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for that. But he will be here in ten minutes.
So we’'re going to take a ten minute recess and
then we’ll start. Thank you.

(Whereupon, a recess was taken.)

REP. NARDELLO: We will now reconvene this meeting
of the -- this public hearing of the Energy and
Technology Committee. And we have first on the
order of speakers is Mayor Robert Chatfield.

And my understanding is Mayor Chatfield will be
coming up with Tom Galvin and Patricia Geary
from the Town of Councils. So if the three of
them would come up together that would
wonderful.

MAYOR ROBERT CHATFIELD: (Inaudible.) And I've Hb 249

never seen an issue have so much energy from
both sides for or against but I’'m here to
support. We'’'re here to support some type of a
moratorium so that there can be some rules and
regulations on where to place wind turbines.

We have rules to cover the installation of
swimming pools and other things that towns have
regulations on. And we just want to make sure
that it’s safely installed.

I know there’s a lot of people here from the
industry. And I know the federal government
and the State government are putting their arms
around green energy and got to have a certain
percentage by certain years. But nobody
thought of regulations and where to put these
and how far from neighborhoods and where they
should be set and other problems.

I know there’s going to be other people after
me testifying on this. So we’re looking for
something to give some time so that regulations
can be adopted. So that they can be put into -
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REP.

- not in a neighborhood. Yes, we’'re a target
because we’re a thousand feet. But there are
wind turbines lower in land than -- than what
ours is.

So, no two sites are the same. And that should
have been taken -- should be taken into
consideration when rules and regulations are
made. And there’s an awful lot of controversy
which we’re not discussing today because we're
just talking on the -- to slow this down a
little bit. And adopt some regulations and if
you get the time to just breeze through the
thing from the Town Council and the two boards
and commissions that are here.

And I've talked now longer than I usually speak
at public hearings. However, I’'ll let Mrs.
Geary sit down for a minute and Mr. Galvin.

And thank you for your time.

NARDELLO: Thank you, Mayor Chatfield.

PATRICIA GEARY: First of all, I'd like to thank you

very much for providing this opportunity for
discussion and for being -- bringing forth this
possible legislation on the moratorium. I
support everything that the Mayor has said. As
elected officials, you know, our job is to
support and advocate for our constituents. In
a town like ours as in a big city there’s
barely anything that you can do without
following guidelines and regulations.

Simplistically, I can’t put a shed up in my
backyard. I can’t put a driveway in unless I
follow the regulations of the town. And I
would like to see a moratorium put on wind
turbine projects until there are some
guidelines, some stipulations and some
regulations so that the people who live in the
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REP.

towns where they are located will be
safeguarded. Their safety in particular, but
there are a number of issues, most of them
mentioned in the resolution of the Town Council
specifically that I would like to see looked
at. Thank you again.

NARDELLO: Thank you, Patricia.

Tom Galwvin.

THOMAS J. GALVIN: Good afternoon. I won’t repeat

REP.

REP.

much of what you heard. The Town Council did
unanimously support the wishes of our citizens
who had some very dire concerns about what this
could do to their lives.

So again, I won’t repeat anything but ideally
one would have hoped that the State would have
developed rules and regulations before adopting
a position that mandates development such as
this for energy conservation. This was missed
the first time around. However we hope that
this time, however you decide that you do your
homework and make an educated decision. Thank
you very much.

NARDELLO: Thank you.

Are there questions from members of the
Committee?

You may want -- just if there are questions,
you may --

Representative Williams, do you have a
question?

WILLIAMS: Thank you, Madam Chair.
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And thank you all for coming up here. I do
have a few questions. And actually, Tom, you
just hit on something that I thought maybe --
you may be able to respond to and that is that,
you know, hopefully that whatever mistakes or
changes we made in the past that we are not
happy with that we make an educated decision,
you know, here going forward. And Mayor
Chatfield, I think talked earlier about how we
have renewable energy portfolio standards that
we seek to implement here in Connecticut and
frankly many places throughout the country.

We want clean energy for, you know, future
economic reasons, for, you know, environmental
reasons. We are certainly supporters in this
State of clean energy. And so it strikes me
that we send some mixed messages to the world,
when -- you know, for example last year we
passed a bill that was subsequently vetoed by
the Governor that would have increased the
amount of wind capacity that we have in
Connecticut by -- by 25 megawatts.

And my question to you is, you know, do we send
a mixed message here by saying, okay, we’re
going to support wind energy by increasing it
by 25 megawatts but saying no we don’t want it
in our neighborhood, or our town, or our city,
or our region, or our county or whatever.

MAYOR ROBERT CHATFIELD: I myself, I do find that as
a mixed message. I think it’s a very, very
difficult thing to quantify. A hundred days
ago I had never done anything except seen wind
turbines at a distance. Since then I’'ve gone
to a couple of locations. 1I've stood at some,
been 100 feet away from them. It sounded like
a jet plane circling overhead.
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I've been at others that were in a school yard
that 100 feet away I could hear traffic 800
feet away. So I don’t know what the actual
factors are. I do know that at their worst
they’re things that certainly don’t belong in
residential neighborhoods and I don’t know if
there is a best side.

But I'm certainly hopeful that you have the
same attitude looking to find more about these
emerging technologies and make use of them
where they apply.

WILLIAMS: You know, we’‘ve spent a lot of time
over the years promoting renewable energy in
Connecticut and it’s kind of interesting
because we’re had significant investments. And
I would ask you to react to -- my understanding
is that the company that’s proposing this
project in your community was the beneficiary
of some clean energy fund money, I think to the
tune of a half a million dollars. I could be
wrong on the number.

But, you know, it’s a government program that
we created. This legislature created the Clean
Energy Fund. Ratepayers dollars are used to
finance it. Do you find that we are sending
mixed messages there that we’'re using your --
everyone here in this room pays an electricity
bill or in some way contributes to paying
electricity bill.

And yet we -- so we, you know, gave this
company a grant or a loan for a significant
amount of money and now we’re saying, well, you
know, we may have to have you fold up your tent
and go home. You know, how do you react to
that?
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MAYOR ROBERT CHATFIELD: On that specific I don’'t

REP.

know how much funding if any that they had
actually received. On the topic of mixed
message I think the -- not just this
government, this State but also the United
States, there’s a lot of mixed messages out
there. People are for things before they’'re
against them and vice versa. I just hope that
this time however you -- however it was looked
on the first time around I hope that this time
that this Committee certainly gets it right.

WILLIAMS: Okay. And lastly, do you find that
the 25 megawatt increase in wind power that was
proposed last year and passed through the House
and in the Senate, should you find that I
assume, to be ill-conceived based on the fact
that we don’t have regulations. I mean, we
passed this back in May.

And it seems to me that only one thing changed
from May to today and that is the proposal of
this particular facility and prospecting in
Colebrook. So would you say that you find that
to be an ill-conceived proposal that was passed
by the two chambers to increase the amount of
capacity we get from wind?

MAYOR ROBERT CHATFIELD: I don'’'t know enough about

REP.

it to say one way or the other on that.

WILLIAMS: I guess I'm just saying in the
absence of these regulations we said, okay,
we’'re going to go out and procure 25 megawatts
of wind.

MAYOR ROBERT CHATFIELD: Well I don’t know that

anyone would acknowledge there’s no
regulations. I don’t think there’s any
specific regulations that I'm aware of even in
our own planning and zoning about wind
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turbines. We have things about cell towers
that somehow got confused as being synonymous
with these things for whatever reason. So I
think there are some regulations. I just don’t
know that the regulations are applicable to
wind turbines.

REP. WILLIAMS: Great. Thank you very much, Tom.
MAYOR ROBERT CHATFIELD: Thank you.
REP. NARDELLO: Senator Witkos.
SENATOR WITKOS: Thank you, Madam Chair.
Tom, I have a question for you if I may.

MAYOR ROBERT CHATFIELD: I’ve only been doing this a
hundred days. :

SENATOR WITKOS: When you mentioned that the worst
case scenario would be if a wind turbine was
built in a residential, are you talking about
properties that are zoned residential or are
you basing that on say a density population in
neighborhoods?

MAYOR ROBERT CHATFIELD: I would say -- I would
consider it more density population because
zoning regulations can be changed and they
reflect individual communities. I think things
like this should be at the State level. I know
I for one have mentioned that should BNE or
some other company decide to move their
operation out of Prospect by just moving it a
quarter of a mile or maybe a half mile, they
could be in another town. It could be in
Bethany, Connecticut. And if Bethany didn’t
have these same regulations as Prospect had
that could be a confusing scenario.
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So I think something of this magnitude there
should be certainly guidelines, regulations,
rules, something to follow so everyone would be
playing by the same rules. And those rules
should protect people whether they live in a
residential zone, zone one, zone two. It’s
really to protect people.

SENATOR WITKOS: Thank you. Thank you, Madam Chair.

REP. NARDELLO: Are there any other questions from
members of the Committee?

Representative Miller.

REP. MILLER: Good afternoon. I was interested in
the site they chose, how much land there is
available for this windmill. What’s the size
of the windmill? How high is it going to be?
Do you have that information?

MAYOR ROBERT CHATFIELD: I may not be the best one to
ask but I do know that it’s between 67 and 68
acres.

REP. MILLER: Sixty eight acres?
MAYOR ROBERT CHATFIELD: Yes.

REP. MILLER: And is it fairly close to residential
or farms or anything like that?

MAYOR ROBERT CHATFIELD: I do not have the specific
numbers but the numbers I’'ve been told are that
it is as close as somewhere between eight and
900 feet from a primary residence. It is
within, I understand, 1,000 feet of Route 69
which is a State road that runs through
prospect. And that would be on the east side.
On the north, south and west it is largely
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undeveloped land or water company land owned by
the New Haven Water Company, I believe.

REP. MILLER: And the height of the windmill?

MAYOR ROBERT CHATFIELD: I’'ve seen 480 feet. I've
seen 492 feet. I’'m not sure what the actual --
again, BNE Energy would probably speak better
to those specific numbers.

REP. MILLER: You know, the State of Connecticut is
rated 34*" in the wind efficiency in the
country. And we’'re not a State that is going
to benefit greatly from wind turbines.
Developers generally do quite well. I know in
Vermont they denied a number of them because
the developers were getting federal credits,
State credits and getting the utilities to pay
part of the costs.

And the towns in Vermont this is a -- you know,
they’'re as bad as -- probably worse than we
are. Even more liberal than we are. And
they’'ve denied two or three of them on the
basis that it’s going to cost them a fortune
for a little amount of power.

The size of the windmill is going to be in
megawatts. Do you have an idea what that is?

MAYOR ROBERT CHATFIELD: I believe it’s 1.6
megawatts.

REP. MILLER: So you're probably going to get about
less than 50 percent of that.

MAYOR ROBERT CHATFIELD: I don’'t know the --
REP. MILLER: That'’s what you’re going to get.

MAYOR ROBERT CHATFIELD: -- the engineering
specifics.
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REP. MILLER: 1It’ll be 50 or less. And it’s going
to be working at probably ten miles an hour
wind. Generally that’s what you’re going to
have in that area. They’ll tell you something
different but generally that’s the average that
the windmill’s going to spin at ten miles an
hour. And that produces about one twentieth of
the power that the nameplate suggests. They’'re
not efficient. They’re very costly. A 400
tall machine -- 400 foot tall when it does
require maintenance it’s going to be a fortune
to get people to go up there.

I'm not sure if they have the mechanical
ability here in the State to handle that kind
of stuff. I know GE’s the builder, supposedly.
So, I'm not sure again if financially the State
is going to give them a million dollars of tax
free rates. The State of Connecticut is
bankrupt.

We’'re so bad that it’s not funny. And we’'re
going to be taking and using taxpayer money to
fund a windmill that’s not going to give us
much power. And yet we’'re going to subsidizing
it probably the UI and Connecticut Light and
Power will probably have to kick in. I’'m not
sure who else. Or if it’s federal credits. So
again, you know, I think the builders are the
ones that make a ton of money with this stuff.
And we as ratepayers are going to pay. But
thank you for your answers.

Thank you, Madam Chair.
MAYOR ROBERT CHATFIELD: I got my electric bill
today and I got a $3.65 charge. I know I'm

subsidizing somebody.

REP. MILLER: No. You’ve got to pay for the tax.
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REP. NARDELLO: Representative Bacchiochi.
REP. BACCHIOCHI: Thank you, Madam Chair.

Yes. I have a couple of questions for --
you’'re one of the Councilmen of Prospect? 1Is
that correct?

THOMAS J. GALVIN: Yes. I am the Chairman of the

REP.

Town Council.

BACCHIOCHI: Okay. I'm curious to know how you
determine what the process is in Prospect to
determine that the folks there would like this
moratorium. Did you have a town meeting or was
this something that you passed as a resolution?
How -- could you explain how that happened?

THOMAS J. GALVIN: Yes. I will. At a town council

meeting one of the citizens in Prospect who
reads those little legal notices in the paper
that you have to have very strong glasses to
read, noticed that an application or a petition
had been submitted and came to the Town Council
and asked what if anything we had to do or say
about that. This was about one hundred days ago
and this is when the Council and many people in
Prospect first became aware of this. We were
asked by a citizens’ group who was formed to
see what actions we could take.

As the Chairman of the Council I appointed a
subcommittee that quickly met, reviewed
documentation provided by both a citizens’
group in Prospect and by BNE Energy and they
came up with a recommendation that was actually
embodied in that letter that you have that was
signed by all nine members of the Council.

So this took place probably between
Thanksgiving and Christmas that that document
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was put together and it was an unanimous vote
of the Town Council and meetings that were well
attended. They weren’t -- they were -- all of
our Town Council meetings are all open to the
public. And during public participation and we
did have an agenda item to have anyone who had
to speak pro or con on this. And we did hear
testimony from both sides. And the
recommendation of the subcommittee to the Town
Council as a whole was to come up with this.
And we did adopt that in its current form.

BACCHIOCHI: And -- I'm sorry but my computer
is not working so I wasn’t able to see if your
testimony was scanned in. Did the document
that you provided to us also have
recommendations or was it strictly for the
moratorium itself?

THOMAS J. GALVIN: I'm sure you will get this

eventually. 1I’ll paraphrase it. That the Town
of Prospect was in favor in green energy. That
we were aware that this may set some precedents
because we understood that we were the first.

The Town Council recognizes our responsibility
to help safeguard the health, welfare, safety,
quality of life and economic stability of the
town and its residents. That we supported the
activity by both our planning and zoning, land
use and health Boards in establishing any
regulations concerning wind energy. That we
supported the Mayor in his efforts to appear
before the Siting Council. And therefore -- the
last one I’'ll read is now therefore the
Prospect Town Council urges our State
legislators to immediately submit legislation
calling for a moratorium on wind turbine
projects until such time as the State of
Connecticut establishes statewide minimum
standards relating to wind energy projects
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including by not limited to setbacks, fall
zones, safety zones, ice control, use sheds,
sound limits, shadow flicker effects, bonding,
decommissioning and site restoration. That
again has been unanimously passed by the Town
Council on December 14 and I believe you will
all have a copy of this here.

BACCHIOCHI: And I do have a copy of it now.
Thank you. As I'm reading it very quickly
because it was just handed to me. Will your
subcommittee be in a position to make
recommendations to this committee on the
procedures that you want to see in place?

THOMAS J. GALVIN: The actual subcommittee that I

REP.

REP.

REP.

had asked to be appointed had volunteers. We
put that committee together. Their sole
responsibility at that time and their sole
objective was to come up to the entire Council
with a recommendation that culminated in this
document being prepared. So right now that
subcommittee does not exist, however the Town
Council would be glad to do whatever we can do
to help you on behalf of our citizens.

NARDELLO: Fifteen minutes per person.

Did you -- do you have other questions that you

would like Mr. Galvin to stay until the end of
the testimony or are you completed with your
questions, Representative Bacchiochi?

BACCHIOCHI: (Inaudible) -- question.
NARDELLO: Mr. Galvin, we’re going to ask you

to stay until the end and I know that’s, you
know, a time issue but --

A VOICE: Madam Chair. Just a point of order. I'm

not sure Mr. Galvin has been here for 15
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NARDELLO: Thank you, Representative
Bacchiochi.

THOMAS J. GALVIN: Thank you.

REP. NARDELLO: Thank you.

In that case, the next person on the list is
Derry Gorski for Select Women of Bethany.

DERRYLYN GORSKI: Mr. Chairman, Madam Chairman and

members of the Committee. Good afternoon. My
name is Derrylyn Gorski and I'm the First
Selectman of the Town of Bethany. And I‘m here
on behalf of the Board of Selectman and the
Planning and Zoning Commission of Bethany to
support House Bill 6249. As you know there are
currently applications for wind turbine
projects in Prospect and in Colebrook.

Prospect is a neighboring town and several
Bethany residents are within the visibility and
arguable the noise zone of the Prospect
project. As I ingquired about this project I
was surprised at the height of the turbines and
dismayed to find that the State of Connecticut
has no regulations concerning the development
and operation of industrial wind turbines.
Please do not misunderstand our concern.

The Town of Bethany is a Connecticut clean
energy community and we have earned 16
kilowatts of: free solar panels for our
municipal buildings. We support clean energy.
However, we firmly believe that regulations are
necessary to protect public health and safety.

The Public Service Commission in Wisconsin, a
State with almost 20 megawatts of wind power,
will be increasing setbacks from 1,000 feet to
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1,250 feet effective in March. And Wisconsin’s
Governor Walker is proposing an increase to
1,800 feet. Canada has over 1,800 megawatts of
wind power.

In a case currently before the Ontario Superior
Court a resident contends that when Canada’s
Ministry of Environment established setbacks to
550 meters which is around 1,800 feet between
the 40 story wind turbines and nearby homes the
setback systems was arbitrary, that it was
established without a scientific or medical
foundation.

Oregon has about 1,200 wind turbines. 1In
October 2010 the Oregon Division of Public
Health embarked on a public health assessment
of wind farms and is expected to issue a report
on wind health in March. The fact that
governments that have years of experience with
wind turbines are reexamining their regulations
strongly indicates the need for regulations in
Connecticut that will protect public health and
public safety.

The elected officials of the Town of Bethany
commend the Energy and Technology Committee for
raising this bill and we strongly support it.
Thank you.

NARDELLO: Thank you. Could you just -- we
might have questions.

DERRYLYN GORSKI: Sure.

REP.

NARDELLO: And, First Selectman Gorski I
actually had a question for you. Currently --
you made a statement in the beginning that the
Town of Bethany was very supportive of energy -
- green energy, clean energy. Could you give
me a couple of examples of that?
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DERRYLYN GORSKI: Well we -- again we were one of

REP.

the first communities to sign up to be a
Connecticut clean energy community. Our
municipal power is 20 percent green. The -- we
had a clean energy taskforce put together in
2005 and except for the City of New Haven, the
Town of Bethany, a town of 5,000 people has
more solar panels through the clean energy fund
than any other town in the State of
Connecticut.

So we're -- we're very -- we're part of the
neighbor to be neighbor campaign that was a
federal grant. We’re one of the 14 towns that
participated in that grant program which
encourages people to conserve energy in their
home. So, the -- and this again, it’s the
citizens of Bethany that allowed us to win all
of these -- earn all of these solar panels.

NARDELLO: And do you believe that the
enactment of regulations will prohibit the
study of wind in Connecticut?

DERRYLYN GORSKI: I don't know enough about where

REP.

they really should be. I'm certainly sure that
it will limit it because I certainly don't
believe that the -- I'm -- they’'re 500 feet
tall, you know, these wind turbines. I think
that when people think of wind energy they’re
thinking of something much smaller than the 500
feet or 494 feet that these wind turbines are.
There may be applications, you know, in more
remote areas but I certainly don’t think that
Connecticut is an excellent candidate for, you
know, wind farms like out west.

NARDELLO: Are there other questions from
members of the Committee? Representative
Miller.



24 February 3,
lab/gbr ENERGY AND TECHNOLOGY COMMITTEE 2:30

REP. MILLER:. Thank you, Madam Chair.
Have you had any assurances from the developer
that it will not interfere with TV reception?

DERRYLYN GORSKI: Haven’t even asked that question.
And again, the Town of Bethany isn’t really --
we’'re not close enough to these particular
turbines, the prospect turbines to -- to be
able to come before the Siting Council.

They invited us to but they weren’t obligated
to. So we don’'t -- we didn’t have any standing
frankly in this particular project until this
bill was raised.

So, thank you very much.

REP. MILLER: The fact that this is a 400 tall
structure it would have flashing lights on it.
FAA would probably mandate that it have
flashing lights on it at night.

DERRYLYN GORSKI: I would hope so.

REP. MILLER: Are there any airports in the
vicinity? I’'m not familiar with that area.

DERRYLYN GORSKI: Not -- not particularly active.
We have the old Bethany Airport but now we use
it for car shows and horse shows. The closest
one, it would be the Oxford Airport which is --
it’s called the Waterbury Airport but it’s
actually located in Oxford.

REP. MILLER: And -- but you have -- you don’'t have
a lot of assurances about noise factors or
killing of birds if there’s an area where birds
go through.
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DERRYLYN GORSKI: Well I know -- I mean I know that
these are issues that other people raise but
the -- I, you know I can’t speak to that. I’'m
not an expert in any of that.

REP. MILLER: Okay. Well I thank you so much for
testifying. Thank you.

REP. NARDELLO: Senator Witkos.

SENATOR WITKOS: Thank you, Madam Chair.

The title of the bill where it says to
establish a moratorium, in my mind the word
moratorium almost sounds like a memoriam and it
would kill any project and I don’t believe that
that’s the goal here to prohibit wind turbines
in the State of Connecticut. I think we want
to have regulations adopted for all concerns.

And my question to you Ms. Gorski, is once
those regulations are adopted and the Siting
Council has determined that that location is an
appropriate place for a wind turbine, would you
still be opposed to something if it were being
built in the Town of Bethany?

DERRYLYN GORSKI: It would depend on the -- if

there’s a process for the development of these
regulations and my understanding from the bill
before us that the deciding council’s not going
to be working in a vacuum. They'’'re going to be
working with DPUC and with the -- with DEP.

There’s certainly information out there. I
have confidence that people are going to be
looking at that so when they come up with
regulations they will be regulations that will
protect public safety and protect quality of
life issues. And if -- I’'d be real surprised
if those regulations limited the -- the wind
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turbines to just 1,000 feet because it --
states that have that standard are
strengthening it.

So, I think that we’ll be able to see what
comes out of the regulations.

SENATOR WITKOS: Thank you. And some of the town

council that spoke prior to you stated that
we’'re here to represent our constituents and as
are we here on this panel. 1If the deciding
council through an open process has developed
the regulations, whatever they may be, and they
are adopted and applicants come before them and
it meets all the requirements of the Siting
Council and a project is granted permission to
be built.

As an elected official of that town if you’re -
- there are people in your town that would
oppose it would you follow the recommendations
of the Siting Council or would you be back
saying -- asking for a project not to be built
in your specific town?

DERRYLYN GORSKI: I think the question is so

REP.

REP.

hypothetical I can’t really answer it.
NARDELLO: Thank you.

Representative Williams.

WILLIAMS: Thank you, Madam Chair.

Thank you for being here and waiting patiently.
Question for you. I asked earlier, it’s my
understanding that this company that has

proposed the Prospect and Colebrook projects
has received money from the Clean Energy Fund.
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Again, a fund that we created in the )
legislature to promote renewable energy here in

our State. 1Is it -- does it bother you that

this company has received this money in the
absence of the creation or any regulations or
any moratorium that has been put into place
here. Again, all of our ratepayer money,
that’s what this fund is.

Does it bother you that this company has
received that money and that potentially if
they fold up their tent and go home that this
is another bad investment that somewhere the
State of Connecticut could have prevented by
simply either having these regulations into
place earlier or by being more strident with
those funds?

I mean, you’re the manager of a community.
Yy Y

. You’re the CEO of a community. Does that

bother you or do you have any reaction to that?

DERRYLYN GORSKI: I'm sure people meant well but

REP.

REP.

does it bother me? I’'m glad that we’re here
now trying to address the issue.

WILLIAMS: Okay. Thank you.
NARDELLO: Thank you.

Further questions from members of the
Committee?

Thank you.

DERRYLYN GORSKI: Okay.

REP.

NARDELLO: Our next speaker is John Olsen.

JOHN OLSEN: Good afternoon, Senator Fonfara and

Representative Nardello. I want to thank you
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for giving me the opportunity to speak to you
and members of the Committee today. My name is
John Olsen and I'm the Vice Chairman of the
Connecticut Clean Energy Fund. I'm also the
President of the Connecticut AFLCIO.

I submitted this testimony in opposition to
proposed House Bill 6249, AN ACT ESTABLISHING A
MORATORIUM ON SITING OF WIND PROJECTS UNTIL
ADOPTION OF REGULATIONS. BNE Energy is
developing commercial wind projects in the
towns of Prospect and Colebrook. These are the
first commercial wind projects in the State and
are currently under consideration before the
Connecticut Siting Council.

I have known about these wind projects and I've
supported them for more than two years. The
wind projects are being funded in part with
public funds provided by the Connecticut Clean
Energy Fund in order to encourage the
development of renewable energy in the State.

Under the CCEF’s predevelopment program BNE
received two unsecured loans of a half a
million dollars each for a total of a million
dollars in funding to develop these projects.
Prior to receiving fundings, BNE submitted
letters of support for the projects from Mayor
Chatfield of Prospect, First Selectman McKeon
of Colebrook and various State representatives
from those districts.

The purpose of the predevelopment program is to
create a pipeline of eligible projects to
compete for Project 150. The CCEF strongly
supported the development of renewable energy
sources in the State including wind, fuel cell,
solar, biomass and other Class I renewable
energy sources. BNE wind projects have been
under development for several years and the
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communities have known about them for over two
years.

In fact BNE was required to obtain local
approval from both towns prior to installing a
meteorology met tower on the sites to measure
wind resources and prove that the projects are
viable. The met towers have been installed for
more than two years.

Also with the financial assistance of the Clean
Energy Fund BNE has conducted numerous studies
on both sites over a period of over a year
including bird, bat, wildlife studies, sound,
visual stimulations, wetland impacts, storm
water management plans, shadow flicker
analysis, ice throw analysis, mechanical loads
analysis, site design and turbine layout
including proper setbacks and interconnection
studies.

They are also planning to install GE turbines
on the sites. GE is a Connecticut based
company with more than 14,000 turbines in
operation worldwide operating safely and
reliably. As you know the projects over one
megawatt and regulated by the Siting Council.

After a significant study, time, money the
first two commercial wind projects are finally
squarely before the Council where they will
undergo extensive scrutiny. Local officials
and opponents are participating in these
proceedings and will have full opportunity to
present their positions to the Council.

Clearly there is an extensive process in place
today for developing wind and other renewable
projects in the State. The federal government
has recently extended incentives for renewable
energy projects.
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JOHN

NARDELLO: Mr. Olsen, will you summarize
please.

OLSEN: In summary is is that if we turn around
and -- I really do believe that this is more
about politics and someone used slow down. If
we slow down these projects we turn around and
kill the incentives coming from the federal
government that they need to make these things
happen and therefore we have half a million out
the door already and we’re committed to a
million.

So I think that slowing things, delaying things
is equal to killing things. And it’s also job
killers and it goes against everything that
we’'ve worked on as far as Project 150, jobs,
reducing the cost of energy and other things.
And wind is the most efficient renewable that
we can invest in over solar and some of the
others.

Thank you.

NARDELLO: Mr. Olsen, can you tell me why
believe that waiting until the development of
regulations will kill these projects?

OLSEN: Well, again, I find it interesting that
after two years we decide. I mean this is not
a project that wasn’t known about. And that
there’s extensive -- we’'ve decided here to come
up with a Siting Council to do these projects.
Otherwise we have 169 towns. And I'1l1l
guarantee you that there’s no regulation that
anybody will accept except that says it can’t
be in their backyard.

So if you want to go down that route let’s just
go back give it up, forget about creating jobs
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and energy in the State and go get it somewhere
else.

NARDELLO: As you bring up the jobs issue I
have one second question and that is we have
regulations for cell towers. We have
regulations for power plants. 1In what manner
have we precluded jobs from being developed
based on the fact that we have those
regulations? Could you explain to me how
that’s putting a chilling effect on jobs?

OLSEN: Well what we have right now is we have
federal tax credits that are going to expire.
If those tax credits expire not only this
project is in danger. We have a playing field
biomass project. Same problem. If those -- if
those credits run out you actually make these
projects not affordable to do. As you know,
you have to subsidize, you know and try to make
these jobs happy as you all know with solar.

Solar is the most -- one of the most if not the
most expensive which we subsidize. It would
never -- nobody would be putting solar panels
in unless we’'re subsidizing them. So when you
lose that federal money, which you’ll lose,
then all of a sudden the projects become not --
you know, not viable and then you’ve invested
in losing your taxpayer -- or ratepayer money.

NARDELLO: If we could solve this regulatory
problem prior to the loss of the federal tax
dollars would you feel differently?

OLSEN: Yeah. Look, if you could put
regulations in place -- all I can tell you is
is that I’'ve never believed -- and I'm a labor
guy, but I supported some of the reforms last
year with the business community because I
couldn’t believe how long it takes to get
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through some of these processing of
regulations. If you could say to me that this
could be in place within a week and then we
could go move forward, you know, I'm all for
it.

NARDELLO: Well I can’t promise a week but we
could certainly look to how long the federal
tax credits are necessary.

OLSEN: Well the federal tax credits run out in
a year. And you have to have what is called --
defined a substantially started construction.

So I, you know, I can’‘t really answer you. And
then we have obviously weather and timing and
you know, I don‘t know if it has anything about
loads when you do some of these connhections and
other things.

NARDELLO: So theoretically if we could solve
this problem within six to eight months that
would give developers time to go forward with
their projects.

OLSEN: I don’t know. I don’t think that
works. I think that you run out of your --
that’s -- that’'s a year. And you would no
longer have your tax credits.

NARDELLO: Well it has to be steel in the
ground. I believe. That’s the way it works.
So if the steel was begun in six months. Let’s
just say. Let’s use the six months. And it
began, I believe they’d become eligible for the
tax credits.

OLSEN: Well first, Madam Chair, first you said
eight months. If you’re talking six months.
But here’s my other fear --
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NARDELLO: I said six to eight just to be safe.

OLSEN: Okay. Well I heard eight. So, my
concern is also that there are people that
their intention is not to have this at all any
way. And with the word slow, don’'t ever forget
what slow down means. Slow down means slow
down to kill.

NARDELLO: Thank you, Mr. Olsen.

Are there other -- okay. Representative
Hoydick.

HOYDICK: Thank you, Mr. Olsen for testifying.
For members of the Committee that are new, for
myself, would you please go through the
timeline of finding a site, going through local
zoning, applying for CCEF money and all the
processes that you have been doing over, you
said two years.

OLSEN: I can’‘t give you the exact timeline but
let me try to walk you through a little bit of
the process.

HOYDICK: That would be very helpful.

OLSEN: The legislature first passed what was
called Project 100. In time they amended it
and made it Project 150. For everyone here
just to understand, I think we’ve got about 15
megawatts of the Project 150. So we had the
Clean Energy Fund a competitive -- as laid out
by the legislature, a competitive process for
renewable which we included fuel cells, wind,
you know, biomass, others. And they all
competed. We had a special committee that was
made up of experts and government officials.
We went through and made recommendations.
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The committee came back, made selections. This
was part of it. And at that point then they
were given money to go out. And I was a
member, a Vice Chair of the committee. First
thing I asked the group to do was go out and
talk to the elected officials. Make sure they
know you’re there. And they did that.

REP. HOYDICK: So the $500,000, that was granted?

JOHN OLSEN: Right now there’s 250,000 in
predevelopment money that’s out to both -- both
of these turbines.

REP. HOYDICK: So what happens if there’s a halt and
we lose the energy -- the tax credits from the
federal government?

JOHN OLSEN: These -- this 250,000 is unsecure so we
lose it.

REP. HOYDICK: Okay. Thank you.

REP. NARDELLO: Representative Williams.

REP. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Madam Chair.

John, thank you very much for being here. You
bring a unique perspective I think to this
discussion being a labor guy as you described
yourself and being a Vice Chairman of the Clean
Energy Fund. And I know the thing that you and
I share in common is jobs. We want to create
more jobs here in Connecticut. And that’s such
a critical issue. Probably, you know, never
before has it been this critical.

My question to you is with regard to the money
that was invested that Representative Hoydick
was talking about. Do you see the -- this type
of legislation as a potential deterrent to
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future investment in Connecticut when, you
know, I’'ve said it ad nauseum here in this
legislature in the four terms that I’'ve been
here but Connecticut creates a set of rules and
then we change the rules.

Do you see that as a potential deterrent to the
future of the investment community looking at
Connecticut being a good place to do business?

OLSEN: Yes I do. And I think the reason that
you created a Siting Council was to be able to
do some of these things. Part of the problem
is a business looks to come into the State of
Connecticut to do something. They have 169
towns. They have 169 zoning boards inland,
wetlands, all kinds of red tape, all kinds of
problems. You know, they may want to do a
project here and a project in another town.

So I think what we were doing around power was
that -- rightfully so, put that in the Siting
Council. And cell towers also. So that we
could turn around and cite these things and get
them done because we’ve had a history of not my
backyard. You know, I've been told move into
the 21 century. The only thing I ask the State
of Connecticut and its governance system, maybe
we ought to move into the 18 century.

WILLIAMS: You said earlier that you think that
the only regulation that will be acceptable to
many people is don’t put it in my backyard. 1In
other words, if I'm understanding you correctly
that the regulations that would be proposed and
passed would be so stringent that it would
effectively kill any potential future wind
project. Did I understand that correctly?

OLSEN: Yeah. 1I’'ve heard some proposals when
they start to talk about setbacks and things
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from communities that actually would render no
place in the State of Connecticut where you’d
be able to cite a wind turbine.

WILLIAMS: And with regard to that issue then,
you know, last year -- I think it was two years
ago the legislature passed a bill that said
that you can’'t put a food waste energy power
plant in the City of Waterbury, Connecticut.
And I think that company also had some
investment from the Clean Energy Fund. Is that
correct?

OLSEN: Correct.
WILLIAMS: Do you remember the amount?
OLSEN: I think it was about a half a million.

WILLIAMS: So a half a million dollars. And
that money went away when that company decided
not to do business in the Connecticut. 1Is that
correct? That was not a loan that was repaid.

OLSEN: Because they couldn’t find another site
that they felt was -- that met their criteria.

WILLIAMS: Right. So the Clean Energy Fund was
not reimbursed that money.

OLSEN: I really -- you know, I don’t know the
answer to all that.

WILLIAMS: Well and we can talk about that
offline. I guess my point is that -- I’ll just
ask you if there is the possibility that this
money is gone and forgotten if this bill is to
pass and become law and if this company decides
not to pursue this project.

OLSEN: 1It'’'s unsecured.
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REP. WILLIAMS: Right.

JOHN OLSEN: So in other words if this -- if they
decide to, you know if this site isn’t working
they can walk away and we’re -- we’re out half
a million.

REP. WILLIAMS: You recall the legislature passed a
massive energy bill in May of last year. 1Is
that correct? 1If was vetoed subsequently by
the Governor.

JOHN OLSEN: Correct. =

REP. WILLIAMS: And the Clean Energy Fund’s position
on that -- on some of those renewable
provisions I believe was favorable. 1Is that --
is that correct? They were some of the
renewable investments.

JOHN OLSEN: Yeah.

REP. WILLIAMS: And part of that was wind. Right,

we’'re going to invest a lot more in wind
technology. And in fact that was a long
protracted debate that Representative Nardello
and I had on the floor of the House of
Representatives at 4:30 in the morning, the
last morning before session ended.

And I asked the gquestion at the time, you know
what is this -- is this, you know, what’s the
reason that we’re doing this and how do we come
to the conclusion that we’re going to invest in
25 megawatts of new wind technology. BAnd the
answer was it’s based on wind availability.

Do you see that we would not be able to even
meet the 25 megawatts in the future if we were
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to put in these very stringent regulations that
are being bandied about out in the community?

OLSEN: I doubt you could put a megawatt.
WILLIAMS: Right. Okay. Thank you, Mr. Olsen.

NARDELLO: Are there other questions from
members of the Committee? Yes, Representative
Greene.

GREENE: Thank you, Madam Chair.

Thank you, Mr. Olsen. I actually have a --
just a relatively easy question. I was
wondering or I noticed in your testimony that
prior to the predevelopment process being
approved, the two towns in -- with the projects
in question submitted support letters to the
Connecticut Clean Energy Fund. I was wondering
if you could -- if you could go over the
process that you require applicants with regard
to local municipalities and getting their
support.

OLSEN: Well our experience has been on many
projects you’ll find local opposition. So my -
- as a member of the Clean Energy Fund I
suggested that the developers go out and to
seek the support so that when we’re putting
predevelopment dollars in we don’t meet like we
are here today. And you know, my experience
with the Plainfield biomass project or with the
Waterbury -- I forget what they called it down
there but it was some -- it was anaerobic
digester or something. Whatever it was. But
it wasn’t what it was being portrayed as.

I mean, you know when you want to opposed
something you portray it as evil. That I felt
that we should go out and seek support of local
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officials. And I know the company may not have
liked to have to go jumping around looking for
it but I'm glad they did.

GREENE: Thank you, Madam Chair.
NARDELLO: Thank you.

Are there further questions from members of the
Committee?

Okay. Yes, Representative Becker.
BECKER: Good afternoon, Mr. Olsen.
OLSEN: Good afternoon.

BECKER: Thanks for coming in. Question for
you, how many wind projects are there in the
works right now that would be completed let’s
say in the next 12 months? If we can like
throw that out as a timeframe perhaps in which
regulations might be developed.

OLSEN: Well if you look at the size of these
two that are being proposed, they’re about a
1.3 megawatt. We talked about 25 megawatts so
you’re talking about maybe, you know, 18. If

. you can find -- you’d have to go through a

REP.

similar process of testing the wind, making
sure that before you invest in this that you
could site these. But we'’re hoping -- and the
legislature in their wisdom felt about 25
megawatts.

BECKER: No. That’s not my question. My
question is, right now projects moving forward.
We’'ve got Prospect and we’ve got Colebrook as
potential sites for these wind turbines.
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JOHN OLSEN: These are the only two right now.
There’s two projects.

REP. BECKER: Two.

JOHN OLSEN: We're hoping though that we can meet
the demands of renewable energy here and find
other sites.

REP. BECKER: Right. But within -- so if these
projects were to proceed, these two, how long
would you anticipate assuming there was no
regulation, assuming you were told go today,
how long would you anticipate it taking for
those turbines to be in place and generating
the power that we’re talking about?

JOHN OLSEN: Well I don’t know how long it would
take to generate but I think we’d be up against
the wall of right now even going through the
process we’'re in of meeting that timeline to
qualify for the tax credits. Because, you

know, it takes time to -- to still -- you have
to get through the Siting Council Process which
is going to be, I don’t -- probably another

couple of months.

REP. BECKER: 8So if the projects were to move
forward tomorrow you’re saying it would be just
barely coming within the time period we need in
order to qualify for the federal dollars?

JOHN OLSEN: Well you have to be substantially under
construction to qualify. When they would
generate power I can’t really tell you,
probably a couple of years.

REP. BECKER: I guess time’s up.

REP. NARDELLO: Thank you, Representative Becker.
We are.
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Oh, Representative Bacchiochi, right at the 15
minute time for Mr. Olsen.

Mr. Olsen, I believe Representative Bacchiochi
has a question. Okay. And I ask you this. 1Is
it a long question or a short question because
if it’s just a short question we can just do it
now.

BACCHIOCHI: Actually it’s not short. So I
guess in this situation we would ask Mr. Olsen
to stay.

NARDELLO: Okay. Mr. Olsen, if you would stay
or come back for the end of the hearing so that
we can ask you the questions. We would
appreciate that.

BACCHIOCHI: Or I could give it a shot and try
to see how quickly I can move through it.

OLSEN: You didn’t ask how long my answer would
be though.

BACCHIOCHI: Well that’s true. That might be
an issue.

WILLIAMS: Madam Chair, just a question on the
process of -- brief question. If Mr. Olsen
can’'t stay, how do we treat that in future
testifiers? How are we going to handle that?
I don't know -- I don’'t even know if you can
stay so that’'s why I asked.

OLSEN: TI’'ve got to check my calendar.

NARDELLO: Senator Fonfara.

SENATOR FONFARA: This may not satisfy -- be

satisfactory to everybody but Mr. Olsen’s in



42
lab/g

REP.

SENAT

REP.

000056

February 3, 2011
br ENERGY AND TECHNOLOGY COMMITTEE 2:30 P.M.

this building on a regular basis. He’s a
public- official and he’s available to you and
anyone else that would like to engage him. And
I'm sure he’d welcome the opportunity if he
can’'t stay today to come back to talk to each
and every one of us as he often does at -- upon
our request.

WILLIAMS: Well I think that’s fair, you know
in Mr. Olsen's case. I'm just asking for a
resident of Prospect or Bethany or some other,
you know, I'm just saying somebody who’s not
here regularly.

OR FONFARA: Again, without belaboring this
because we’'re drawing out the time that people
have but the fact is is that if we’'re -- if
we’'re respectful of each other’s -- each member
and how much time we ask questions then I think
we’ll get through it and then we’re not having
to worry about the timeframe. But in the
meantime, you know -- I mean, you just look --
here’s the list of people that want to speak.
It’s several pages long.

I don’t think we have to ask ourselves if
you’re at the bottom of that list how many of
us are still going to be here. 1I’1l1l be here.
And Representative Nardello will be here. And
the Ranking Members will be here. But other
people have other issues, have other committees
and responsibilities.

So, Madam Chair, I'm not going to drag it out
any longer. I apologize.

NARDELLO: Representative Bacchiochi, if it’s a
quick question please ask the question
otherwise we’ll ask Mr. Olsen to come back.
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BACCHIOCHI: Madam Chairman, I honestly don’t -
- I'll give it a shot. BAnd if it’s not quick
you can shut it down.

As Mr. Olsen knows I oddly enough represent a
fairly heavy labor district and one of the
important messages that I was out there this
past fall talking about was the creation of
jobs. Now the energy bill that I voted against
had what I thought was a big incentive to
create green jobs.

I'm trying to understand the difference between
the energy bill that we’ve promoted. What I
thought we were doing was promoting wind energy
but now we’re saying we don’t want wind energy.
I guess my question is how are jobs going to be
affected by the moratorium?

OLSEN: Well there’s -- obviously we won’t move
forward. I believe we won’'t move forward with
these projects. The other thing is I think we
need to start to carve our niche otherwise
we’re going to lose our future opportunity
whether it be with wind turbines, fuel cells,
solar and I'd like to see incentives built in
so that we do some of this, you know building
of these projects here also.

So, I think immediately the construction
industry is devastated right now. They could
use work immediately.

BACCHIOCHI: Thank you.

NARDELLO: Thank you.

Are there further -- at this point actually

will not take further questions from members of
the Committee.
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Thank you, Mr. Olsen, for your testimony.

JOHN OLSEN: Thank you. I want to thank Senator
Fonfara and Nardello and the Committee for
having this process of hearing.

REP. NARDELLO: Okay.
Our next testifier is John Shaban. Is
Representative Shaban here? He is not so we're
going to move onto the next and that would be
John LaMontagne.

JOHN LAMONTAGNE: Good afternoon. My name is John

LaMontagne. Good afternoon Chairman Fonfara,
Chairman Nardello and members of the Committee.
Thank you for raising this bill first of all
and allowing to appear to the Committee to
discuss this important matter. My family and I
live at 225 New Haven Road Prospect which is
within 800 feet of the property proposed to be
used as a wind turbine sgite.

Please first understand that my family and I
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are very supportive of renewable energy. We're

greatly in favor of wind power as it is
appropriately and responsibly sited with regard
to neighbors and communities. However we need
your help with this project because this
facility is simply too close. 1It’s two nearly
500 foot turbines. And as I said my property
is 800 feet away.

Standing at exactly 492 feet the two turbines
would only be 38 feet shorter than City Place
in Hartford, the tallest building in
Connecticut. So there’s quite a scale that'’s
hard to imagine. And at 800 feet from my
property and even closer to some of my
neighbors these gigantic machines would have a
negative impact on our lives and our community.
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These turbines are not like cell towers.
They’re not a static object. They’re huge
pieces of equipment with 164 foot blades that
spin at tip speeds of over 180 miles an hour.
The presence would certainly adversely affect
the safety and well being of myself and my
neighbors. In fact, it would adversely affect
the character of the entire town. BAn object
this great so grossly out of proportion with
our small bedroom community.

Furthermore it concerns me that the applicants
are seeking a fast track approval at the Siting
Council. They advocated against a public
hearing. The advocated that I and my other
neighbors not be allowed to be a party to the
proceedings and they also filed objections to
request for important information to be
presented at the hearings.

In short they claimed that the statute which
this legislator -- legislation has passed
allows the siting of a facility like this
regardless of local zoning. And which our
local zoning has no structures above 35 feet in
height in town just to give you some
perspective to that. And with no consideration
to the rights of the neighborhood and the
community. I know this cannot be what the
legislator -- legislation intended and I know
that this cannot be true.

And I respectfully request that you immediately
pass this bill so that appropriate siting
standards and regulations can be in place for
these very large facilities and their adverse
impacts and dangers that can be placed so close
to neighborhoods around the State of
Connecticut. One other thing that concerned me
as I'm listening to the proceedings and there'’s
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a lot of concern over the money, the money
that’s already been allocated to this.

And to me it seems like it would be -- if I
bought a toy for my child on E-Bay and after I
already paid for it I found out that there’s a
lot of talk this toy could be hazardous to my
child. Should I just give it to my child
anyway because I’'ve already spent the money on
it or should we stop and ‘investigate and see
if it actually is hazardous before we just go
ahead and push forward because -- simply
because of the money. That’s all I have to
say. I thank you for your consideration.

REP. NARDELLO: Thank you. Just wait for just a
minute.

Are there any questions from members of the
Committee?

Seeing none, thank you very much for your
testimony, Mr. LaMontagne.

JOHN LAMONTAGNE: Thank you.

REP. NARDELLO: Our next testifier is Tom -- excuse
me. Before Mr. Satkunas, Representative Shaban
did come back into the room. So if you would
allow us and he would give his testimony and
then it will be Mr. Satkunas.

REP. SHABAN: Thank you, Madam Chair. For those of
you who don’t know me, I'm Representative
Shaban. I’'m one of the freshman

representatives. I represent the 135 District SQ g 25
which is Easton, Reading and Weston. I’'m here __l&_éi__
to testify and express support in favor of H& 5!23
raise i 6250 I'm hére for basically two

7
reasomns. J iMl_z_b_



000064

50 February 3, 2011
lab/gbr ENERGY AND TECHNOLOGY COMMITTEE 2:30 P.M.
REP. CARTER: Actually, it’s -- Madam Chair, it’s

Representative Carter. That’s okay.
REP. NARDELLO: Carter. 1I'm so sorry.
REP. CARTER: No problem.

Thank you for being here, Representative
Shaban. You mention here in S.B. 833 that it
was specifically about telecommunications. Was
any discussion given then about wind turbines
or anything else that, you know is a tower?

REP. SHABAN: Well it -- the discussion -- it wasn’t
an in depth discussion. It was acknowledged
that, you know if we do this to respect to
telecommunication towers that at some point
we’'re probably going to have to connect the
dots on potential wind turbine towers. But no,
there was not a direct discussion of it.

REP. CARTER: Okay. Thank you.
Thank you, Madam Chair.
REP. SHABAN: Thank you.
REP. NARDELLO: Thank you.
Any further questions?
Thank you, Representative Shaban.
We’'re going to move to Tom Satkunas.

TOM SATKUNAS: (Inaudible.) -- before this
Committee to discuss this important matter. My Eﬁﬁ!egﬁfg
family and I live at 232 New Haven Road in
Prospect, Connecticut. My mother lives at 220

New Haven and she'’'s about 400 feet from the
property line of the proposed site of this wind
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project proposed by BNE Energy. My family and
I also own three adjacent properties and
obviously these properties are the fruit of our
work and a key element of our family financial
resources.

I do support the renewable energy and I'm in
favor of wind power but like all other
industrial activities like this should be
allowed -- should not be allowed in the
residential neighborhoods like mine or anyone
else’s. BNE has proposed two 500 feet
structures, 492 feet to be exact. And as John
LaMontagne had mentioned they are the size as
the building down the street which is the
largest in Connecticut. These turbines are too
big, too large, too loud and too close to be
sited on New Haven Road here in Prospect.

These applicants claim that the statute allows
the Siting Council to approve these facilities
without any consideration of balancing the
rights of the neighbors. I know this is not
what legislation had intended and I
respectfully request that you immediately pass
this bill that provides that there must be some
standards before the siting of these huge
facilities particularly in residential
neighborhoods.

Thank you very wmuch.
NARDELLO: Thank you, Mr. Satkunas.

Are there questions from members of the
Committee?

Seeing none, thank you so much for giving your
testimony.
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Our next testifier is Joyce. 1 believe it
looks like Hemingson. I apologize if I didn’'t
get it right.

JOYCE HEMINGSON: Yes. My name is Joyce Hemingson

and thank you for hearing my testimony today.
I'm the President of Fairwind CT, a grassroots
organization that started quickly last November
when what had been a controversial net tower
permit in 2008 ripened into two wind farms with
six 490 foot tall turbines. Hardly anyone in
town saw this coming.

The process has not been transparent with
neither town meetings nor selectmen’s meetings
having any mention of wind farms. Even the
project committee of the Connecticut Clean
Energy Fund questioned the public support for
these projects in both October and November of
2009. Reassurances were given then that quote,
outreach and public relations will begin in the
near future and before filing with the Siting
Council, unquote.

Almost a year later, November 2010, some
residents received notice of an informational
meeting with the developer. Fairwind CT
organized soon afterwards and mailed fliers to
the entire town. For most residents our
mailing was the first notice of the projects.
We called for public hearings, a moratorium and
regulations about siting wind farms and met
with then Attorney General Richard Blumenthal
who supported our call for regulations.

There is much to do to make sense of the
situation we are in and a moratorium would
allow time to create regulations and understand
what Connecticut’s policy is on wind energy.

An ISO New England report from November 2010
shows several scenarios for wind energy in our

HALHY
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State from zero to 20 onshore wind sites with a

nameplate total of 2.64 gigawatts.

Does this mean that Connecticut’s goal should
be to install more than 1,500 utility scale
wind turbines in our towns in the next nine
years? If so, we need State regulations to
protect the health and safety of citizens.

I grew up in a time when the Marlboro man rode
across TV screens and the pages of magazine
ads. The tobacco industry denied smoking had
any effect on health and even suppressed
studies that showed that it did. But we’ve
come a long way in 60 years. Product recalls
due to safety concerns are routine. The wind
industry is a new industry and quite frankly
needs to get out in front of concerns about
health and safety. As the use of wind energy
expands across the globe health and safety
issues continue to be reported in the U.S. and
other countries.

These issues should not be dismissed out of
hand because if not properly sited any wind
farms here with suffer from the, same

controversy. As our elected officials you have

the responsibility to see that business is
carried out fairly and with standards in the
State of Connecticut.

NARDELLO: Joyce, I'm going to ask you to
summarize because we have to -- thank you.

JOYCE HEMINGSON: We do not oppose renewable energy.

We just want reasonable regulations, a
transparent process with public hearings. In
closing, I’'d like to point out that Colebrook
is a small town of about 900 homes and a
population of 1,400.
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REP.

REP.

We actually export renewable energy. We have
two dams that produce enough electricity for
3,000 homes. Let’'s be sure our State looks at
all its options for renewable energy and
supports the best long term, cost effective
projects for its ratepayers. Thank you for
calling this bill so quickly. We appreciate
your support and urge you to vote in favor of
House Bill 6249. Thank you.

NARDELLO: Are there gquestions from members of
the Committee? '

Seeing none, thank you so much for your
testimony.

Oh. I'm sorry. Representative Hoydick.
That’s fine.

HOYDICK: Thank you for testifying today.
Could you tell us a little bit about Fairwind?

JOYCE HEMINGSON: Yes. We got organized very

REP.

quickly in November after people found out that
there were going to be two projects, one on
Flag Hill Road and one on Rock Hall Road.
Apparently even our First Selectman didn’t know
about the one on Rock Hall Road until shortly

before we do -- we did. He thought it was
going to be some time in the future as an
expansion.

HOYDICK: And how many members do you have?

JOYCE HEMINGSON: We have over 120 families that

REP.

we’'re in contact with. We -- unlike Prospect
we have not canvassed the entire town but we

have done two townwide mailings and we have a
website, FairwindCT.com.

HOYDICK: Thank you very much.
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REP. NARDELLO: Any other questions from members of

the Committee? If -- hearing none, the next
person on the list actually this person
inadvertently signed up on the wrong list so we
are going to call Barbara Bell next.

BARBARA BELL: Good afternoon, Representative

Nardello, Senator Fonfara, ranking members and
other members of the Energy and Technology
Committee. My name is Barbara Currier Bell.
I'm a member of the Connecticut Siting Council.
I have with me Linda Roberts who'’s our
Executive Director and to my immediate right
Melanie Bachmann who'’s our Staff Attorney.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide
testimony in Raised Bill 6249. This bill seeks
to require the Connecticut Siting Council to
adopt regulations for wind turbine projects and
put a moratorium on any applications until the
regulations are adopted. It’s your legislative
prerogative to impose a moratorium. I would be
remiss though if I were to leave you with the
impression that the Council acts without the
benefit of regulations.

Our regulations are extensive and detailed
starting with the Federal Public Utility
Environmental Standards Act and continuing
through State regulatory and administrative
procedural codes. These acts and regulations
govern our every action in every matter that is
brought before us. They have allowed to -- the
Council to fulfill its mission over the past 40
years to balance the infrastructure needs of
our modern society with the responsibility of
protecting our citizens and the environment.

The combination that these guidelines, related
statutes, required input from other State
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agencies has provided the Council with the
ability to site large generation and
transmission project throughout the State.

For generation I'll refer to the 544 megawatt
gas fired combined cycle plant the Council
approved in Milford, Milford Power. I mention
this plant because I live in Milford and I know
firsthand about the benefits it brings to the
community.

For transmission I’'1ll refer to the most recent
large scale project that came before the
Council which was one piece of the so-called
New England East West Solutions project which
upgrades transmission sources so the
Connecticut grid can operate more reliably
within in the State and also connect more
reliability -- reliably with our three
neighboring states.

The Council consists of nine members with
diverse backgrounds and varying experience. We
come with -- from all parts of the State. The
Council does not set energy policy or plan
energy facilities in advance. It simply deals
with projects as they come to us.

In the case of petitions for declaratory ruling
regarding the noble generating facilities which
is the case of the wind projects that are being
discussed today, the Council has proceeded
using the same statutory authority, procedures
and regulations applicable in the cases that I
mentioned earlier.

NARDELLO: Ms. Bell, if you could just
summarize because we’ve gotten to our three
minutes.
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BARBARA BELL: I’ll go immediately to the summary.

REP.

The Connecticut Siting Council has both the
experience and the expertise necessary to
process applications and petitions relative to
wind renewable energy. Whatever you decide
about a moratorium which is up to you, please
note that adequate regulations and guidelines
are in place and the Council has established a
credible record for the successful siting of
controversial projects. Thank you all. 1I’d be
glad to answer questions.

NARDELLO: Yes, Barbara, I have a couple of
questions. First, does the Council have
regulations that are specific to the siting of
wind projects?

BARBARA BELL: We don’t have specific application

requirements relative to wind projects per say
but we have specific requirements for
information to be submitted on -- for instance
noise, for instance light implications. 1In
other words all the environmental impacts that
can come from wind. Bird kills. There’s a
list that you’ve seen. Most of those are
exactly the environmental impacts that we
consider with respect to gas fired power
plants, transmission lines and so forth.

So from our point of view we’'re looking at
environmental impacts which are familiar to us.
Some of them have certain -- certain specific
points related to wind. For instance the
character of the noise that we can seek
background information on that are not
absolutely in common. But the general category
of noise for instance or light implications and
whatever are similar to what we consider for
other projects.
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REP. NARDELLO: But again they’re not wind specific.
Am I correct in that?

BARBARA BELL: Yes.

REP. NARDELLO: The other question I would have is
are you familiar with other states and the fact
that many of them either have regulation or
specific statute sites regarding the siting of
wind?

BARBARA BELL: I am not familiar and I was -- with
other - the practices in other states
specifically. And I was very interested in the
testimony that was given earlier regarding
practices in I think it was Wisconsin and
Oregon and so forth.

REP. NARDELLO: . And -- and this may be a question I
might direct it to either of the ladies, either
Michelle or Linda behind you. If the Council
were to develop regulations, okay, how long of
a process do you expect that to be so that we
can set that for the record and also can you
compare if the --if the Council were to develop
-- if we were to have standards as opposed to
regulations specific to wind. Could you
comment on that please?

BARBARA BELL: I'm going to let Melanie Bachman our
Staff Attorney comment on that. I’1ll just lead
into her comment by saying some of our
regulations regard the schedule for projects
and we for instance have a 180 day window of
time for deciding on a project after an
application comes into us. Now that 180 day
clock is already ticking on the wind projects
that we have. And so somewhere in May we’'re
supposed to be making a decision by our own
regulations.
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REP.

So in listening to all this -- your discussion
about the calendar and thinking about the
moratorium which you may decide to impose, I'm
just leading into this whole subject by asking
you to consider that our calendar is -- our
clock is already ‘ticking. Thank you and I’1ll
let Melanie Bachman answer you.

NARDELLO: Melanie, if you could take that
question please.

MELANIE BACHMAN: Thank you. Regulation making

proceedings are governed by the Administrative
Procedures Act. And there’s a very specific
process that needs to be followed. Once there
is a draft of the regulations that’s created by
the agency, we have to run it by the Governor'’s

office. It also needs to be submitted in a

public notice that there’'s a regulation making
proceeding in the Connecticut law journal. And
it has to be submitted to the regulation making
committee on the first Tuesday of the month.

If 15 people-decide that they would like a
public hearing on the regulations which given
the nature of these potential regulations it’s
almost certain that we would have hearings. We
would have to do a 30 day public notice, set
down dates for the hearings and it could 'go on
for several months before the regulations
actually go to the regulations committee to
review -- the committee reviews them.

If they have taken issue with any regulation
they send it back to be rewritten. Once the
regulation review committee is familiar with
the regulation they need to go to the Attorney
General and they need to be reviewed for
constitutionality.
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Once they’ve been reviewed for
constitutionality then they would go to the
Secretary of State for publication. So it
could take several months to over a year.

REP. NARDELLO: But there is a window there. It
depends on, you know, whether or not there are
public hearings and how long the public hearing
goes and all that. So is it safe to say that
it would be a six to 12 month period?

MELANIE BACHMAN: Probably safe to say.

REP. NARDELLO: And if we took the -- if we looked
at standards for wind, how would that compare?

MELANIE BACHMAN: The Siting Council doesn’t have
any -- any real authority to generate their own
standards. That would be legally binding. You
know we could issue policy statements or
guideline documents that we have now for
application guidelines.

REP. NARDELLO: I thought there was some place in
statute where you were directed in other
instances to follow the best practices. Am I
correct about that?

MELANIE BACHMAN: We had a statutory directive that
we needed to have best management practices for
electric and magnetic fields. And we hired an
expert and we went through a process until we
generated a best management practices document.
That was around 2007.

REP. NARDELLO: And can you tell me how long that
process took?

BARBARA BELL: That process took several years. It
was probably from the time that it originated.
We had guidelines in place that were 1996 I
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believe. But the second iteration of this
process took at least three years from start --
after we hired the expert through to the time
it had been debated through the various
hearings and so forth. So that was extremely
long.

NARDELLO: And Melanie, can you just state for
the record or Linda the five options that the
Council has in the -- in their decision making
process?

MELANIE BACHMAN: It’s under section 4176 of the

REP.

Administrative Procedures Act. The Council can
either issue a declaratory ruling, decide not
to issue a declaratory ruling. They can decide
not to issue a declaratory ruling and initiate
regulation making proceedings.

They can decide to set it down for specified
proceedings which would be set a hearing date.
And they could also just set a date for the
decision meaning we’re not going to issue a
declaratory ruling today. We're going to set a
date in the future by which we will make a
decision.

NARDELLO: Can we just go to the third one you
mentioned about the ability to initiate
regulation making. So is that still a
possibility that the Council might come to this
decision after all of its procedures?

MELANIE BACHMAN: Under the same section of the

Administrative Procedures Act once a petition
is received or the date that it's received by
the Council, the Council has to give 30 days
notice to anyone who's asked for a notice of a
petition so that they can have -- make
comments. Within 60 days of the receipt of the
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petition one of those five options must be
determined by a vote of count.

REP. NARDELLO: Senator Fonfara.

SENATOR FONFARA: Thank you, Madam Chair.

Ms. Bell, can you -- I heard your testimony.
I'm quickly looking through your written
testimony and I'm not sure but I think you
stated that there -- that while you don’t have
specific regulations to wind that you go
through a thorough process of reviewing various
conditions. And with respect to what the bill
calls for in terms of setting standards for
setback, ice sheer, noise, flicker, there may
be others. Do your regulations deal with those
specific issues?

BARBARA BELL: We don’t have setback regulations for

instance. If that’s your gquestion. We do have

SENATOR FONFARA: Well you testified that you -- I'm

looking for it in your comments here. You have
extension -- our regulations are extensive and
detailed and may be found and you cite the
place where we can find them.

And you are bound by the requirements of the
UAPA and they govern every action and every
matter that is brought before us. So, if you
have those extensive and detailed regulations,
do those extensive and detailed regulations
address issues such as setback, ice sheer,
noise, flicker and others that may be
enumerated in the proposed bill before us?

BARBARA BELL: Yes. That’s -- that’s a more correct

way of putting it or something I can answer yes
to because --
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SENATOR FONFARA: I‘'m glad I put it correctly.

BARBARA BELL: Because we -- we consider noise for
instance. We consider issues related to light
which I’'m classifying flicker as. And other
environmental, avian bird kills, those kinds of
things that are ones that we ask the applicant,
we require the applicant to address in the --
in their application. We apply permit
conditions that are given by the DEP and so
forth and so on to -- in all of those
environmental categories and in public health
and safety categories.

SENATOR FONFARA: And I don’t want to single out any

one but as -- just .as an example setback you
don‘t consider that one in terms of health and
safety?

BARBARA BELL: We certainly consider distance from
neighborhoods, distance from schools, churches,
any other sensitive properties, whatever. We
definitely consider all of the land use types
of issues that are considered by a zoning
board. 1It’s just that we do not have specific
setback rules in our -- our own regulations.
That’s all I'm saying.

SENATOR FONFARA: On any types of projects, not just
wind projects. Right?

BARBARA BELL: Correct. I‘1l1l name another one. For
instance in the case of holding a public
hearing which we’re not required to do by a
declaratory -- under a petition for declaratory
ruling. But -- which we can do on our own
motion and we have done in this case
immediately upon receiving the application
because we understand the importance of having
a public hearing. And in fact we’ve scheduled
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two public hearings in each community where the
wind farms are proposed.

SENATOR FONFARA: Do you -- do you have an opinion
as to whether -- putting aside the issue of
moratorium, that there ought to be more
specific regulations whether it be wind or
otherwise or do you believe that -- and this is
not a leading question I would like to illicit
an answer from you, whether or not the
additional regulations whether it be for wind
or otherwise would hamper the Siting Council’s
ability to do its job in as objective a manner
as possible.

BARBARA BELL: I think it’s a reasonable and
plausible idea to have regulations. And so I'm
not against that.

SENATOR FONFARA: Let me put it another way. Do you
believe the regulations that are in place that
you are bound by today suffice? And would
these regulations that you’d be asked to create
help or hinder or make a difference in the job
that you have -- you’re charged to do?

BARBARA BELL: Senator, I believe that the
regulations that we have right now are
sufficient and could deal adequately with a
large and controversial energy project such as
this one. I believe that sometimes becoming
extremely quantitative and precise with
regulations such as setback regulations and so
forth sometimes have unintended consequences.
In fact, often have unintended consequences.

And I believe the Siting Council over 40 years
has a record of discretion and good judgment in
siting projects in the State of Connecticut.
And I mentioned a couple. I think everybody in
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this room has -- knows of siting projects,
energy projects sited in their communities that
are performing well for the State.

SENATOR FONFARA: Our time is up but if you could --
to the extent that you have not addressed that
issue in your testimony I would ask that you
submit additional testimony to the Committee
please.

BARBARA BELL: Yes, sir.

REP. NARDELLO: Since this is probably a very
important person testifying in terms of what --
the information that we need. Not to suggest
that anybody’s less important by the way. If
there: is no objection from members in the --
anybody in the room, and since the members have
not gotten an opportunity to ask questions, if
there is no objection I would like to allow the
members the ability to ask questions. Is there
any objection from anybody in the room?

Hearing none, then if there are members with
questions -- I'm going to start with
Representative Bacchiochi.

REP. BACCHIOCHI: Madam Chairman. I tried to raise
my hand before you passed over to the -- I
don’t have further questions. I just want to -
- want to point out that while I do think the
Siting Council is exceedingly important in this
public hearing. I think all the members of the
public who are here to testify are equally
important. And this is exactly why I had such
a strong emotional objection earlier today.

So, I just want to point that out to you.

Thank you.

REP. NARDELLO: Okay.
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Representative Williams.

REP. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Madam Chair.

And thank you all for taking the time to
testify here today. And I'm not sure whether
being as important as you are is a good thing
or a bad thing. It may keep you here for a
while but thank you very much for spending some
time with us. And helping us to enlighten
ourselves about this whole process because
frankly I think there’s a lot people who, you
know, we don’'t realize exactly from start to
finish how this process works.

So one question, I just want to be clear.

There are no additional or separate regulations
that are set up for wind technology or --
versus cell phone technology versus if we
wanted to put a nuclear plant here in
Connecticut. Is that -- is that correct that
we don’t have regulations for -- separate
regulations that are specific to nuclear or to
-- or to cell phone towers?

BARBARA BELL: There are certain regulations that

REP.

have to do with different technologies, having
to do with what -- what our jurisdiction is.
In other words you could have very small ones
that we don’t consider. We don’t consider --
nuclear couldn’t come into this State because
we don’t have jurisdiction over nuclear.
That’s a federal jurisdiction.

WILLIAMS: Fair enough.

BARBARA BELL: And so forth. So yes we do have some

regulations that have to do with what we
consider and under -- whether that would come
in under a docket or a petition and so forth.
So yes there are (inaudible).
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REP. WILLIAMS: So these are more process oriented

than anything else. Right?

BARBARA BELL: Process. Yes.

REP.

REP.

REP.

WILLIAMS: Thank you very much.
NARDELLO: Representative Reed.
REED: Thank you, Madam Chair.

Ms. Bachman, I’'m wondering, the question was
asked a little earlier if there was any
knowledge of other model regulations in other
states. And I was wondering if you might know
of some, particularly Maine or any of the --
the states that border us or you know, would
reflect the kinds of things that we’re going
for.

MELANIE BACHMAN: We have looked at other states

REP.

regulations. I know Vermont, Minnesota, Maine,
Rhode Island. And what we’ve found is that
most of them are more process regulations than
specific requirements.

REED: I was noticing that. I was looking at
the U.S. Department of Energy site and it’s
sort of suggesting that there are different
drivers in each state but -- we have the Siting
Council, other pIaces have counties in
cooperation with the zoning of local
communities and that kind of thing. Just
trying to figure out a way through.

Can any of you see potentially some kind of
codified set of guidelines or suggested
guidelines or the kinds of things that you look
at that people -- would give people a better
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comfort level with bringing much more wind into
the Connecticut?

MELANIE BACHMAN: As it stands right now under our

statutes in the Public Utility Environmental
Standards Act we have certain-criteria by which
we need to make decisions which are heavily
laden with environmental impacts, the whole
gamut of environmental impacts. And it’s set
out by facility types. So it would be an
electric generating facility would have a
certain set and transmission lines and cell
towers have a different set. (Inaudible.)

1

BARBARA BELL: ' Thank you for your questions,

REP.

Representative Reed. It was part of my written
testimony which I was skipping through to get
it --

REED: I read it while you were --

BARBARA BELL: -- in the three minutes. We -- in

the case of the wind projects we did --
anticipating that there would be some
background -- specific background knowledge
that we would be fitting into the general
categories that we consider.

We went out and hired a consultant to advice us
on a whole class of renewable. Others that we
could be considering, solar, some new types of
storage for instance and so forth. And we

particularly wanted to have a group that would

.be able to advice us on particular information

regarding wind.

So to that extent we have hired a consultant
who will be assisting us in looking at
particulars, specific characteristics of wind.
And all the information that our consultant
gives to us is also shared with anybody on the
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docket because we have very open processes.
There'’s completely open document exchange. And
that expert would be giving testimony prefiled
and everybody -- every party would be seeing
it.

So we viewed that as a contribution to assist
everybody in an open consideration of any
particulars that were specific to wind. I
don’t know if that’s helpful to answer your
questions. It’s not as if we -- we don’t
pretend to be experts. We’re definitely not
experts. And we seek the advice of experts in
order to improve our decision.

REED: Now I guess what I'm talking about --
and thank you very much for that. Obviously in
a vacuum people have concerns. And the more
they know that you’re interacting and that
you’'re sensitive to these concerns and if
there’'s a go to place with guidelines or you
know, some of the codified stuff that you just
said it might prove to be helpful for, you
know, the constituents and the residents of
Connecticut going forward.

BARBARA BELL: We have a very good website. 1’1l

put in a plug. We put all the documents
related to any docket, petition, whatever that
comes before us right out there on the website.
People can just go, they can click on location
Colebrook, Prospect, whatever and go to all the
documents that we have. The application and
all the documents that come in. we also have
links to related -- to wind energy sites and so
forth and so on to help out.

So I realize that may not be set -- that isn’t
related to the discussion we might be having
but it certainly is related to the



70

000084

February 3, 2011
lab/gbr ENERGY AND TECHNOLOGY COMMITTEE 2:30 P.M.
accessibility and background information that
we put out there. ’
REP. REED: Thank you for your testimony. Thank
you.
REP. NARDELLO: Senator Witkos.

SENATOR WITKOS: Thank you, Madam Chair.

And I'm not sure if you could answer this
question today but if you can’‘t 1I'd appreciate
some information be forwarded to the Committee.
I'm just curious as to how many applicants come
before the Siting Council wherein the project
is approved initially on the first blush or
after you have one' of your five options where
the applicant returns because there’s been a
massaging of the project itself whether it be a
height or it be a change of location.

BARBARA BELL: We don’‘t have figures on that but

we’'ve been discussing that type of issue. I
think most projects -- I would say probably 90
percent of projects have some negotiations,
some major change in their character in the
process of coming before the Siting Council.
Alternate sites are chosen. Alternate heights
are chosen for cell towers.

In the case of large transmission alternate
routes have been adopted. Alternate phasings
for the electric wires that would mitigate EMF.
Stealth in the case of cell towers. Instead of
having a tower you’d have a flagpole
arrangement or water tower or whatever. Almost
every project that comes before Siting Council
is extensively discussed, each feature and
reviewed and in many cases changed. And again,
I offer the 90 percent as a -- without exact
quantitative knowledge.

§
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SENATOR WITKOS: And does the Siting Council act as

the mediator for those negotiations or are
those taking place between those concerned
maybe they’re any applicant -- a party to the
applicant.

BARBARA BELL: We'’re simply the mediator. We don't

ourselves choose. We simply -- we ask a lot of
questions. We observe what the answers are.
We try to find places where we -- there’s

uncertainties or we think there’s room for
overlap and then we just encourage the parties

- to deal with those issues. BAnd sometimes we,

you know, many, many times. And if -- I’'1ll
just give you an example. '

The power plant. in Montville wanted to change
one of their units over to a biomass project.
There were extensive negotiatidns with the town
on noise issues and traffic over their roads
until we finally came -- they finally got to
and we finally came through the process to a
solution where the power plant changed the
location significantly from where they’d
originally proposed it next to a neighborhood.
They threw it back onto their property -- their
large property and were able to resolve that
issue.

SENATOR WITKOS: I think you've answered my

REP.

REP.

question. Thank you very much.

Thank you, Madam Chair.

NARDELLO: - Are there other questions from
members of the Committee? Representative

Becker.

BECKER: Yes. Good afternoon. Thank you for
coming in. As a newcomer to the Committee I’'m
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still trying to get my mind wrapped around this
whole process. And I’'ve heard different time -
- timeframes and everything so, you know,
excuse me if I didn’t get it the first time
around.

I'm just trying to understand how it fits
together. You stated that it’s a 180 day
period to decide once an application is issued.
But the decision is one of the five options.
Is' that correct? Where essentially you could
set another date for a decision or you can
issue a declaratory decision or opt not to or -
- I'm just trying to understand the process
better. I'm sorry.

MELANIE BACHMAN: We have two separate matters that

REP.

we’'re dealing with. One is an application and
one is a petition. And these wind proposals
were petitions. So that 180 day deadline from
when we received the petition is governed by
the Administrative Procedures Act.

Once the decision is made by the Council to
take one of those five actions within the 60
days, we still have the 180 days to make the .
decision but we’ve set dates for hearings for
these petitions. So we’re still working within
that 180 day deadline so we’ll have our
hearings within that deadline.

BECKER: And a final decision will be reached
within the 180 days.

MELANIE BACHMAN: The final decision would be

reached within the 180 days. If we haven't
been able to complete the hearing under the APA
we need to consent or call the party and
intervene or send a petitioner to extend that
deadline.
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REP. BECKER: And did I understand that the 180 days
expires in this instance in May of this year?

MELANIE BACHMAN: May 16.

REP. BECKER: May 16. And so if the Siting Council
were to undertake to develop regulations
regarding wind turbines in this instance and we
-- I heard you say that that process could take
several months to over a year. Right? How
does that fit into your 180 day requirement?
How do those two things fit together?

MELANIE BACHMAN: Well we'’ve already made a decision
to hold a public hearing. So that was our
option of the five. Had we taken the option to
not issue a declaratory ruling which means we
wouldn’t hear the petitions or take up a
petition.

We would take up regulation making proceedings.
So it would almost be denying the petitions
until those regulation making proceedings had
been completed.

REP. BECKER: And so by setting a public hearing,
people will come in, will have a chance to
testify or comment and then the -- as it stands
right now the Siting Council would then have --
take a vote up or down on the projects?

MELANIE BACHMAN: Yes.

REP. BECKER: And you mentioned that you’ve hired a
consultant to come in and give you various
advice on -- among other things, wind. When do
you expect that report to be available.

MELANIE BACHMAN: It’s been -- there is a consultant
ongoing as petitions and applications come in
for renewable energy projects. The contract I
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believe is for two years so it would be 2012,
October of 2012. So we would have them on an
as needed basis.

REP. BECKER: So in this instance where you have
this hearing coming up soon I expect. Right?

MELANIE BACHMAN: Yes.

REP. BECKER: On this matter. 1Is the consultant
going to be part of that hearing and will the
consultant be giving you advice on these
projects at that hearing? Or submit a report in
conjunctioen with that hearing or prior to the
time that your 180 day period is up?

MELANIE BACHMAN: They won’'t be submitting a report.
They’1l]l be advising us and reviewing all the
documentation and assisting with questions and
interrogatory and also reviewing the prefiled
testimony of the petitioner and all the parties
that intervene.

REP. BECKER: Should you anticipate that that
consulting advice will include information on
setbacks and what practices are in various
states and the like?

MELANIE BACHMAN: Yes.

REP. BECKER: Okay. Thank you.

REP. NARDELLO: Thank you.

Representative Greene.

REP. GREENE: Thank you, Madam Chair.

I just had one question actually. 1In your

opinion, if we were to enact specific
regulations for wind power alone, would that be
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going above and beyond what is currently
employed for other siting issues such as --
particularly transmission lines or cell towers
or whatever.

BARBARA BELL: I don‘t -- I don’t think I quite
understand - -the question. Could you ask me
again?

REP. GREENE: Sure. I'm one of the new guys too so
bear with me a little bit here. Basically if
we were to enact regulations specifically for
wind power generation such as what we’re
talking about putting a moratorium on today to
do so. Would this be -- basically would that
be above and beyond what you normally use for
the siting of transmission lines or something
else that is a large, intrusive body into a
neighborhood?

For example, if we were to specifically say for
wind towers alone there’s a certain setback
regulation or a certain safety regulation for
wind towers alone. 1Is that different than what
you would be doing for transmission lines for
example or what now?

BARBARA BELL: Yes, Representative Greene. It would
be different. Yes.

REP. NARDELLO: Thank you. If there are not other
questions from members of the Committee. We’'re
out? Senator Fonfara.

SENATOR FONFARA: Just a follow up. (Inaudible.)

BARBARA BELL: Would it make it wrong?

SENATOR FONFARA: In a particular area would you --

would it make it wrong? Would it be
inappropriate?
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