mr .. Speaker . 

Jtist to be ~lear, there is no guarantee of a 15 
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per,cent ra.te reduction or anything thereabol:lts:, but 

there is a guarantee of ratepayer investment, and 

therefore, -an increi3,se in rate:s? we· -- we know we're 

making these investments. So X just want to be clear 

that there's going to be a ratepayer investment, but 

no guarantee of a rate decrease. 

Throtlgh you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKtR O'ROURKE: 

Representati~e Nardello. 

REP, NARDELLO (89th): 

Through ~ou, Mr. Speaker. 

There's not a guarantee, but a reasonable 

.expectation. 

And a-gain, I would disput.e the numbers. And we 

all know that if an agency doesn't want to do 

something or opposes· a bill, what the~ do is they 
'" 

inflate the numbers. An.d I'm just afr·aid that· in this 

case, that might be exact-ly what's happenin:g. 

It -.- I'm not, again, it'~ just sometimes an 

inflation. It doesn't -- isn't -- I'm not trying to 

malign the DPUC. "It's just something that happens in 

this building and we all know that. And I would say 

to you that we have costed each of these things out. 

They again, ·come to 97 cent·s :Per month for the average 
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No one's rates are going to go up in this bill 

for -- at any time soon. Be.cause these projects 

havenjt been bui~t. They have to be built. And at 

that time, they'll flow through rates. 

And I was very carefully constructing this bill 

to ~ake sore th~re is nothing open-ended here. I 

didn't allow for anything that said, well, we don't 
I 

know what this is going tb cost. We're going to give 

all these projects money. We'll see what it is 

afterwards. 

I was very proscriptive in each one. of thes.e 

programs to be very clear about the a:moun·ts and how 

much we were going to be spending, because r am very 

conscioUs Of what ratepayers pay in the state of 

Connecticut. And I wasn't going to do anything to 

raise .rates. 

So, again, it is my belief that ~hile we were 

making a very small _;investment ·to provide in-s·tate 

renewables here in Connecticut, to develop a sustained 

orderly solar program that will benefit everyone .. 

By the way;_ your municipalities in your towns 

will be able to now bid for, you know, put in 

applicat.ions for these proj e.cts. This is going to 
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save them money. A lot. mo-re than what we're talking 

about here. And there, the commercial .side, the 

medium~sized solar has been suspended since 2008. 

Solar is the peaking resource. So that means 

it's going to reduce the·peak rates, and that~s going 

to benefit all ratepayers, and we'd have to put that 

in the calculation~ And actually NYSERTA did a stu~y 

on that and it said that it act.ually reduced the p·eak 

rates by a hundred dollars per. mE;gawatt hour. ·So, you 

know, again, all of this needs to be taken into 

consideration and in context. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER O'ROURK"E: 

Representative Williams, will you remark? 

RE;P. WILLIAMS ( 6.8th) : 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and I thank the 

Representative Nardello for her answers. 

Ladies and gentlemen, only in the Conn·ecticut 

General Assembly could we have a bill where we 

question figures that come from the Department of 

Public Utility Control. Where we have ~n energy bill 

where we sayi weJre gotng to invest hundreds of 

millions of dollars of ratepayer of ratepayers' 

money in a bunch of new projec-ts and we•·re asking and 

hpping for a rate decrease. 
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We're· hoping for a 15 p.ercent rate decrease. 

We're hoping the DPUC will recommend to us how we can 

manage to do some things with rates, and. say, well, 

we -- it's kind o·f reasonable to expect that we might 

get 15 percent. Hope,fu.lly it will happen. It .may 

happen in the future. Only could that h_appen in a 

Legislature, only could that happen in a Legislature 

where. the committee or cognizance over the 15 percent 

rate reduction hasn)t passed a major bill with 

consensus since 2005. 

I don 1 t think it's unreasonable ~t all to expect 

that t~~ Legisl~ture~ould not take up the 

recommendations from the Dl?UC. By the· way, the very· 

same agency who we're saying, well, if they want to 

fudge the fiumbe'rs, they can do it. If they don't like 

something they'll fudge the numbers, but you know 

what? We' r.e going to take their recommendations. 

We're going to take their recommendations and 

we're going to ·make them into law, and we're going to 

make evE;:!rybody happy because we' .re goin,g to have a 1.5 

percen·t rat.e decrease. Only in the Connecticut 

General As·sembly could that happen. And only in a 

committee th_at has not had a ·major bill and has -- has 

blown it, many opportunities to pass a bill into law 
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ov.er the last five. years by having consensus. Only in 

that committee can we make that case. 

You know what? I can't support this bill and go 

back to my constituents and say, well, you know· what? 

We just raised your rates a couple hundred million. 

bucks, but trust us, have some faith in us. We're 

going to reduce your rates 15 percent. Only in the 

Connecticut General Assembly could somebody make that 

argument. 

Ladies and gentlemen, but trust u·s.~ we'll do it .. 

Trust us) we'll take~care-of-it-down-the-road 

attitude, _didnrt get us very far. Did it in 1998 when 

people voted for electric cleregulation? I happen to 

be one of the p~ople that thinks it's a good idea. 

B"ut all tho.se folks, many of those. folks who voted 'for 

it said, I didn't know what I was voting on, and I'm 

not h_a_ppy I did. If I had the opportunity to take 

that vote back, I would. 

This now, as we sit here at 6 o'clock in the 

morning, I'm lookihg out here at all of you, those of 

you who are in here, which are few, have weary eyesf 

you're saying, thC!-nk God, this guy is done· asking 

questions. We're going to be able to get on the road 

and we '.re going to go home and we' 11 come up a few 
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hours later and finally finish our session. 

Those of you who are sitting here are 

.experiencing a little. bit of deja vu. Maybe you 

we.ren' t here when electric deregulatio·n wa.s passed in 

1998, but you sure know the stories. You sure know 

the horror stories. 

And so folks, .I impl.ore you, prior to casting 

your vot·e, th;ink about the pro·cess that existed here. 

Think about what w.as said. Think about the fact that 

we're sayingt trust us. Take our word for it. We 

didn't do this through a real good public hearing 

_process~ We told the pe~ple of Connecticut, don'~ 

comment on the policy that we're contemplating here .. 

Don't tell. us why w~'re wrong, because we're right. 

"Just tell us where we made some technical problems so 

we're not embarrassed. 

Folks~ this process was deplorable. This bill 

will raise rates. Fr.ankly, it does no.t deserve your 

support. And certainly, your rat~payers in your 

dist.ricts certainly don't deserve. to have their rates 

increased based on what we see he~e. 

Thank y.ou, Mr. Spea.ker .. 

DEPUTY"SPEAKER O'ROURKE: 

Will yo.u remark? 
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Then we'll try your minds. All those in favor of 

adoption o.f Senat.e Amendmen,t "A," signify by saying, 

aye. 

REPRESENTATIVES: 

Aye. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER O'ROURKE: 

Those <;>ppo·sed, Nay. 

REPRESENTATIVES; 

..,. Nay. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER O'ROURKE: 

The ayes have it. Senate "A" is adopted. 

Will you remark further on the bill as -amended? 

Will you remark further? 

If not, staff and guests come to the ~ell of the 

House. Members ta.ke th~ir seat·s. The machine will be 

open. 

THE CLERK: 

The House of Representatives is voting by roll 

call.. Members t·o the Chambe.r. The House is voting _by 

roll call. Members t.o the Chamber, ·please. 
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The House of Representatives is voting by roll 

call, members to the Chamber. The House is voting by 

roll c~ll, members to the Chamber, please. 

DEPUTY SPEA~ER 0 I RO_URKE: 

Have all .members voted? Have all members. vot-ed?-

Please check the board and ensure your vote is 

properly cast.. If al1 members have voted, the machine 

will be locked. The Clerk will take a tally. Mr. 

Clerkj please announce the tally. 

THE. CLERK: 

Senate Bill 493 as amended by Senate Amendment 

Bchedu:l~ "A" in concurrence. with the Senat·e . 

Total Number voting 121 

Necessary for adoption 61 

Those voting Yea 81 

Those voting Nay 40 

Those absent and not voting 30 

DEPUTY SpE~KER O'ROURKE: 

The bill as amended is passed. 

(Speaker Donovan in the Chair.) 

,S PEAl<ER DONOVAN : 

'Any announcements or introductions? Any 
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