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SENATE June 6, 2011
CONCERNING THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE DEPARTMENT OF
ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AND PLANNING FOR
CONNECTICUT'S ENERGY FUTURE, introduced by Senator
Williams, of the 29th, and Representative Donovan, of
the 84th.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Looney.
SENATOR LOONEY:

Thank you, Madam President.

Madam President, I move all items on Senate
Agenda Number 1, dated Monday, June 6, 2011, to be
acted upon as indicaéed, and that the Agenda be
incorporated by reference into the Senate Journal and
the Senate Transcript.

And, Madam President, would ask the Clerk to call
from Senate Agenda Number 1, the Emergency Certified
Senate Bill 1243.

THE CHAIR:

Mr. Clerk.

THE CLERK:

The Clerk is in possession of Senate Bill Number

1243, AN ACT CONCERNING THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AND

PLANNING FOR CONNECTICUT'S ENERGY FUTURE.

Q%
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THE CHAIR:

Senator Fonfara.
SENATOR FONFARA:

Good afternoon, Madam President.
THE CHAIR:

Good afternoon.

SENATOR FONFARA:

Madam President, I move for acceptance of the
Emergency Certified Bill and I seek leave to
summarize.

THE CHAIR:

The question is on adoption.

Will you remark further, sir?
SENATOR FONFARA:

Yes, Madam President.

The Clerk is in possession of an amendment, LCO
8421; may he please call and I be permitted to
summarize?

THE CHAIR:
Mr. Clerk.
THE CLERK:
Madam President, the Clerk is in possession of

LCO Number 8421, which shall be designated Senate

Amendment Schedule "A," introduced by Senator Fonfara,
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of the 1st, and Senator Witkos, of the 8th Districts,
copies of which have been distributed.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Fonfara.
SENATOR FONFARA:

Thank you, Madam President.

The amendment requires that the procurement
manager --
THE CHAIR:

Sir, would you move --
SENATOR FONFARA:

I move --
THE CHAIR:

~- for adoption-?
SENATOR FONFARA:

-- adoption. I apologize for it.
THE CHAIR:

The question is on adoption.

Will you remark?
SENATOR FONFARA:

Yes, Madam President.

" The amendment calls for the procurement manager,

who will be responsible for procuring electricity for
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standard service customers, shall have experience in
the -- in energy markets and procuring energy on the
-- a commercial scale.

I urge passage of the amendment.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Witkos.
SENATOR WITKOS:

Thank you, Madam President.

I also rise in support of the amendment.
THE CHAIR:

Thank you, Senator Witkos.

Will you remark further? Will you remark
further?

If not, all in favor of Senate "A," please say,

aye.
SENATORS:

Aye.
THE CHAIR: .

Opposed? Senate "A" is adopted by voice vote.

Senator Fonfara.
SENATOR FONFARA:
Thank you, Madam President.
Madam President, the bill before us is in many

ways a landmark. If in no other way, it's taken us
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four years to get here, and that's the truth. Energy,
there used to be a term or still is a term, not used
very often anymore, that energy was something that was
too cheap to meter. It reflected not only the price
of electricity but our attitude as a state and as a
country, as it related to energy issues.

Today, energy issues are far more important to
our economy and in our homes, and in our businesses,
whether it's electricity or heating our homes and
processing in businesses or in transportation.

There's been a significant change in how
important energy is in our lives, but that is not
reflected currently in our policies, whether it be
with respect to how we work in state government;
currently, only at the Department of Public Utility
Control is there a central focus on energy. And yet
there are desperate elements across state government
that have responsibilities.

This bill reflects a paradigm shift, ;hich, with
respect to how we as a state view energy. We move
from a reactive to a proactive position, from
responding to problems to anticipating a problem and
developing a strategy to overcome it. That's a

significant change in how we view energy and its
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importance in our lives, in our economy, and in our
state.

For the first time, we have a full-time
commitment to addréssing the problems in our
intelligence, in using our intelligence to develop
solutions. The bill puts into place a structure and
resources that reflects our recognition that our
economy and our quality of life require both a
short-term commitment and one that will last for years
to come.

The bill is a culmination oﬁ a lot of years of
work, frustrating at times. It's a commitment of the
Malloy Administration, and in particular, of new
Commissioner, Dan Esty, to make energy issues a major
priority in their Administration.

Before I go into some of the specifics of the
bill, I'd like to recognize some of the people who
made this document possible. I'd like to recognize
Senator Don Williams for making energy a priority this
year, with making this bill Senate Bill 1, for his
patience in the process and his confidence in me to
get us here.

To my Co-chair, Vickie Nardello, and despite our

at times significant philosophical differences, we
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have found a way to work together over the last two
years to develop this document. She spends an
incredible amount of time and detail on the specifics
of the bill. Sometimes I wish she didn't, but that's
her nature and we’re all better off for it.

To my Ranking Member, Kevin Witkos, smart,
thoughtful, he's emerged as a leader not only in terms
of his insight but as a bridge builder. And there is
no question we would not have not only the document we
have here today for the support for it, which I
believe and hopefully will be universal before we
complete our work here today.

To Senator Duff, to Representative Lonnie Reed,
and to Representative Laura Hoydick, who is a
successor to -- to Sean Williams, who should not be
forgotten in this process, even though he is no longer
the Ranking Member, has contributed mightily; they all
have, in getting us to where we are.

And with respect to the Administration, as I
mentioned Commissioner Esty, a nationally recognized
expert in energy and the environment. He could be
anywhere, and we're very fortunate, both in that
Governor Malloy has sought him out and that

Commissioner Esty has sought to bring his talents, his
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knowledge, his experience to the State of Connecticut.
I thaink in short order we will see how lucky we are to
have such a talent.

To Liz Donohue and Alex Kreggy, both incredible
resources to us throughout this long process, and on
staff, Jenna Padula, Kevin McCarthy, Brad Towson,
Melissa Buckley, Steve Papadopoulos, Katie Breslin,
Dave Stuber, Linda Buchanan, Patty Askham, David
MacDonald all gave of not only their time during the
regular hours that we're here but many, many weekends,
Madam President, that we spent working on this -- on
this bill.

Now if I could speak to the major elements of the
bill before us, the bill reorganizes two agencies, the
Department of Public Utility Control, the Department
of Environmental Protection, and brings them together
under one roof and under the leadership of
Commissioner Esty. But it goes much further than just
mere consolidation. It focuses the attention of the
importance of and it recognizes the inextricable
relationship between the -- between energy and the
environment: And it brings together, as I said
earlier, the desperate elements relating to energy so

that there is a focused response, a focused effort to
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address the issues that we face today. It reflects
the evolution from a regulated world to a competitive
market, in many respects.

Much of what happens in the energy world today
happens outside of the regulated world, but to date we
have not had a response to that. We have not had the
mechanism in place to address those issues; primarily,
we've continued to address the regulated world, which
is a minority of the issues and the environment that
energy operates within today. It creates an energy
bureau which will also address technology issues; it's
a full-time commitment. We’ve never had that before,
a full-time commitment to addressing the cost of
electricity, which is an ongoing problem in the State
of Connecticut that we are committed and the
Administration is committing to changing, whether it's
the cost of -- of heating oil, whether it's how to
heat our homes, our businesses and so many other ways
that for the first ;ime will have an energy bureau
focussed full time on addressing these issues. And,
again, it -- or organizes under one roof the desperate
elements that have existed throughout state

government.

005502
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There's a commitment to lowering electricity
costs. How do we do that? First, for those who
remain on standard service, those that have not gone
out into the retail market to obtain their
electricity, there will be a procurement process and
officer for figuring out how we can buy power cheaper
and provide the benefits of that to Connecticut's
residents and businesses.

There'll be a more aggressive process for buying
power. It will eliminate the laddering mechanism
that's been in place for several years that was put
into place to protect ratepayers from -- from shock,
rate shock, if rates were going up. The downside of
that is rates have been coming down in the last four
or five years; we haven't seen the benefit of that as
quickly. So Connecticut continues to pay for
electricity costs generated by natural gas, that was
much higher three or four years ago, before the
recession hit. And it's taking longer than it should
to get the benefits of that -- of that market decline
in price to consumers.

We allow for long-term contracts to look at how
new and repower generation might bring more efficient

-- bring on more efficient generators and close
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inefficient, dirty generators here in the state.
That's a paradigm shift in itself. For years, we have
focussed on ensuring that the lights stay on, and
we'll continue to do that. 1It's a priority. But for
the first time, we will have in law policies that look
at how can we additionally change prices, lower
electricity costs, lower energy costs.

We implement a study of the regulators, the
regional regulators who have currently a policy, a
perverse policy that says we're going to pay all
generating sources the same as the most inefficient
and dirty generating sources. So on a hot day, like
this coming Wednesday, after we've had a second day of
90-degree temperatures, humid, when the price of
electricity is very, very high, on that day some of
the generating sources that will get turned on at
midday and later to make sure that our lights stay on,
some of those generators operate maybe for one or two
days of the year to make sure that we meet our demand
load. Those are very expensive generating sources,
and that price that they need to be paid will be paid
to all generators, including our most efficient
resources, such as nuclear and hydro. It's a wrong-

headed policy. It makes Connecticut -- it's a primary
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reason why we pay far more for electricity than we
should be, and the rule needs to be changed. And this
bill sets that process in motion to allow us to put
pressure on our federal regulators to change that
policy and allow us to enjoy lower rates, that we
should be today.

It implements with the department, the -- the
regulators, a process for identifying how we can
implement a low-income rate for seniors and -- and for
those struggling to pay their electric bills.

We establish a process to ensure, with respect to
our conservation and renewable efforts, that qll areas
of our state, including underserved areas of our inner
cities which currently have not seen the benefits of
those investments, also will be shared, will be
benefiting from them.

We implement a program in which all retail
suppliers must offer time-of-use rates to the
residential customers. It's a voluntary process but
one for those who are able to shift their usage from
during the most expensive time of the day to in the
late-night hours or weekend hours, when the price of
electricity is lower. That will accomplish two

things. One, it will give ratepayers a chance to take
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control of their electric use, their energy use,
something that most people, your constituents and
mine, feel most frustrated by, that they -- they feel
helpless that they cannot do things to control their
energy costs, themselves. Time-of-use rates and the
time-of-use meter will enable them to become much
savvier and have the tools to decide when they're
going to use their electricity, when they'll wash
their clothes, when they'll iron their clothes, when
they'll use the most expensive energy using appliances
and technologies on their time, not in -- that they'll
get a benefit from that in their pocketbook. Right
now, they're unable to benefit from that process.

We make efforts to lower energy costs more
broadly. We establish a boiler/window replacement
program. Those are the two areas that in heating your
home or keeping you warm in the winter or cool in the
summer are the most -- most meaningful, your boiler
and windows, in particular.

And we establish a -- we -- we modify a program,
an existing program to help families heat their homes
without going broke in the process. I think it has
the potential to make dramatic impact on -- on -- on

folks. 1It's like essentially a tax break, if they can
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lower their heating costs significantly in the coming
winters.

We establish a natural gas study that will look
at how we could extend natural gas lines so more
people in our state have the benefit of natural gas.
Right now in our cities, in some suburban areas,
natural gas lines are extended to there and available
to customers, but many of our -- the suburban areas
and rural areas of our state do not have access to
natural gas, and this will establish a, process for
determining how we can make that more affordable.

In the integrated resource plan process, that's
the planning process that says, Okay, what do we need
five years from now, ten years from now, in the way of
energy? We shift the focus from just capacity,
meaning how we keep the lights on, as I said earlier,
to including energy prices and how we can, through
that planning process, take steps to lower energy
costs in Connecticut.

We establish a review of the energy efficiency
programs. We hear a lot about that. There is a four-
to-one benefit -- benefit for every dollar that is
invested in energy efficiency in Connecticut, and

particularly with electricity, that there's a $4
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benefit. We need to make sure that's the case. We
need to make sure that our -- our beliefs are; in
fact, met with reality, and this work will -- will
tell us if we're, in fact, the case and how we can do
it better, how we can ensure that the investments --
every month when you pay your electric bill, a small
portion of it goes to energy efficiency and renewable
energy. We need to make sure those dollars,
approximately 70, $80 million for efficiency, $30
million for renewables every year are spent wisely and
most efficiently.

We focus, for the first time, on government
buildings, state buildings, some of the most
inefficient buildings in our state. We should be
leading the way in the state in efficiency and yet we
bring up the rear, unfortunately. We make a major
focus; it's a focus of the Administration to change
that. We require the Administration to look at all
state buildings and establish a program, finally, to
make them more efficient.

And I've stated many times, Madam President, in
this Chamber about the poster child of state
buildings. In my opinion, the state office building

across the street from where we are today, with its
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approximately 300 window air conditioners are the most
inefficient way to cool a building. And Commissioner
DeFronzo has -- has already asked us for support in
the bonding process to change that and make that
building much more efficient, lower the cost of --
that state taxpayers are paying for that building and
so many other buildings in the state right now. It's
a major step forward.

And, lastly in this category, we enable the
municipalities to impiement performance contracting.
That's a mechanism where cities and towns are able to
pay for energy efficiency investments in -- in their
schools, in their town buildings, by not having to
come up with the money up front but getting the --
paying it back through savings that are generated
through the efficiency work that is done. That will
help towns dramatically.

Another major area, and one that I believe will
probably have the biggest impact on how we address
energy cost, how we move to a clean energy environment
here in Connecticut is the establishment of the --
what will eventually be called, known as the "Green

Bank," an authority to finance, invest in financing
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and investments in the area of clean energy and energy
efficiency.

We create the Clean Energy Authority. We
establish the financing mechanism for clean and
efficient energy investments. We encourage start-ups
to attract and grow energy and technology related
industries. This is the focus of Commissioner Esty.
He's brought on nationally recognized individuals to
his team, and over the next couple years you're going
to be hearing more and more about this Green Bank that
will seek private financing, private financing
supplemented by state investments on ratepayer
investments, to find ways to invest in green
technologies, solar, wind, hydro, and new
technologies. New technologies around battery storage
and other areas that we haven't even heard of today,
will set up in place a process for encouraging those
investments, not only using them to lower our energy
costs but growing an energy based economy as well, an
exciting area led by Commissioner Esty.

We make investments in -- sustainable
inveétments. Sustainable investments, our -- our
commitment to renewable energy has been strong over

the years, but it's not been sustainable. Parts of
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the year, we're investing in solar and other types,
fuel cells, and other times of the year the money runs
out. You can't run energy based businesses. You
can't keep them here in Connecticut the way New Jersey
and Massachusetts have, our closest neighbors and
competitors in this regard. This bill changes that.
We make a multi-year commitment to a renewable energy,
one that's affordable for ratepayers but, I believe,
designed in a way to attract those businesses that
have left our state over the last couple of years back
into Connecticut, putting people to work, not just in
terms of the energy part but so many other areas that
we don't think about that are related to energy
investments, such as architects and engineers and --
and landscapers who do this work in multiple other
fields that are related to the field of energy
independence and energy conservation.

We invest without identifying them because the
Administration has said -- and we agree with them --
that we shouldn't target specific industries, we
should give them the ability to compete for the
resources that we're providing here and make them
sharpen their pencil. If they want our ratepayer

dollars, if they want our state dollars, if they want
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private investment dollars, they need to compete for
those. Sharpen their pencil and become as efficient
as possible, and we'll be standing there to assist
them in that effort.

We invest in combined heat and power and
anaerobic digestion to help our farms in this state,
as well as our business. For those that can afford to
come off the grid entirely or partially, it's finding
ways to make us more competitive,leven in a high
energy cost state.

We also implement appliance standards or a
process for reviewing how we can make our appliances.
Televisions today, the flat-screen, digital TVs are
much more higher energy users than your old TV set.
And while the technology is wonderful, it sits there
and just sucks that energy out; even as you're here
today, you're paying for that tele;ision most likely
drawing energy as it sits in its idle state. The
appliance standards process will allow the
Commissioner to look at policies that are coming out
of California, which often leads the country in this
area, and whether those policies are good for

Connecticut, and implement them if they are.
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In conclusion, Madam President, the bill is the
product of true tripartisanship, I would say,
tripartisanship, and that it is the Administration,
Democrats and Republicans working the way I think the
public expects us to. And when it works, good things
happen. And this bill is a byproduct of that effort.

Too often, Madam President, and members of the
Circle, we hear with respect to energy issues that
there is no silver bullet. We heard that recently,
with respect to the rising prices of gasoline, over a
hundred dollars a barrel, over $4 a gallon at the
pump. But then when the crisis subsides and the price
drops, we go back to business as usual and our -- and
our stayed ways of doing things until the next crisis
happens.

With this bill, Madam President, Connecticut is
saying -- is saying the rules of the“game have
changed. For many years we've been playing defense;
from now on, we'll be on offense.

I urge support for the bill.

Thank you.

THE CHAIR:
Thank you, Senator.

Will you remark further?

005513
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Senator Witkos, do -- you are good at asking.

SENATOR WITKOS:

Thank you, Madam President.
THE CHAIR:

All right.

SENATOR WITKOS:

I'd also like to begin my remarks by thanking a
few folks that attended meetings on the weekends,
Saturday, Sundays, stayed late at night, came in early
in the morning to put a product before us, I think,
that the State of Cénnecticut could be proud of.
Senator Duff, Representative Nardello, Representative
Reed, Representative Hoydick, Commissioner Esty, who
helped get us over a couple of the bumps in the road,
Liz, Alex, Paul, Katie, Patty, Ken, Dave, Jessie,
Chris, Melissa, Jenna, Brad, and our resident energy
guru, Kevin McCarthy. And I'd also like to thank
Senator McKinney, who made his staffs and resources
available to me, and for Senator Williams for the
nudge on Saturday to really put this thing to bed and
being able to bring it out today.

And as the bill's title states, it's planning for
our future, and that's exactly what we're doing here

with this bill before us. 1It's kind of been a joke
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arouﬁd the building that energy and technology, we're
always here towards the end; well, we want to do it
right.: We don'£ want to put forward a product and say
we'll fix it next year.

We have to do it right this year, because if we
don't, the effects could be devastating and extremely
costly. We know that because we have the
second-highest rates in the nation, behind Hawaii.

But I believe with this legislation today we will
become number one in efficiency, number one in
weatherization and technologies, and we will be on the
move to downgrade our position on the high-rate
system. I'd like to have the lowest rates in the
nation, Madam President, and we can do that if we can
keep moving in this direction.

Albert Einstein said, If you can't explain it to
a six-year-old, then you don't understand it yourself.
And I'm going to try to explain it as to how I
understand what's happening in this bill.

And I -- again, extra thanks and a shout out to
Senator Fonfara, because he's been my mentor since I
arrived on the Energy and Technology Committee, three
years ago. And he's so knowledgeable, and he's always

willing to sit with you and -- and take his time and
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make sure that you understand it without a rush or any
pressure. And I really appreciate that. And I think
that's why we're able to deliver such a product with
such bipartisan support today, from the very
beginning. So thank you, Senator Fonfara.

This bill merges two huge agencies and creates a
structure that we've never seen before in the State of
Connecticut. It takes environments with energy and
merges them together, generally two thought of
opposing ideals, because if we want to have energy,
well, we don't care about the environment things
because it creates emissions and, well, that's a
different -- a horse of a different color. But they
can be combined, and with the combination of the two,
it can be a great product.

And I think that merging the DPUC and the
Department of Environmental Protection is a good
thing. We had, prior to this, in our energy
department spread throughout several different
agencies in the state; we had many tentacles and we --
we never had the full body. And that's what we're
doing here. We're pulling those tentacles in and

having a full body of energy, so we can go to one
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place, one place to look at to determine is it working
for the ratepayers of Connecticut.

And one of the things that I'm very, very excited
about the merger of these two agencies is that we've
created a mission statement. And anybody in any
business or any organization knows that the mission
statement -- that the mission statement drives the
agency. And the goals established here in the mission
statement for the DEEP, the number one goal is to
reduce rates and decrease the costs for Connecticut
ratepayers. Isn't that what everybody's asking for?
We're going to deliver that to you. Ensuring the
reliability and safety of our state's energy supply,
increasing the use of clean energy and technology to
support clean energy, and, lastly, developing the
state's energy related economy, creating jobs.

Everybody in this Circle and downstairs
campaigned on economy is number one; we've got to fix
it; we've got to create jobs; that's the secret to
making Connecticut a better state. This bill does it.
And it does it in many different ways, Madam
President, and I'm going to take my time and I'm going
to go through the different, what I believe is the

right way of how the bill was put together and how
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we're going to do -- reduce our rates, create jobs,

and we're going to provide a stable, clean energy.

The first one is we're going to talk about how we
procure or how we buy our power. Folks say, Well,
what do you mean you buy your power? Before this bill
pésses, our utility companies used to buy the power,
and they would have to buy prepackaged power. So if
you had a folder and they had all these different
things in it; you only got the folder and you didn't
get to pick what was inside that folder. But this
allows us to do that. We're going to create our own
folder and we're going to put inside that folder what
we feel is right for the ratepayers of the State of
Connecticut.

As Senator Fonfara had mentioned that we had a
laddering effect on how we purchased our power, it was
over a three-year period, so it was on a -- a decline.
So, as you know, when you take an average, it was an
average over three years. It prevented the spikes but
that hurt us. And we learned from that hurt. As all
of our neighboring states saw a decrease in their
electric rates, people were saying, Why is Connecticut

not decreasing their rates? That's why we second the
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nation, because of how we did things in the past;
we're not doing those in the future.

We are allowing for the purchase of contracts
less than six months. Let's take advantage of that
market. If the prices are going down and we see them
going down, let's take advantage of that.

We're doing away with the laddering, and we're --
and we're enabling bilateral purchasing agreements.
Well, what's a bilateral purchasing agreement? That
means you as a buyer can go directly to the generator
and say, I want X-amount of power, and the generator
says, I will sell you X-amount of power for a certain
dollar amount; so what a great contract. It's not
surprising that two people should do that. We weren't
allowed to do that before. We had to go through the
ISO to get our power, a regional authority. Well, you
know what? Maybe that wasn't the best thing for us.
Now we're going to allow folks to go directly to a
generator.

And when we speak about procuring power, we have
moved our business community to alternative suppliers.
It's taken us awhile to get there, folks, when we went

through deregulation. But I'm proud to say over
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90 percent of our commercial establishments are buying
their power from alternate suppliers, and we're on the
move for residential customers as well. We're over

40 percent for residential customers. Imagine, you

can save money on our electric bill by calling

somebody up and saying, I want to change who delivers
my power, without interruption of service. You can do
that; just make the phone call. Go on-line; check it
out. You can save. The business communities realize
that. We just got to get the rest of the residential
community to do that. We're at 40 percent; let's go
for 90. Let's go for 100.

We anticipate through the way we buy our power to
save approximately 5 percent of our total cost. The
State of Illinois went through a similar program where
' they changed how they buy their power, and they've
been saviﬁg 8-to-9 percent of their costs. Well,
folks will say, Well, what is saving 5 percent?

That's great; 5 percent is $55 million a year. When
we're dealing with energy, we're dealing with a lot of
money.

When we talk about residential solar, right now,

we have the Clean Energy Fund, and we each pay a small
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token onto our electric bill every month that goes

into this energy fund. And every year there's

$10 million available for folks that own a residence

to have a solar panel constructed and placed on their
family home.

This bill allows it to be paid for in three
different ways. One, you can be given a grant so you
can pay with up-front cash; two, there's payment on
the production, so anticipated how much electricity
will be generated by your solar panels; and, three, a
lease program.

I'm going to share a little personal story with
you all. I went through -- my wife and I applied for.
the program last year, and we were granted the ability
to have a solar panel system placed on our primary
home. And we had the panels installed in, in
December. I started generating electricity in January
until the snow came down, and then I didn't generate
any in February. But I didn't also have to buy a roof
rake, as many of the other people said in the
community that they had to, because the snow melted a
little bit faster on my -- on my roof. But it saved.
It's saving us hundreds and hundreds of dollars every

month.
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I'm not afraid to share with you, because I have
two teenagers that live in the home who don't care;
they don't pay the electric bill, so they don't care
what they leave on, and the TVs, and when they're
going to do laundry and take showers. And in the
wintertime, they like warm clothes so they'd put them
in the dryer for ten minutes before they went to
school. So I'm trying to curb that through education,
because I told them it's coming out of their allowance
next.

But my -- my average electric bill was over $300
a month. And I actually called CL&P and said, You
need to come and change my meter because I think it's
broken; I can't believe I'm using that much
electricity in my home. Well, I'm proud to say with
last month, my electric bill was $23; it is a savings.

And I'm not only saving for myself, but I'm
saving each and every one of you money on our electric
bill. You say, Senator Witkos, how could you be
saving us money if you're the one that's getting the
benefit? Well, Senator Fonfara said everything goes
back to that day in July or August when it's the
hottest day of the year and everybody's got their air

conditioner cranked up. And then you're inside, so
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what are you going to do? You're going to turn the TV
on. Well, if you're inside, maybe you'll -- might as
-— I'll -- I'll put a load of laundry in. So the
amount of energy that is required on that day is huge.

And what happens is that price sets the energy
rate for a six-month period, because we use a blended
price. We don't pay -- when you get your electric
bill, it says -- I'll use the example -- 15 cents per
kilowatt hour, 15 gents. So on the hot days, it
doesn't go up to 37 cents; it stays at 15 cents.

And then every six months, there's a case that's
done. They're going to review it and say, Well, did
we judge it right or do we have to bump it up or do we
have to decrease it a little bit? And that's why, if
we could reduce that high-end rate lower, it will save
for everybody. So that's why we're trying to induce
people to -- through the residential solar panel -- to
have solar panels or other projects put on their home,
because it's clean, green, renewable energy.

And we've also heard from the business community .
how they are struggling with their energy costs. This
bill speaks to that. We create two pools of funds,
one pool of fund that is a requirement that it creates

no emissions. So if you want to have a solar panel,
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wind, small hydro, you as a business owner can apply
for those funds, have them installed on or within your
property to reduce your electrical needs. And then we
as a society will benefit, because if you reduce your
electrical needs on that one day in July or August
that we're talking about, we all benefit by that.

And if you own a business, we've -- we separated
that into three different funds so people that own a
small business will say, Well, the larger corporations
are going to eat up all that money because there's
only so much money available. ©Oh, no. We've taken
care of that; we're protecting the small guy, too. We
say there's going to be so much, X-amount of dollars
available for the size of a business which may be a
pizza shop. And then there's going to be a second pot
which is available to folks that maybe own the size of
a strip mall. And then the large, the biggest
category is for the large facilities, the big box
stores or one of the ones that has a very big
commercial entity; they can apply for those dollars.

And then we have a smaller amount of pool which
applies towards fuel cell technologies. Connecticut
is the fuel cell technology of the world. Shouldn't

we promote one of our own businesses by making it
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affordable? The more people we can turn on to fuel
cells, the price will come down. It may be an
enticem?nt for other businesses across our nation to
send in a sales order to Connecticut to send us a fuel
cell.

The cost of these programs are on a ramp-up
scale. The first program I spoke of, the solar, the
wind, and the hydro is $6 million a year, and they'll
be 15-year contracts that somebody will enter into.
Similqr to my home that I have at my house, I'm
leasing my solar panel, I've entered into a 1l5-year
contract; and that's common within the industry,
because that's generally what you need for a pay back
period, 15 years.

So if you own ABC Company and you went in, you
said, I'd like to a panel, a solar panel installed on
my business, the return, what you'd be set at a price,
15 years if you did the lease option, and it would
more than pay for itself.

At the four-year mark, Commissioner Esty, the
Chairman of -- or the Commissioner of DEEP will
evaluate the program and say, Is the program meeting
its needs? There's a stop-gap safety measure in

there, because we anticipate that as we invest in this
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technology, the price will come down, similar to when
TVs first came out, flat-screen TVs. I know I was a
lot younger then, when they first came out, and I
wanted one. I couldn't afford to spend $3000 or 5000
or $7000 for a flat-screen TV. But guess what? Now
you can pick up a flat-screen TV for $300 because
everybody is buying them; it's a commodity that people
want. If we can do that to our solar industry, make
it a commodity that everybody wants, it's going to
drive down the cost and make it cheaper.

But there's a provision in the bill that says if
it does not, if it does not meet the goals that this
committee and this Legislature has established, the
program is over. The Commissioner can suspend the
funding for the program; that's in the solar section.

In the fuel cell section, which is the low
emissions, and it's not just fuel cells because we
left it out to -- when I walked in the Chamber
earlier, there was a group of school kids in here, in
the third grade, and I think Senator Meyer had some of
his kids up here. They are our future for tomorrow.
Who's to say that they are not going to invent some
type of technology which is better than we even know

of today? So we don't want to limit ourselves by
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classifying that you must meet this standard, we're
saying if there's a technology that falls within the
threshold of our emissions' output, you're eligible
for that money. We shouldn't hold ourselves harmful
to the fact that if you didn't meet this small
criteria, you weren't available for that money.

And, again, the Commissioner has the ability
after three years of that five-year ramp-up to look at
their program and say, Is it meeting the intended
goals of what we've established? Are the prices
coming down? If the answer is no, again, the
Commissioner has the ability to suspend the program.

It was interesting, as we moved through the
committee process, that we talked about a waste. We
heard of anaerobic digestion, organic waste, and that
was something new to me. I kind of knew what the term
meant but I wasn't sure. What are we talking about?
And this bill provides for two pilot programs; one for
CHP, combined heat and power.

Imagine if you have a generating facility in your
company and you're producing power. But you know
what? That throws off a lot of heat. So what happens
to the heat? 1It's wasted. We're going to capture

that heat and reuse it to help heat or cool our
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buildings. Talk about efficiency, we're just changing
on how we manage it.

There's $2 million available for a three-year
pilot program of a CHP, and that money comes out of
existing funds that you already pay for on your
electric bill. It's not a new tax. It's not new
money. It's a -- it's a new direction of where the
agency 1is going:

And as I spoke about the organic waste, I know
Senator Guglielmo and others have projects in their
district that -- a lot of farmland out in Connecticut.
We love farming. And with animals on farms, there's a
byproduct; once they eat, there's a byproduct. Well,
we tend to just move that around the fields and we use
it for natural fertilization. But there's something
else, a new technology that's coming forward, and
that's organic waste. We can burn that for energy.

And the thought is we have a huge, huge college,
our flagship university. The amount of students that
attend that university and eat in the cafeterias or
eat on off-campus housing, wouldn't it be great if we
did something productive with the waste food that is
produced in those facilities? This may allow that to

happen, building an organic waste energy generation
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project on the property to supply the campus with
power, cutting down rates for the ratepayers.

A few years ago, we deregulated the energy market
in Connecticut. We said the power companies are out.
We're not going to allow you to own or operate your
own power plants, and then we had to pay them for the
required sale of their assets. But the time has come,
as we have seen, that we've built up our alternative
supplier market, that the experts are not only in
private suppliers but I believe the utilities have
expertise as well. And this bill allows each of the
utilities to own or operate ten megawatts of power in
the State of Connecticut. And it also allows private
éuppliers to bid on ten megawatts of power.

And we say, Why is this? Allowing the private
suppliers to bid on the ten megawatts of power will
g?ve us a baseline, and we'll see if the electric
distribution companies come in on target. We'll know
because we have somebody to compare it to.

And this legislation provides protection. The
thought was before, in the past, one of the reasons
why our rates were so high was because the EDCs or the
power companies could just pass it on through their

rates to all the ratepayers. If they were going to
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lose any money, well, we'll just pass it on to
everybody here 1n this room that pays an electric
bill. No biggie.

This bill speaks to that. This bill says when
you go into bid, if you're going to bid on a power
generation, it's for the cost of building the plant,
no more. If it goes above that, you go back to your
shareholders and you get the money from them. That is
a win-win for everyone. That speaks to the generation
side of this bill.

The other things that I found to be very exciting
for -- for ratepayers in Connecticut -- and there's
some programs that we're going to be doing. As
Senator Fonfara said, we are going to be offering
time-of-use rates and meters. I'm excited by that.
I'm not excited as a family man, because I couldn't
control my kids and I know that they would -- they
wouldn't care, and they'd turn anything on whenever
they want.

But the people that are conscious about when they
use their power, what a fantastic way of getting a --
a submarket rate on your electric bill, the other 20
hours of the day. There'll be four hours identified

by the electric company, and you'll know what those
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hours are. And they're going to say, This is the rate
for those four hours. Other than that, the other 20
hours are going to be below what you're paying now:
What an incentive to save on your electric bill, if
you can change your habit so you don't use all your
energy consuming products during that four-hour
period.

One of the things that I thought was great, and I
-- I think of lot of people will take advantage of, is
the furnace financing: If you want to switch from
either electric, if you have an electric heating
system in your home, to either o0il or gas or switch
from 0il to gas, you can finance that on your -- on
your bill. A lot of people don't have the up-front
cash to put out to -- to make sure that they can get a
more efficient, reliable furnace. &And we talk about
furnaces that are over seven years old. But you know
what? You are going to save, yourselves, because if
you have to buy less 0il or use less electricity, it's
a win for everyone.

And in order to do that, I urge everyone to take
advantage of the home energy audits that you hear on
the radio and on the television. And we've said now,

we've said at a rate that's equal. Before, you paid a
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different rate or you got a different rate on your
rebate if you had a gas or oil houée versus an
electric house. Now we're saying if you're willing to
go towards efficiencies and have the home energy
audit, everybody pays the same. 1It's about fairness
and equality.

I had some concerns last year about the appliance
standards that were in the bill, but this bill truly
moves us into a direction where Connecticut should be.
Most folks follow California, and we've talked about
that in generalities. Well, if it happens in
California, maybe ten years later we'll -- we'll adopt
it in Connecticut. We're not going to wait the
ten-year period, folks. We're saying if the standard
is adopted in California, that's the way the
manufacturers make it and that's the way we're going
to adopt it in Connecticut. Because all that's going
to do is make it better for each and every one of us,
because if it's an electrical appliance, we're going
to use less electricity and we're going to save more
money on our electric bills.

There's a concern -- and I didn't realize how
prolific it was until I sat on this committee -- about

how many people have their electricity shut off during
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the summer. We have a provision in our statutes that
say it, and I -- correct me if I'm wrong -- it's
either September or October is the blackout period.
You cannot shut off your electricity from that month
until March or April, somewhere in there. And then if
you haven't paid your bill, if you're in arrears, the
electric company will come out after notice and will
turn off your power for nonpayment.

Is it because those people are right on the edge?
And that's in the thousands, tens of thousands of
residences a year. Tens of thousands of folks go the
summer without electricity. And I often pondered why
that would be,. tens of thousands. In some case,
that's more than my home community, my entire town. I
have 10,000 people, population in my hometown. I
can't imagine almost an entire town in the aggregate
will be without power for the entire summer.

Why that would be that they couldn't pay their
bills? I know our electric rate is a little bit
higher, but how can we help them pay their bill?
.There's so many programs out there, that surely they
should be able to find some means of paying their

bill.
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But Senator Fonfara brought up a great program in
creating a low-income discount rate, and maybe if we
were able to tweak the rate that aggregates out to
make our electric bill what it is, people can put that
in their budget and pay their electric bill so they
never have to worry about a shutoff again.

Again, under Senator Fonfara's leadership, we're
utilizing and -- and looking at existing programs.
We're not saying, Okay, well, we need more money for
that program now too; no, that's not the case. We're
looking at the programs out there and we're going to
say, What program is working and which ones aren't?
And let's fund the ones that do and make sure that we
can reach and help those in our society that need the
most help. Nobody should have to go without power in
a home.

The creation of the Green Bank will help
Connecticut in that not only will it be the agency in
charge of giving out the financing for the projects,
but it's also going the be somebody that's -- can
maximize federal dollars, looking for a charitable
organization, philanthropic donations. We're going to

leverage the state dollars so they go farther and
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wider to more people to invest, so we can decrease the
costs of energy and electricity in our state.

You might have heard, and around the Circle, this
project known as "Project 100" or "Project 150," and
that was a project that this Legislature passed years
ago with a commitment to build either 100 or 150
megawatts of power. Guess what, folks? Nothing has
been built. They keep coming back for extensions on
their contracts. Oh, can we get another extension?
The time of contract extension has ended in this bill.
If they don't have the shovels in the ground, if
they're not producing power, at the end of their
contract, they will not be renewed.

And with that will come pressure, pressure by
salesmen. We see that now in the alternative supplier
market, and we want to make sure that those folks know
what's being delivered to them. They're not being
delivered a bill of goods, if you will, but factual
information.

That's why we've adopted a code of conduct in
this bill. And the code of conduct outlines what the
salespeople have to tell you, because there's many,
many parts to your electric bill. You have your

generation part and then you have your transmission
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and delivery part, and then you have all the
additional taxes and programs that are in the bill.

Imagine if somebody said to you, came to your
home and said, I can save you money on your bill and
just showed you the generation portion of your bill.
And you thought, Wow, that's a great thing. I can
save that much money; I'm going to sign up. But they
neglected to tell you, basically, the -- the other
half of the bill, including all the systems' benefit
charges that are on there. This says you have to
explain the entire bill; you can't just give them a
piece of the bill, you have to explain the entire bill
to the -- the folks.

And if you're going to door to door -- if you're
like me, I don't like door-to-door salesmen at my
homes -- this says if you're going to go door to door,
you can only do it between 10 a.m. and 6 p.m., unless
you have an appointment with the folks. Because some
people like to conduct business -- and this at the
residential; this isn't in a business. 1Imagine if you
woke up on a Sunday morning and getting ready to go,
get dressed and go out to church or you're coming back
from an appointment and there's somebody there with a

pamphlet, trying to hand you, to tell you about an
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electric supplier. You wouldn't be very happy. But
we also want to make sure they have a right to -- to
sell you their needs. So they're going to have to
have an ID, photo identification. They're going to
identify who they're selling or working for, and
they're going to do it within a set and prescribed
number of hours.

There are programs that allow municipalities to
enter into with private contractors, a contractor
coming and say, We can reduce your electFic bill or
your energy needs, and we're going to pay for it if
you allow us to do it. It sounds too good to be true;
right? Well, that actually happens. We do that now,
currently in our state. I know that we've experienced
it over in the LLB. We all got notices over the
summer that we're replacing the lights in your office.
And it -- it's through this funds -- these funds that
that's done. 1In the end, we're also going to save on
our electric bills and our energy needs.

I got a phone call from a business that wanted to
know g they had somebody knocking on their door; they
wanted to come in and do an evaluation of their energy
needs of their business. And they said, All right,

come on it. It was a manufacturing firm. And the
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gentleman said, I can save you X-amount of dollars,
and if you don't mind, I'm going to come in; we're
going to replace all your lights in your manufacturing
plant.

And the owner said, Well, what's it going to cost
me? He said, Nothing, you just got to let me in to
replace the lights. And the guy didn't believe it.

He said, that's -- that's -- it's a joke or he's
trying to pull somethigg over -- the wool over my
eyes. So he called me. He says, Kevin, is there such
a program that this company can come in, they'll
change all my lights in my business and it doesn't
cost me anything? I said, There absolutely is. Today
he's saving money in his energy needs because he went
forward and he did it.

Madam President, all those things I've outlined
go towards changing the direction of our energy needs
in Connecticut.

And if I may, through you, Madam President, I
have just a few questions to the proponent of the
bill.

THE CHAIR:
Senator Fonfara, prepare yourself.

Senator Witkos, please proceed.
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SENATOR WITKOS:

Thank you.

Through you, Madam President, in Section 92 it
talks about the procurement of -- of standard service.
And under, I think it's Section 92(c), the cost of the
contracts that are entered into under the -- under the
procurement plan, those only are going to be recovered
from the customers taking the standard service. Is
that correct?

SENATOR FONFARA:

That is correct,’ Senator.

And through you, Madam President.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Witkos.

SENATOR WITKOS:

Thank you.

And in the section that we -- we spoke of the
initiatives that are available for consumers, whether
it be a no-emissions or low-emissions, when they enter
into that contract, under the current language the
Commissioner is allowed to reduce the incentive. But
once the -- the -- the customer enters into the
contract with the -- with the customer, that incentive

remains the same for the life of the contract.
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Is that correct, through you, Madam President?
THE CHAIR:

Senator Fonfara.

SENATOR FONFARA:

Thank you, Madam President.

Yes. The -- the contract, itself, remains steady
for the 15 years of its life. The Commissioner is
able to, based on the formula in the bill, reduce each
year, not of the contract but of each year of the
program, the starting point of that, of a contract.
But once a contract has been agreed to and awarded, it
cannot be changed for the life of those individual
contracts.

Through you, Madam President.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Witkos.
SENATOR WITKOS:

Thank you, Madam President.

And this Section 127, the renewable energy
proposal, am I to understand that the 30 megawatts
that it speaks to, it is open to both the distribution
companies and the nonutilities to submit proposals.

Is that correct, through you, Madam President?

THE CHAIR:
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Senator Fonfara.

SENATOR FONFARA:

Through you, Madam President, that is correct.

If T could just go back to the previous question
relating to the solar program, I -- I think the
gentleman asked if that would be applicable to both
programs, the -- the low -- the no -- zero emission
and the low-emission. I just want to make it clear on
the record that both programs have a declining block
schedule on an annual basis. It may be omitted in the
-- in the bill before us, that, regarding the
low-emission. I want to make it clear on the record
that it also pertains to the low-emission program as
well.

Through you, Madam President.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Witkos.
SENATOR WITKOS:

Thank you.

And there's -- through you, Madam President,
there's a section of the bill which speaks of road
cuts, and my understanding is that when a contractor
goes out to address a utility, they have to send

notification to the Department of Public Works in
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which the town that they're conducting the work 1in,
and then they are responsible, once they've concluded
their business, a year later from the conclusion of
that cut that's been repaired, they certify it. 1It's
done; it's good, and then they're off the hook in case
something happens later on, from there on.

Is that correct, through you, Madam President?
THE CHAIR:

Senator Fonfara.

SENATOR FONFARA:

Thank you, Madam President.

Yes. And if. I could elaborate further on that,
the -- the process would be at the end of the year
that the contractor is responsible. They would review
the -- the cut. If it meets generally accepted
standards, then they just would certify with the
municipality that they've accomplished that. If it
does not, then they're required to -- to make the
repair at that point and certify at that point that it
meets the standards. And that's it; there's not
subsequent obligations.,

THE éHAIR:
Senator Witkos.

SENATOR WITKOS:
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. Thank you.
And -- and just for clarification purposes, on

one other section in the bill it speaks to the

requirement that a child is -- that has entered into
the emergency room, admitted into a hospital -- not
entered into an emergency room -- but admitted into a

hospital and is discharged under doctors' orders that
the power must stay on for a period of up until the --
the child reaches the age of 24 months. 1Is that --
and not a day later -- is that correct?
Through you, Madam President.
. THE CHAIR:
Senator Fonfara.
SENATOR FONFARA:
Thank you, Madam President. Yes.
THE CHAIR:
Senator Witkos.
SENATOR WITKOS:
Thank you, Madam President.
I thank Senator Fonfara for those clarifications.
And just a clarification for the -- for the
Chamber, the last section I just spoke about was an
issue that we actually had a public hearing on in --

. in the committee. And come to find out that,

\
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unfortunately, there have been instances in where a
child was admitted into a hospital and the doctor
wanted to send the child home. I mean, we're talking
a baby under 24 months old. And the doctor said for
life reasons, he needed to have electricity. And if
the child, the parents didn't have electricity in
their apartment or their home, then the child would
stay in the hospital. So if we're talking about
costs, the doctor would not release that child back
into the community. So it's important, I think, and
we've outlined it and made it such that under doctors'’
reasons, if the discharge papers say that they must
have electricity as a life-threatening means --
otherwise it would be a life-threatening means.

Madam President, the -- Thomas Jefferson said
that, Information is the currency of democracy, and I
-- I hope I've enriched everyone's lives here today
with my explanation of the bill.

You know, there's many veins and arteries that
run through the heart of this bill, but -- and they
all travelled in different directions and speak to
different things, but in the end, I think it creates a

framework for a cleaner, efficient, reliable, and most
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importantly, a reduced costs and benefits to the
ratepayers of the State of Connecticut.

And I urge its adoption.

Thank you, very much.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you, Senator.

Senator -- Senator Meyer.
SENATOR MEYER:

Thank you, Madam President.

Speaking, briefly, in my capacity as Senate Chai
of the Environment Committee, we have a merger today
of environmental governance with energy governance,
and it's a home run. It's a home run in many ways
because the goal that we have in our lives for energy
is clean energy, and clean energy means
environmentally sound energy. What this bill does is
it brings together the two -- the two concepts of
energy and environment.

Senator Fonfara and Senator Witkos spoke well
about the energy functions of this bill. Let me make
brief reference to the -- the environmental --
environmental functions of this bill and -- and this

new agency.
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Right in Section 1, the bill provides for the

protection of our environment through conserving,
improving, and protecting the natural resources of our
state. It speaks to preserving the natural
environment while fostering sustainable development.
And, colleagues, in Section 56, all the historic
and traditional purposes of the former DEP are
preserved, as well. And so we know that there's going

to be a protection and preservation of our parks, our

forests, our -- our -- our very great natural
resources in Connecticut. This is a -- a terrific
combination.

The Environment Committee is extremely supportive
of some of the provisions of this bill relating to
renewable energy, the enhancement of the Clean Energy
Fund. These -- these -- these are really part of the
merger, environment and energy. I have a feeling that
we'll be having some joint committee meetings -- I
hope so -- between Environment and Energy.

And I want to just say, in conclusion, that much
of the magic of what we're doing in this combination
comes about through a new Commissioner of unique
talent, a person who senses that great combination of

energy, of energy and environment, whose book, Green

005546
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to Gold in -- is, in effect, an embodiment of that

merged concept. And he of all the people that I have
known is best equipped to bring forward this new
mission.

So I say three hurrays and thank you, Madam
President.

THE CHAIR:
Thank you, Senator Meyer.
Senator Prague.

SENATOR PRAGUE:

Thank you, Madam President.

Madam President, this is really an exciting
proposal: It not only protects our environment but
hopefully it will reduce the cost of energy. And on
that note, I'd like to propose a question to Senator
Fonfara.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Fonfara.

Please proceed, Senator Praque.
SENATOR PRAGUE:

Senator Fonfara, just as a point of interest,
because the cost of energy in this state is so very
high, I guess one of the highest costs in the country,

not only businesses but folks at home face enormous
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charges. And with this proposal before us, do you
foresee that maybe in a year, maybe in less than that
or a little more than that, that the rates will start
to come down because of this proposal before us?
There are some very exciting things in this proposalc
and as somebody who did not support deregulation, I'm
happy to see that we're moving forward with different
proposals for our energy supply. So do you have a
time frame or -- or has that -- something we have not
yet arrived at?
THE CHAIR:

Senator Fonfara.
SENATOR FONFARA:

Thank you, Madam President.

Senator Prague, we're in the midst of seeing
reductions in electricity costs right now. We saw
rates coming down for standard service customers in
January. We'll see rates coming down further, this
coming January. It's all because of the laddering
effect of how we had bought power for the remaining
customers who have not gone off into the private
market.

If you have, if you have gone into the private

market to buy your power from the retailers that some
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of -- many of us have either been called at home or

gotten something in the mail about, and that's
somewhere in the neighborhood of 50 percent of the
residential market and a large percentage, as Senator
Witkos spoke about earlier, somewhere approaching

90 percent of the commercial market have already moved
into the retail market. They have been enjoying lower
rates on the generation portion of their bill, for
some time. Those that have not will see additional
benefits in the coming year.

In addition to that, how we buy power, as was
mentioned earlier, will change to be much more
aggressive. We'll have a person who will be in charge
of that, to take advantage of opportunities that come
up in the market on a daily basis, on a weekly basis,
monthly, as opposed to the pretty inefficient process
we have right now. So those are significant changes
that we're making, in addition to how the market is
responding on its own.

And I -- and we, Senator Witkos and I spoke
earlier about how we're empowering the new department,
the DEEP, to look at how to make -- look at long-term
commitments that might benefit ratepayers further,

structural ways of looking at new generation being
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brought on that will push off inefficient generators
and -- and to not only lower our electricity costs but
to clean our air.

And, lastly, to address the issue of how the --
if -- if there is a -- if I had to identify a
significant inefficiency in -- in deregulation, a
fault with deregulation, it's that this market rule, I
spoke about earlier, that has resulted in the most
efficient generators here in the state getting paid
the same amount as the most inefficient, that's
costing us every month in our electric bills. That's
a factor and, I believe, a significant factor in
pushing this up towards the -- the higher end of
electric rates nationally than where we would be. We
probably will be in the middle of the pack, I suspect,
if we didn't have that particular market rule.

The last thing is what will help us get there,
where we all want to get, and -- and that is away from
the high rates. I will just say, parenthetically,
while we pay high -- we have high rates, our costs are
competitive because we are so efficient and we have
invested mightily, millions and millions of dollars

over the years in efficiency.
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You go to a state like Florida, where their rates
are very low but their energy use is very high, and
our energy use is much lower because we've invested in
efficiency that makes our technology and the
generation of electricity more efficient, the use of
electricity, I should say, more efficient, helping us
to depress what we actually pay. So you look at -- I
-- I guess by way of analogy, Senator, it would be if
you are paying $4 a gallon for gasoline but you have a
car that is -- that is getting 40 miles to the gallon
versus a car that is getting 20 miles to the gallon.

I -- I would use the analogy where we're the 40-mile-
a-gallon car and Florida is the 20-mile-an-hour --
mile-per-gallon car. We're much more efficient than
many other states, even though are rates are very
high. Hopefully that's understandable, so.

But the last piece is this: We, through this
bill, are creating the mechanism, the department, the
people, the full-time effort. We've never had this
before. We've never had a full-time effort to look at
how we can take steps to further reduce our rates,
make us more efficient, cleaner in what -- what -- how

we get our electricity and our energy, in general.
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So you're going to see the -- the fruits of this

effort not only in a year or in six months, as prices
continue to come, down but over the next several
years. Connecticut will be in a much better place
with the passage of this bill.
THE CHAIR:

Thank you.

Senator Prague, will you —-
SENATOR PRAGUE:

Through you, Madam President, thank you, Senator
Fonfara.

That's very encouraging. It's a lot of good

work.
Thank you.
THE CHAIR:
Thank you.

Senator Duff.
SENATOR DUFF:

Thank you, Madam President. Good afternoon.
THE CHAIR:

Good afternoon, sir.
SENATOR DUFF:

I rise to support this legislation and it is a

truly bipartisan bill, as it should be. There's an
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old saying that says there's no Democrat or Republican
way to pick up the garbage; there's no Democrat or
Republican way to keep the lights on. And there
should be a bipartisan way to figure energy policy in
the State of Connecticut.

And we're here today because of really the hard
work of many people in this Circle, mostly Senator
Fonfara and Senator Witkos, who I want to thank for
really leading us here today to this point. Certainly
I want to thank, as well, Commissioner Esty and all
the staff that's worked so hard, especially Liz
Donohue and our colleagues downstairs for, you know,
putting this -- this bill together.

Today's bill really does make major changes to
our energy policy, and it does so in a way that I --
that makes me very enthusiastic to support this
legislation. As we see o0il prices continue to go up
and we see rates potentially going up because of oil
prices, we have made some major changes to our energy
policy in this legislation today. We're really
putting ourselves on a -- on a brand-new frontier. We
have very exciting provisions in the legislation, I
think, most importantly, some of our clean energy and

our green energy provisions that we have.
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But one of the best parts about, I think, this
legislation is that the market is speaking out and we
are listening. We've heard over the last few years --
and as somebody who has served on the Energy and
Technology Committee since I came to the General
Assembly -- there are so many companies out there,
people with wonderful ideas, exciting ideas,
cutting-edge ideas, looking for ways in which they can
build a better mousetrap to help lower those energy
prices, to help our -- our consumers and our voters
and constituents out there. And we are helping them
through this legislation. We are opening up new
markets. I know that this legislation will create new
jobs in the State of Connecticut.

Over the last few years when -- actually, when I
was actually in the House and we had raided the
Conservation Fund and the Clean Energy Fund because of
budget deficits, I saw firsthand -- I know many other
Legislators saw firsthand -- the businesses that
shut down and the jobs that were lost because of that
bad policy. And many of us had pledged never to do so
again. We know by investing in clean energy and green

energy and conservation, that that is one of the best
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ways we can grow jobs in the State of Connecticut and
that we can keep them here, right here in Connecticut.

Another great provision in this bill, as Senator
Meyer said and -- and I know the other proponents, as
well, is our consolidation and coordination finally of
our environmental and energy policy. Many of us for
years around this Circle have been very frustrated by
the fact that we have not been able to have a coherent
and clear energy policy in the State of the
Connecticut, that it was too piecemeal, that it had
been really all over the spectrum between various
departments and agencies and that there's really no
good coordination. I'm very confident with the work
that has been done in this legislation and with the --
Commissioner Esty and his able staff, that we are
finally going to have the coordination that we need
and that we're bringing important, different and
departments under one roof, that we can finally speak
with one voice, one very clear and loud voice, and
that we're going to, when we spend a dollar, we're
going to get the most out of that dollar that we
possibly can.

Certainly our hope in this bill is that it will

lower our energy prices, and I know that that's a goal
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of everybody. Failure to adopt this legislation, I
believe, would mean that we will have higher prices,
and that putting this bill forward and off to the
Governor's signature means that my hope and my
prediction will be that we will have lower rates.

Lastly, I just want to mention, too, that I
predict with this legislation -- though I know that
when we talk about energy policy in the General
Assembly, many eyes glaze over, because it is
complicated and that the -- the language sometimes is
a little foreign; even to people who can read
legislative speak, this is like a -- a different
level, even than that -- but that other states will
look at this as a model for what they can do as well.
We have been a leader, many years, for conservation,
many years for clean energy, and I know that we'll
continue to do so. But we are pushing the envelope
even further this year with this legislation.

So I stand here today to very enthusiastically
and very strongly support the legislation before us.
I urge my colleagues to support it, and I look forward
over the next few years to see the fruits of the labor
that so many have put into this today and look forward

to a cleaner and better State of Connecticut.
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Thank you, Madam President.
THE CHAIR:
Thank you.
Senator LeBeau.
SENATOR LeBEAU:

Thank you, Madam President.

I think, 1ike everybody else who's gotten up
today, I'd like to congratulate the authors of the
bill, the Energy Committee, the Environment Committee,
particularly the Energy Committee under Senator
Fonfara's, Senator Witkos', Senator -- Senator Duff,
and Representative Hoydick's leadership.

And I'm particularly struck and impressed in a
positive way by the -- the elements in the bill that
will help Connecticut industry. Senator Prague just
talked about pricing and how that will help us, so
every element in the bill that can lead to lower
prices helps Connecticut industry.

But there are other sections, individually, that
will help Connecticut industry, both in the terms of
the -- this -- the component of producing energy but
also of producing products that produce energy, so
manufacturing in some cases. The -- the section of

the bill that expands the resources that go into the
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Connecticut Clean Energy Fund, the expanding the type
of projects that the Connecticut Clean Energy Fund can
support to include electric and natural gas vehicle
infrastructure, electricity storage, and the financing
of energy efficiency measures, that is one of the
keys, the whole idea of financing energy efficiency
measures.

That has been that element that has been missing

in the past years, to be able to take private dollars

and to -- to move them -- and public dollars -- to
move them into the -- the -- this financial side, for
long-term investments in new industries, the -- to

establish a three-year pilot program to develop
combined heat and power, again, an anaerobic digester
projects, again, a potential industry for the State of
Connecticut. And the long-term, 15-year contracts for
renewable energy credits for zero-emission generators,
again, that sets us up as one of the premiere states
in the country, moving forward on cutting-edge
technologies which can lead to the development of more '
industry and establishing a similar program for low

emissions' technologies, including fuel cells. As has

been mentioned, we are the leader in fuel cells in the
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country. We want to help that industry, so we're
doing that.

And also the study requiring the DEEP to study
the benefits, cost, obstacles, and solutions related
to the expanded use of natural gas in the state.
Natural gas, I think as we all know, is about half the
cost of o0il. 1It's a clean energy, relative --
relatively clean energy, and it has a tremendous
future. So the more we can get out in front of -- of
that industry, the better off we're going to be as a
state. )

Let me ask a question to the proponent of the
bill.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Fonfara.
SENATOR LeBEAU:

Senator, Section 119 calls for a strike force to
go out with teams of engineers to evaluate energy
costs for troubled businesses in the state. Can you
expand on that -- on that program?

SENATOR FONFARA:
Through you, Madam President, the -- yes. Thank

you for the question, Senator.
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The intent behind that is that there are a number
of businesses in our state, both who use a large
amount of electricity and those that don't, that are
not aware, don't have the internal capacity to
evaluate how they can implement some of the programs,
use the resources that we have to lower their energy
costs. There are still some smaller, commercial
companies that haven't even examined going off -- off
of standard service to -- in the retail market where
they immediately could lower their electric costs.

And that's primarily because that while they're very
good at their core business, and understanding that
they have been very successful at that, they don't
understand energy. It's -- it's a tough -- it's a
complex issue. They -- they're used to just, you
know, turning on the lights, running their machinery,
what have you.

This initiative will, for the first time,
establish a program, as you've articulated, a strike
force, a team of objective engineers and others; in
other words, they're not selling a product. They're
not selling a service but they're going out and
literally knocking on those businesses aﬁd will start

the Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
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will start with those most in need, those on the edge,
if you will.

It's too often -- I -- I think you'll recall the
Franklin Farms, a mushroom farm here in the state that
closed some years ago, and they cited as a primary
reason, energy costs. We should not allow that to
happen. We should be in there with our utilities,
with state resources to identify those needs and
inform those businesses of the programs we have
available, the resources that we have available so
they can either implement strategies at their
facility, like with combined heat and power, that you
spoke about earlier.

In the case of Franklin Farms, maybe the
anaerobic digestion would have been available to them
with chicken waste, and -- and therefore -- or
whatever else they had on the farm that they could use
to reduce their energy cost and remain competitive.
This is the type of thing that this bill will do, move
us from a response to a proactive position. That's a
very exciting part of the bill, and I thank the -- the
gentleman for asking.

THE CHAIR:

Senator LeBeau.
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SENATOR LeBEAU:

Thank you, Senator Fonfara, through you, Madam
President.

This is an exciting part of the bill and I think
it's a very laudable section of the bill. And it's
not unlike -- although I love the proactive piece, the
fact that we're going to go out to businesses and
first -- and it's not unlike what we -- we've done
through CONNSTEP and CCAT to help businesses,
particularly small manufacturers, figure out how to
get their flow on their floors to -- to maximize their
efficiency and -- and decrease their costs.

And when you take -- when you have a 10, 15,

20 percent cost savings there, you may have gone from
a competitive -- from a noncompetitive company to a
competitive company or a company that's barely getting
by to a company that's increased its margins and now
can survive and prosper in the State of Connecticut.

So I -- I thank you for this bill. I thank you
for your work. And I thank you for that particular
section.

Thank you, Madam -- Madam President.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you, Senator.
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Senator Kane.

SENATOR KANE:
Good afternoon, Madam President.

THE CHAIR:
Good afternoon, sir.

SENATOR KANE:

Through you, just a couple of questions to the
proponent of the bill?
THE CHAIR:

Please proceed, sir.
SENATOR KANE:

Thank you, Madam President.

Through you, to Senator Fonfara.

My -- my questions are in regard to Section 111,
which I guess in laymen's terms can be viewed as kind
of like the condominium piece. As you may know, I
have in my district -- Heritage Village, in Southbury,
is one of the largest condominium complexes in the
state and is a 55-and-older community, a rather
beautiful community in -- in a great section of the
state. But back in the, I would say, the late
sixties, seventies, when they were built, the -- the
government encouraged them to build with electric

heat, because of the 0il crisis that was taking place.
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And I think there were incentives at the time to build
those condominiums with electric heat.

Now, as you know, with our high rates that we
have here in the State of Connecticut, these
individuals who are typically on a fixed income have
very difficult time with their rates and with their
electric bills, because they are heating as well as
putting on the lights and what have you.

So my question is in regards to Section 111,
because I think this is a -- a positive piece of the
bill, and there, among other good pieces. But if you
could just clarify some of this for me that -- that,
you know, places like Heritage Village can be able to
take advantage of -- of these programs and -- and help
with their situation.

Through you.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Fonfara.
SENATOR FONFARA:

(Inaudible.)
SENATOR KANE:

Madam President, if I may move to another
section, probably more appropriately, it would be

Section 135.
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Through you.

THE CHAIR:

Senator -- Senator Kane -- Senator Fonfara.
SENATOR FONFARA:

Thank you, Madam President, and Senator Kane, who
came to me earlier in the session and -- and addressed
this issue with me. And we specifically attempted to
address it, and we are addressing it in Section 135,
for his constituents and for so many around the state
who -- who suffer from extremely high electric,
electricity costs because of how they heat their homes
with -- with electricity, a very inefficient way,
given our electric costs. And so we have in this
bill, for the first time, a conversion program so that
constituents like yours at Heritage -- Heritage
Village and other -- others around the state, we begin
that process of looking at how we can help them
convert to natural gas or oil, where -- where
available, and move them off of those very high
electric rates.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Kane.

SENATOR KANE:

Thank you, Madam President.
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I thank Senator Fonfara for his answer.

He's right. We did have conversations in regards
to this issue, and I appreciate him continually
working on this process because it does affect a great
numpber of my constituents. And I look forward to
passage of the bill.

Thank you.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you.

Will you remark?

Senator Welch. Good afternoon, sir.

SENATOR WELCH:

Thank you, Madam President.

I, too, thank the proponents of the bill for
their hard work over many years. Hopefully, this is
going to help us get our energy policy back on track.

I do have a few questions for the proponent, if I
may?

THE CHAIR:

Please proceed --
SENATOR WELCH:

Through you --
THE CHAIR:

-- sir.
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SENATOR WELCH:

-- Madam Presaident.

I believe -- I believe Senator Prague asked a
question with respect to how is this going to reduce
energy costs and -- and when will our constituents
start to see that reduction. I thought I heard the
answer to be along the lines of, well, energy costs
are already going down, and a big part of -- of what
this bill does is it creates a team that's going to
help us get the ball across the goal line, as it were.

And if I could just follow up on that, is there
-- is there a -- are there particular programs in
here? Are there -- is there is a more-definitive
answer that I can go back to my constituents and say,
Listen, we passed this bill, you're going to see
relief in your rates, here's why, and here's when?

Through you, Madam President.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Fonfara.
SENATOR FONFARA:

Through you, Madam President.

As I said earlier, if you have constituents --
and you do -- who have not moved off of standard

service and are taking advantage of the lower rates
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that ére provided in the retail market, those rate --
those costs are coming down for those customers slower
than we'd like, because we have implemented a system,
years ago, that protected against rate shock, meaning
rates going up rapidly. But the problem with that
system is when rates are -- when -- when costs are
coming down for electricity, it's a slower process to
enjoy the benefit of that. We'll see another rate
reduction in January for those customers. So that's
one way.

Additionally, for those customers we will, upon
the passage of this bill, implement a process of
buying power differently, buying it much more
aggressively, much more proactively, as opposed to the
method we use now, which is not only this laddering
approach but, also, the way we buy power for those
customers currently is we do that in what they call a
"full requirements' process."” It's we use a -- a
process where the power is bought in a full package,
as opposed to in pieces. Buying power in pieces has,
in other states, and including in our state with
respect to the municipal cooperative, CMEC, they buy
it in pieces. So they need -- they have a long

contract here, a -- a day of a -- a short contract,
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and they find that that's more efficient. This bill
empowers the -- the new procurement officer, who will
be hired to do this for the state. That will also, I
believe, result in lower costs.

But with respect to everyone, how will everyone
bénefit as opposed to just the standard service
customer? We, again, are beginning the process to
look at this ISO market rule, which is costing us as a
state and as consumers much more than it should be for
the generation-portion of our electricity. We -- we
are implementing programs that will increase how we
can finance energy -- energy improvements, the boiler
program, as an example. If you have -- and many
people have an inefficient boiler in their home in
this state. Most people do not replace their boiler
until it breaks down. What we're doing with this
program is proactively saying to people, don't wait
until your boiler comes, breaks down, we're going to
help you finance that so you don't have to come
out-of-pocket for six or seven or eight or $10,000 at
a clip. We'll help you finance that over a longer
period of time. You'll realize immediate savings in
your heating bill for this winter, and you can pay for

that over a longer period, in something that's much
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more affordable. That will mean significant
reductions.

Remember, what we need to do is look at energy
costs in general as opposed to specifically my
electric costs or my heating costs; they're energy
costs. And how we can reduce the homeowners',
businesses' costs in that regard, it should be a
comprehensive strategy to do it. So to put a
timetable on it, it's a continuing effort.

But you can this to your constituents: We now
have a full-time energy department where we never had
it before, working on implementing strategies that
will see us become more and more competitive over the
next year, over the next two years. They will see the
benefits of that work.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Welch.
SENATOR WELCH:

And, again, if I may, I -- I believe I heard
Senator Fonfara, Madam President, talk about the ISO
market rule. And I think -- and -- and I might be
wrong, if he could help me out with this -- I think
that's the rule where we pay the highest rate that's

available on the market, at any given time.
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And I believe in your opening you mention -- or

Senator Fonfara mentioned -- that this bill is going

to allow us to put pressure on the feds to change that
rule. And if I may, through you, Madam President, ask
how, how that happens?

Through you, Madam President.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Fonfara.
SENATOR FONFARA:

Thank you, Madam President.

Through you, the -- when -- when we read the --
when we deregulated electricity here in Connecticut,
and a number of Northeast states did, and other parts
of the country, there's é minority of states that did
deregulate, primarily because there are many states in
the country that don't have high electric rates. Why
is that? Many of them burn dirty coal; we don't.

We could have much lower electric rates today if
we, as a state, chose to burn dirty coal to generate
our electricity, pollute our air, have our -- have all
of us, our children breathe in that dirty coal and
whatever results from that. We do breathe it in,
unfortunately, because it comes from Ohio and other

states like that, and flows this way, and we breathe
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it in. But we don't get the benefit of that price;
it's rather upside down. But, in any event, we as a
state and many other states have chosen not to do
that; there are many who still do.

And but for those states that did deregulate,
they established a system of how you would move power
to ensure that the power, that that electricity didn't
have brownouts or blackouts, and they -- they -- they

initiated these independent, system operator programs.

In -- in New England, there's a -- the -- the
independent system operator up in -- in Massachusetts
is where they're located -- and they control the flow

of power throughout New England.

And when the ISO system, the independent system
operator mechanism was first established, no one
envisioned that they would establish a rule like this.
It was created by the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission, the FERC. Congress has -- has empowered
FERC to do that. It is our firm belief -- and I know
the -- the Administration has spoken on this and
Commissioner Esty has spoken on this -- that our goal
has to be to first establish the findings of how that
rule does affect us; does it have an impact on our

rates, which I believe it does. But we're going --
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the department is going to study that. And if those
findings come back showing that, in fact, it does
cause our rates to be higher, that we would then, both
formally and—informally -— and I'm glad to say that
our Commissioner has strong relationships in
Washington, both in Congress and at the FERC -- to
pressure the Administration to change this rule to --
to require those ISOs that have the rule -- and I
understand they all do -- to change that rule for the
-- for the betterment of Connecticut's consumers.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Welch.
SENATOR WELCH:

Thank you, Madam President.

And again through you, Senator Fonfara mentioned
how there's a lot of dirty generation out there in
other states. In his opening, Senator Fonfara
mentioned that this bill will allow us to close our
dirty generators here in this state. And if I could
just get some clarification as to how that's going to
be, how many dirty generators are there here; how many
do we think will be closing and -- and by when?

Through you, Madam President.

THE CHAIR:
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Senator Fonfara.

SENATOR FONFARA:

Through you, Madam President, thank you.

Good question. Right now it's virtually
impossible to construct a new power plant without the
assistance of -- of someone else. The banks aren't
doing this. The financial institutions are not
financing the -- the -- the building of new
generators, and so therefore they -- they need a
long-term contract from us to do that.

Historically, we have -- we have supported that.
Ratepayers have supported the construction of new
power plants. When we see that demand is growing in
the out years, we plan for -- it takes anywhere from
three to five years to build a power plant, and so to
-- we need to plan in advance. When we see demand
growing, there will be a need for more generation, and
so therefore it takes that kind of time. But it's
been done always on capacity needs, meaning we need
more power to keep the lights on. We have never made
those decisions based on how can we -- how can we
lower our -- are there strategies we can employ
through this mechanism to lower our electric rates.

I'll go back to the analogy of the automobile.



005575

mhr/mb/rgd/gbr 85
SENATE June 6, 2011
If you have a -- a car that's getting 20 miles to the

gallon and you buy a new car that gets 40 miles to the
gallon, you can get rid of the car that's getting 20
miles to the gallon and you can save yourself a lot of
money. That's a rather simple example, but what we're
thinking about, that we would -- we -- we now will
require the DEEP and the Commissioner to go through
that evaluation process to determine, can we build new
power plants? Can we repower existing power plants
and do that in a way that would not only lower our
energy costs, electricity costs but always close down
some of those dirty, inefficient power plants?
THE CHAIR:

Senator Welch.
SENATOR WELCH:

Thank you, Madam President.

And -- and I just have one more question, and it
has to do with nonrenewable energy production.

I know that this bill goes a long way, Madam
President, in encouraging renewable sources of energy
production and discourage us from using dirty
generation, as it were. But I -- but I think there's
a spectrum of dirty generation, and -- and I think one

-—- one of the production sources on that spectrum that
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gets a lot of traction is natural gas, natural gas
plants, as it were. And -- and does this bill do
anything to encourage production through natural --
through using natural gas?

Through you, Madam President.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Fonfara.
SENATOR FONFARA:

Through you, Madam President, thank you.

Yes, that same mechanism I just spoke about, in
terms of doing a long-term contract for repowering or
new generation. The reality is today, ladies and
gentlemen of the Circle, natural gas is the main
resource for powering electricity that -- it should
give us pause because we're putting so much emphasis
on one fuel source that if there were -- even though
we'd just -- we've made major advances in the area of
natural gas in the last couple of years and
identifying how we can extract more from places in
this country that we never thought we could before.
It's allowed for something like another -- another
hundred years of natural gas that we didn't
anticipate, breaking the relationship between the

price of oil and the price of natural gas for the
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first time. They used to track each other
consistently; when o0il went up, so did natural gas.

If you'll -- if you watch on CNBC in the morning
you'll see -- or anytime of the day -- you'll see that
that, that linkage has been broken. That's great for
us because our -- our electricity, in particular, and
for those that heat their homes with natural gas or a
process with natural gas, the price has stayed down
despite how natural -- how oil has gone through the
roof again. And -- and we will benefit from that, as
a state, for years to come.

But if there were some reason why the supply of
natural gas were threatened somehow, we rely on that
and will rely on that for years to come, until another
technology is developed. And it does put us in a
position where, you know, that -- that could affect us
if -- if something like that were to happen. It's
just something that we need to be mindful of.

But this bill will, if a long-term contract, the
study of that were to result in saying yes, we can --
we can close down some -- we have a -- we have a coal
plant and we have o0il plants here in Connecticut,
still. They don't burn the dirtiest coal that they do

in the Midwest but there's one plant does burn -- I



005578

mhr/mb/rgd/gbr 88
SENATE June 6, 2011
think it's only one -- that burns coal, still. We

would look at that and say with this process, remove
that and you can -- you can anticipate that if we were
to move forward on a long-term contract of that -- of
that nature, it would be a natural gas plant.
THE CHAIR:
Senator Welch.
SENATOR WELCH:
Thank you.
That's all I have, Madam President.
THE CHAIR:
Thank you.
Senator Suzio.
SENATOR SUZIO:
Good afternoon, Madam President.
THE CHAIR:
Good afternoon, sir.
SENATOR SUZIO:

First of all, I want to thank and congratulate
Senators Fonfara and Witkos on the hard work and the
great -- the work they've done on this, in this
unbelievably comprehensive bill that's been brought
before us. It's a bit overwhelming, at times, to look

at, but I'm -- I'm confident with their expertise and
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their dedication, they're fully informed about energy
costs and are contributing greatly to the benefit of
Connecticut citizens by this proposed legislation.

And I'm inclined to support it, but I do have
some -- some questions, if I might, and I wondered if,
through you, Madam President, I could --

THE CHAIR:

Please proceed, sir.
SENATOR SUZIO:

-- ask the proponent, to Senator Fonfara.

Senator Fonfara, I come from the business side of
things and I always tend to look at things in that
fashion. And I wondered if I might ask, if you could
tell me, we -- we have -- my understanding is the
second-highest electricity rates in the country; I
think Hawaii is only -- is number one and we're number
two. Could you just in, like, three bullet points,
explain what the three biggest factors are that cause
Connecticut to be in that -- that position of being --
having the second-highest electric rates of all the 50
states?

Through you, Madam President.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Fonfara.
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SENATOR FONFARA:

Through you, Madam President, thank you.

The first, I would say is, again, the fact
through -- through deregulation, the establishment of
this market rule that doesn't allow us to take
advantages that we -- of the fact that we have,
depending on the time of the day or the time of the
year, fully half of our electricity is produced by
nuclear power, a very efficient, very cost-effective
resource. But because of the market rule that we are
faced with in this state, we can't take advantage of
that -- of that resource the way we should be.
Candidly, I think if we were to do deregulation over
again, we probably would not sell off our nuclear
assets and would have retained them.

The downside of that is the mechanism, that we
had previously, resulted in the closing of one of
those nuclear power plants, a major, 700 megawatts --
something like that -- lost of the most efficient or
nearly the most efficient power that we have. And
since then, the upside of deregulation is the owners
of that -- of those plants down there run those plants
much more efficiently than before, fewer unplanned

outages, which is helping to lower electric rates.

005580
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Because when those plants are shut down, power is
brought in from elsewhere, more expensive power, and
that raises our rates and we have to pay more because
of it. That's number -- the rule number one or reason
number one.

The second is that we're a -- we're at the end of
the line in terms of where we get our fuel sources
from; natural gas, it costs us more. We don't burn
dirty coal, as I spoke about earlier. We could
dramatically lower our rates today, if we could.

And the third, I would say, is that we're paying
now for some decisions that we as a state, and as a
region of this, parts of our state, made over the last
20, 30 years, the resistance to putting in power
lines, to move power more efficiently into our state
and around our state. And that has, while the cost of
generation has been dropping, the cost of transmission
is rising. And in some respects, it's offsetting the
benefits that we would have had by our strategies
relating to electric generation and the market prices
that have been in decline, as it relates to natural
gas.

I -- I hope I've helped you with that, with that

answer.
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THE CHAIR:

Senator Suzio.
SENATOR SUZIO:

Through you -- through you, Madam President, yes,
you did. That was great. I -- I really appreciate
the concise way you answered that, Senator.

If I may pursue a few more questions, it seems to
me that the bill attacks the cost of energy in two
ways. One is -- is it goes after the -- the source of
energy to begin with, trying to encourage different
mechanisms to lower the cost of the source. And,
secondarily, it goes after users in terms of making
them more efficient-like through the winterization
program.

And I noticed that the bill does have a goal of
having 80 percent of residential housing in
Connecticut, by 2030, being weatherized, but I don't
recall or I didn't notice anywhere in the bill where

we stand today. I'm just curious as to how much of an ‘

increase that is and of the -- and I believe it must
have been in the -- the savings that, it was either
you or Senator Witkos mentioned, the -- the 5 percent,

$55 million, maybe 8 percent, like referring to the

Illinois model.
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So my question just is: Can you give me a -- a

starting point reference on where we are right now in

terms of weatherization -- perhaps you can end up at
80 percent, if we hit our goal -- and how much of the
savings that's anticipated is related to -- to this

particular aspect?

Through you, Madam President.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Fonfara.

SENATOR FONFARA:

Thank you, Madam President.

Through you, I don't have a figure as to where we
stand today, but I could venture a -- an educated
guess and to say that's -- it's in a low end in terms
of the -- not the percentage -- of homes that have
been - have been -- gone through the audit and
implemented the weatherization strategies.

And this is an area that, again, how we have
historically viewed electricity or energy costs, the
too-cheap-the-meter aspect. In many ways, we still
live our lives, we still operate our businesses, we
still run the state and our towns in the -- and as
though -- as if energy were still too cheap to meter.

We -- we wring our hands about it. We pay the bill
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every month, but as a state, as a government, as a
people, we haven't really changed very much. We still
are responding to those, the -- the issues that we
face, whether it's rising gasoline prices, heating oil
prices, electricity prices, we respond to it as
opposed to taking the steps necessary.

And whether it's with respect to this particular
provision where we -- we have a goal, a goal of
increasing the amount of weatherization to getting to
80 percent in 2030, the point is, is that for the
first time we're -- we're establishing the effort to
say this is where we want to be, a proactive
initiative, whereas previously if you, you know, we --
we said, okay, let's establish a program and -- and
that's great. But to have a goal, we're saying this
is where we want to be, how we're going to get there.
And that's -- that's what this full-time energy
department, that's one of the many things that it will
be doing is saying, Okay, how do we get to that goal?
What is the -- what do we need to do to make that
happen?

Through you.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Suzio.
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SENATOR SUZIO:

Thank you, Madam President.

Again, I thank you, Senator Fonfara.

You did, in your -- your original explanation of
the underlying dynamics that are driving costs in
Connecticut, touch about two topics I did want to ask

about a little bit further. One is the transmission

cost. And it would seem to me -- and this is a
question to the Senator, through you -- but -- and I
would like him to expound on this -- but it would seem

to me that it would be advantageous to have
Connecticut-based power generators and not rely so
much on out-of-state and even far -- far-removed power
generators, because it would, (a) save on the
transmission costs, and (b), I'd rather have people
working here in Connecticut for Connecticut power
generators than up in Hydro-Quebec or somewhere else.

So can you elaborate a little bit more on what
the bill does, if it does anything at all, to
encourage the formation and the expansion of
Connecticut-based power generators?

Through you, Madam President.
THE CHAIR:

Senator -- Senator Fonfara.
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SENATOR FONFARA:

Through you --

THE CHAIR:

Thank you.
SENATOR FONFARA:

-- Madam President, thank you.

Quickly, first of all, I'll say I agree with you.
I prefer to have as much investment here as possible.
The counterview to that is if you have resources like
Hydro-Quebec that can lower our electric rates -- and
there is language in the bill that studies that, the
-- the value of that -- I think it would be unwise for
us not to try to balance those interests to see what's
-- how can we help Connecticut's residents, citizens,
our businesses best. And let -- let the folks, the
experts of that make those decisions.

How do we invest in Connecticut? Again, the
long-term contract we spoke about, actually stepping
up and saying we're going to evaluate the benefit of a
long-term contract, whether it being repower an
existing facility -- remember, it's not like it's easy
to site a power plant in Connecticut. You can't.

It's difficult to site a windmill in Connecticut,

never mind something that is emitting some kind of a
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pollutant. So we live in probably one of the
strongest NIMBY states in the land; let's be honest
about it.

And so when you have existing power plants, it
would be unwise if we were not to say how can we make
use of that facility? How can we -- how can we
continue to use a facility that has been accepted by a
community and not resist it?

In addition, you heard me speak, I believe, and
Senator Witkos, about the combined heat and power
investments. I believe that you're going to see more
and more power move closer to the -- to the user, as
technology advances. Battery storage; remember, you
can't store electricity. That's a major problem with
how you ;an benefit from when electricity is produced
at a more efficient time; it's used as soon as it's
generated.

And so the challenge is as -- as we move forward
as a state, with Commissioner Esty, I believe that
battery storage will become a primary focus of his and
of the Administration. We can -- if we can turn the
corner on that, you'll see dramatic developments in
the area of not only how we get our electricity but

the cost of it.
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And then, also, in terms of anaerobic digestion
that right now we're thinking about in terms of farms,
but it doesn't have to be with respect to farms. And
-- and there are great opportunities there as well.

Through you, Madam President.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Suzio.
SENATOR SUZIO:

Thank you, Madam President.

And -- and, again, to -- to Senator Fonfara, he
did allude, and in some of his earlier comments, to
nuclear energy. And I'm -- I'm just curious as to how
this bill impacts or has any effect, if at all, on
nuclear source power. Does it address it in any way,
directly or indirectly?

Through you, Madam President.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Fonfara.
SENATOR FONFARA:

Through you, Madam President.

It does not to the extent that there is a -- a
study in the bill that would -- would look at how we
can ensure power plant safety of -- of existing power

plants. Then to the extent that we might look at how,
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given the, what's happened in Japan, to ensure that
even though nuclear power plants in this state and
across the country are heavily requlated at the -- at
the federal level, it -- it would -- it would be
irresponsible of us in that study if we didn't look at
how nuclear power plants in this state are -- are, in
fact, inspected by the federal government and to
ensure that and whether or not we, as a state, should
be having a review of that as well to ensure that the
people who live around that plant and the workers who
work in that -- in those plants are -- are knowing
that those plants are being operated, as I believe
they are, as safely as possible.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Suzio.
SENATOR SUZIO:

Thank you.

Thank you, Madam President.

And, through you, Senator Fonfara, would you say
-- would you characterize the bill, itself, with
respect to nuclear power as kind of being neutral in
having no plus or minus or any effect whatsoever?

Through you, Madam President.

THE CHAIR:
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Senator Fonfara.
SENATOR FONFARA:
Through you, Madam President, yes.
THE CHAIR:
Senator Suzio.
SENATOR SUZIO:

Okay; thank you for that very business-like
answer, Senator Fonfara.

I do have just a couple more questions. I would
like to ask you specifically about Section 95, in
lines 5448 through 5455, which I think you and Senator
Witkos had a little dialogue about that. That's got
to do with the repair work on -- when it's done on
public highways.

And I just wanted to ask, if I could, for
legislative intent purposes, just to make certain now
that we're clear, because I've had a number of
constituents ask me about this. Is it the intent of
this particular section of the bill to basically say
the contractor's responsibility is limited to
inspecting the work one year after it's done and
correcting or making any repairs, at that point in
time? And then it says certified through the

municipality that such patchwork or repair work is --
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meets generally accepted standards. Is there any
liability after that point in time or is that it?

Through you, Madam President.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Fonfara.
SENATOR FONFARA:

Through you, Madam President, thank you for the
question, Senator Suzio.

You -- you described it accurately that -- that
once the year is up and an inspection has been done
and if the -- if the -- the cut has maintained its --
its quality and it -- and -- and -- and is of

generally acceptable standards, then it's just a

certification letter and -- and the obligation has
been met.
However, if it hasn't and -- and I think you know

and in many of our urban centers, in particular,
you'll see where after the cut has been, the permanent
patch has been made, you see a depression. But the --
but the permanent patch has been made and that's the
end of it. Sometimes it doesn't happen for a month or
two or more, particularly if it's over the winter.

And so this would require that the contracted utility,

through their contractor, I'd imagine, you know,
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observe the site one more time if it's -- if -- if

it's consistently maintained its -- its standard then
it's just a -- the certification letter. 1If not, they

would make a final repair, bringing it up to generally
accepted standards. A letter goes out and that's the
end of it; there is no further obligation on the part
of the utility or the contractor for that particular
cut. If they make another cut there, it's -- they --
the process starts again.

Through you.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Suzio.
SENATOR SUZIO:

Excuse me, and thank you, Madam President.

And one final question: I'm familiar, because of
my background, with things like generally accepted
accounting standards and principles. Is there a
generally accepted standard for this type of work
that's published, that would clarify any ambiguity
about what the standard is?

Through you, Madam President.

THE CHAIR:
Senator Fonfara.

SENATOR FONFARA:
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Through you, Madam President, I'm not aware of
one but I would imagine that between the work that a
;— of a municipality and what they expect the work
product to be and those that operate in the -- in the
field, that they -- they have a pretty good sense of
what's a quality repair and -- and what that standard
is. And I think generally the -- they do a really
good job at this. 1It's -- it's -- it's just that too
often, unfortunately, and -- and with respect to some
cuts, they -- they don't survive the -- the permanent
patch. And -- and I think that's what this is
attempting to address.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Suzio.
SENATOR SUZIO:

And my final question just related to this. So
would it be a reasonable thing for a contractor who is
doing -- making their best efforts, if they go through
this process, do any patchwork that's required and
then deliver a certification to the municipality that
the patch meets generally accepted standards of
repair, if the municipality accepts that, that letter,
would that be pretty much definitive proof that

they've met the standard?
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Through you, Madam President.
THE CHAIR:
Senator Fonfara.
SENATOR FONFARA:
Through you, Madam President, yes.
SENATOR SUZIO:
Great.
THE CHAIR:
Senator Suzio.
SENATOR SUZIO:
Thank you, again, for your very businesslike
response, Senator. 1 appreciate your efforts, again.
And I want to just say thank you to Senator
Witkos and to the both of you. 1It's a pleasure to
talk to people who are very well informed and
knowledgeable about something so convoluted, complex,
and esoteric as energy and the electric grid.

Thank you, very much.
THE CHAIR:

Thank you.

Will you remark further?

Senator Markley.
SENATOR MARKLEY:

Good afternoon, and thank you, Madam President.
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THE CHAIR:

Good afternoon, sir.
SENATOR MARKLEY:

I rise in support of this bill, which is
complicated, as -- as Senator Suzio has said. And yet
it has been explained with a reassuring expertise by
the Senators who are involved with it. And the
bipartisan nature of the document that has been so
many years aborning convinces me that it's worthy of
our support here in the Senate.

That said, not -- and not to add to the
complexity of a bill, I have a very simple amendment,
which the Clerk is in possession of, LCO Number 8439.
THE CHAIR:

Mr. Clerk.

THE CLERK:
Madam President, the Clerk is in possession of

LCO Number 8439, which shall be designated Senate

Schedule "B." This amendment is offered by Senator

Markley, of the 16th District, copies which have been
made available.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Markley.

SENATOR MARKLEY:
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Thank you, Madam President.

Thank you, Mr. Clerk.

I move adoption of the amendment and beg leave to
comment on it, briefly.

THE CHAIR:

The question is on adoption.

Will you remark further, sir?
SENATOR MARKLEY:

Thank you, Madam President.

When I became involved in politics again, in a
serious way, especially last year, one of the things I
became aware of was what was known as the "CTA Tax,"
the change in the competitive transition analysis that
moved it from being a reimbursement to being a -- a
tax used for security against a plan loan to cover the
operating deficit in last year's budget.

I thought that was a mistake on the part of the
General Assembly, last session. I know it was one of
those things that happened in the -- in -- in the fog
of the final hours, and I don't say it too critically
but it -- it bothered me on a couple of grounds. One
was the fact that it seemed that there was something
of an intent to impose a tax in such a way that people

wouldn't realize they were being taxed, which on
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principle, I didn't care for. And it was also a tax
paced -- placed on electrical bills, which may be the
very worst place to -- to my mind, to place one.

Also, it's a tax that in many ways hit the people
that could least afford it, peéple on a fixed income,
obviously that can't do without electricity, small
businesses, many of which have very high electrical
bills, and the tax became a -- a substantial expense
to them, and also municipalities, which have to pay
this. And in -- in some cases, it adds up to a good
deal of money for the municipalities.

I brought what attention I could to that tax, and
I feel like I've had the satisfaction of seeing the
tax initially scaled back dramatically and now, as I
understand it, facing elimination in a bill which is
likely to come before us between now and Wednesday to
eliminate the tax altogether.

In the meantime, the tax went into effect for
CL&P customers, as of January 1lst, and one of the
which -- grounds on which I challenged this tax was
the fact that it was unfairly distributed across
Connecticut ratepayers.

CL&P customers, because they paid off this CTA

charge would start paying it as of January 1lst. UI
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customers had another three years of paying off the
CTA charge before it would be converted into a tax.
And municipal electrical customers were not planned
originally to have any payment in the tax at all.

Now, my understanding is the intent was, down the
road, to make adjustments so that the payment would be
fair across all the communities. What's happened,
instead, with the elimination of the tax, which
obviously I applaud, is that CL&P customers, which is
to say my constituents, and something like
three-quarters of the electrical customers in the
State of Connecticut, have been charged the tax for a
certain number of months. The other UI customers and
municipal electrical customers will never be charged
the tax. This strikes me as inherently unfair.

There is no reason for money, which is simply
going into the General Fund, for CL&P customers to be
distinguished and to be -- to be asked to pay more, to
be asked to pay what other state residents are not
being asked to pay. And, again, for a residential
customer, it may not be a great deal of money,
although none of us is looking to give up money that

we don't need to, but for the municipalities involved
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and for the small businesses involved, it can be a
very substantial amount of money.

I saw a small business in Cheshire that was
paying over a thousand dollars a month on the tax part
of this, not on their electrical bill total but simply
-- simply in the tax, as a big -- a big user of
electricity.

This amendment stipulates that if the surplus
permits, the surplus amount of money would be used to
refund to CL&P ratepayers the amount of tax that they
have paid, and if the surplus does not permit a full
refund, that a prorated refund based on the amount of
the surplus would be made. .

This strikes me as a matter merely of -- of
fairness, and in that spirit, I hope that my fellow
Senators will consider supporting my amendment.

Thank you, very much.

THE CHAIR:
Will you remark?
Senator Suzio.
SENATOR SUZIO:
Thank you, Madam President.
I rise in strong support of Senator Markley's

amendment. I, too, have a lot of constituents; in
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fact, probably all of them are CL&P customers, and I
do believe that the way the -- the current taxation
was implemented was unfair and discriminatory. It
basically forced the CL&P customers to pay something
that United Illuminating customers weren't paying, and
therefore I feel it was not only unfair but, again,
discriminatory.

And in light of the -- the growing surplus, in
Senator Markley's amendment it basically would pay for
refunding to CL&P customers who were unfairly burdened
with this tax out of that surplus; in other words, it
won't exacerbate any kind of a deficit situation. I
think it's the right thing to do. And I know that
everyone in the Circle, I've heard over and over again
talk about the right thing to do, what's fair and
reasonable and nondiscriminatory, so I'm -- I'm
confident that the majority of the people in this
Circle will support this amendment, and I encourage
them to do so.

And I would like to ask for a roll call vote, by
the way, too, if I may.

Thank you, very much.

THE CHAIR:

A roll call vote will be ordered.
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Senator Kane.

SENATOR KANE:

Thank you, Madam President.

I, too, rise in favor of this amendment, and I
thank Senator Markley for bringing it out.

Just a little while ago, I engaged with Senator
Fonfara about the constituents that I have in
Southbury, at Heritage Village, among others, of
course, but most importantly elderly individuals on a
fixed income who heat their homes with electric heat.
Myself and Representative O'Neill had a bill proposed
to help out those individuals who heat their homes
with electric heat, especially those over 55 years of
age. So I, too, rise in favor of this amendment.

I did not vote for the initial securitization,
about a year ago. I do believe, as Senator Markley
said, it is a tax that is unjust and unfair and -- and
should not have been put forward. Having it passed
and now figuring out and realizing with our surplus
anticipated that we don't need those funds, that we're
not going to securitize that money, that we should
give that money back. It -- it is the right thing to
do, as Senator Markley said, and -- and I agree with

him.
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I would like to help out those individuals in my

district and beyond that do heat their homes with

electric heat, especially those on a -- on a fixed
income and -- and of a greater age. So I, too, rise
in favor of this amendment, and -- and I hope the --
the Circle will -- will see so, accordingly.

Thank you.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Boucher.
SENATOR BOUCHER:

Thank you, Madam President.

Madam President, I also rise to strongly support
this amendment and for many of the reasons that were
just previously stated, but most importantly to me, in
that I believed that the first proposal to use an
electric bill, a utility bill as a way to solve a
budget problem for the state was unprecedented and set
a very bad direction for the State of Connecticut,
going forward. And not supporting the securitization
bill to begin with, as a means to solve a budget
problem, makes this absolutely perfect sense to undo
what was, I believe, previously bad public policy. It

was the wrong thing to do, the wrong direction.
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It is now proven that we can escape this bad
public policy by taking it out and certainly refunding
the ratepayers, should the money be available to them,
so that we proceed in balancing our state's budget in
the proper way and not in this unusual method. It
isn't to say that maybe we could even use a water bill
or another type of utility bill to make changes that
we deem at a budget process that should not be
circumventing the normal channels in finding other
ways to reach into the taxpayer's policy.

Let's be honest. 1If we want to raise taxes as a
matter of course, sales or income, as we're doing now,
that's the proper direction to go. So this is a
really good way for us to undo some ?olicies of the
past that were not a part of this particular
Administration, and let's hope that we can start fresh
by enécting this particular amendment.

Thank you, Madam President.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you.

Senator McLachlan. Good afternoon, sir.
SENATOR McLACHLAN:

Good afternoon, Madam President.
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I stand in strong support of this amendment, and
I want to thank Senator Markley for your leadership on
this topic. Certainly it is a question of fairness,
and I believe that this is heading in the right
direction to correct what I believe was an unfair tax
on Connecticut residents. I am grateful that you've
brought up this idea, and I'm hopeful that this will
be found to be a friendly amendment.

Thank you, Madam President.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you, Senator.

Will you remark further?

Senator Fonfara.

SENATOR FONFARA:

Thank you, Madam President.

I rise to reluctantly oppose the amendment. I
apprepiate the sincerity of the proponent, happen to
agree with him, and I think everyone in the Circle
agrees with him, but I would ask the membership to not
support it today. I think the Governor and the
Administration has been very clear -- have been very
clear of their intent regarding this, that the first
resources available will go towards eliminating this

particular tax and that -- and that the ability for
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ratepayers to -- particularly CL&P ratepayers to
benefit from the -- its elimination is a priority.

So I ask that through this mechanism that we --
we not seek to do that. I believe it will be
addressed in short order.

Thank you, Madam President.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you, Senator.

Will you remark?

Senator McKinney.

SENATOR McKINNEY:

Thank you, Madam President.

I rise in support of the amendment. And perhaps
we should ask what the Administration's position is.
On June 1lst, our Comptroller, Kevin Lembo, issued our
latest numbers and projections, and in his letter the
Comptroller said -- and if you don't mind, I'll quote
-- that any repeal of the surcharge should include, if
possible, refunds to impact ratepayers. When asked
about whether or not funds should be used to repay
ratepayers, in addition to taking off the charge,
Governor Dan Malloy said, I certainly would not be
against that. So what is the position of the

Administration? The Governor says he's not against
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it. The Comptroller said we should do it. Guess
what? Our fiscal situation allows us to do it.

So we have an excellent bill before us that's
been done in a bipartisan fashion, and I don't take
away from that. But we have something here, whether
you voted for the charge or didn't vote for the
charge, we're now in a position where we can do two
things. We can take the charge off, and we are doing
that under the underlying bill, and everyone deserves
credit for that. But we can also pay back the people
who had to pay it unfairly.

I'm not on CL&P; I'm on UI. I haven't had to pay
it. Others in this room have had to pay it. That's
not fair. We have the money to put it back. We know
the Governor will not veto this bill if this amendment
passes. He said he would certainly not be against it.
We know the Comptroller has urged us to do this. I
would argue that the Administration is pretty much
okay with this, based on those comments.

I have no reason to question the voracity or
truthfulness of those quotes by the reporter, which

everyone can see in the Connecticut Mirror, certainly

the Comptroller's in writing, so I think we should do

this. I think we should one more time join in
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bipartisanship, give the -- give the people who paid

the charge that is going away their money back. It is
only fair to do.

Thank you, Madam President.
THE CHAIR:

Thank you, Senator.

Will you remark? Will you remark?

If not, Mr. Clerk, will you call for a roll call
vote? And the machine will be open.
THE CLERK:

An immediate roll call vote has been ordered in
the Senate. Will all Senators please return to the

Chamber. An immediatg_xg;é call vote has been ordered

in the Senate. Will all Senators please return to the

Chamber.
THE CHAIR:
Have all members voted? Have all members voted?
If so, the machine will be locked.
And, Mr. Clerk, will you please call the tally?
THE CLERK:
Madam President:
Total number voting on LCO Number 8439 34
Those voting Yea 14

Those voting Nay 20
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Absent and not voting 2
THE CHAIR:

The amendment fails.

Will you remark further? Will you remark
further?

Senator Fasano.

SENATOR FASANO:

Thank you, Madam President.

Madam President, I rise in support of the -- of
the bill, and I want to also join in on the
congratulations to all those involved in writing the
bill. And I know it took a lot of time to write this
bill; it's a very complicated set of facts and
materials and an endless effort put in to coming out
with this bill.

But I have a few questions, through you, Madam
President, to the proponent of the bill.

THE CHAIR:

Please proceed, sir.
SENATOR FASANO:

Thank you.

Madam President, with respect to the fix within
the road, in the event of utilities being placed in

the road, the question I have, through you, Madam
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President, does that apply to all utility companies or
if there are only a few, which ones?

Through you, Madam President.
THE CHAIR;

Senator Fonfara.
SENATOR FONFARA:

Through you, Madam President, thank you.

And thank you, Senator Fasano, for the question.
It applies to all utilities.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Fasano.
SENATOR FASANO:

Thank you, Madam President.

I thank Senator Fonfara.

And £he next question I have is -- I believe he
did answer this, and I.might have been out of the
Chamber -- but on the road repair, there's this one
year that it gets looked at and then the repair is
made to the road, if it needs be, at that point in
time. So after the year when it's looked at and it is
repaired, is there another year waiting or is that it
after it's repaired?

Through you, Madam President.

THE CHAIR:
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Senator Fonfara.

SENATOR FONFARA:

Through you, Madam President, as I've indicated,
the process is up after the year is up. There is an
inspection. If the -- if the cut, the repair of the
cut‘is -- has met generally accepted standards, it
just requires a letter of certification by the utility
or the contractor. If it is substandard, then a -- an
additional patch, a permanent patch is made, bringing
it up to generally acceptable standards and that is
the end of the obligation. There is no further
obligation on the part of that utility to -- to
address that cut, unless a cut is made there again,
subsequent --

SENATOR FASANO:
Right.
SENATOR FONFARA:
-- to that, a -- a new cut.
Through you.
THE CHAIR:
Senator Fasano.
SENATOR FASANO:

Thank you, Madam President.
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I thank Senator Fonfara for their -- for those

precise answers.

Madam President, although I think this is a good
bill,-it is a very compiex bill, and it is a seismic
change to quote what we've been talking about in this
Chamber about different bills in the past and the way
we're running various agencies. What gives me a
little bit of pause is having so much power under one
person, so much ability of one person to make so many
decisions. That does give me pause because it is so
wide scope with so much discretion and very little
checks. So although I am significantly concerned, I
recognize that we may need the bill to pass, see how
it proceeds, develop a pattern, and perhaps revisit
this issue. So I'm not going to vote against it, but
I am going to caution those who have been granted such
power to recognize that this power, although given,
may be harnessed if it is not dealt with in a -- in a
very wise, discretionary fashion.

Some of the issues that come to mind, Madam
President, it has been my concern that I voiced over
theories of harm charges or harm taxes in a way to
influence marketplaces, either by regulatory

enhancements leading to extra costs and procedures or
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by some sort of fiscal inputting in the regulations,
which drive markets in certain directions. That gives
me concerns that those don't get implemented under the
guise of regulatory enhancements. So I'm a little bit
concerned about that.

That being said, I also want to address, you
know, one of the things that I think we need as a
state to advocate as much as possible is at the
federal level. One of the reasons why our gas prices
across this nation, let alone this state is high, is
because of speculation, is because we allow electric
gas companies who use gas as their sole means of fuels
to trade on the commodity. So they can buy it when it
is low, sell it when it is high, then buy at a high
rate and charge us for those high rates. That's not
Connecticut's fault, that's a federal fault. And we
need to stop those types of pracgices. We need to
curtail the speculation in our o0il industry. And
that's going to require a much bigger discussion than
here today and at a different level with the federal
government.

Madam President, with that being said, I endorse

this legislation. I applaud all those who worked very
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hard on a complicated matter, and 1 look forward to
its passage here today.

Thank you, Madam President.
THE CHAIR:

Thank you, Senator Fasano.

Senator McLachlan.
SENATOR McLACHLAN:

Thank you, Madam President.

I stand for the purpose of a few questions to the
proponent of the bill.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Fonfara, prepare yourself.

Please proceed, sir.
SENATOR McLACHLAN:

Thank you, Madam President.

Senator Fonfara, I'd like to applaud your efforts
on the work that you and your team have done. I'm
also proud to know Senator Witkos, who has dedicated
so much time and energy to this, and I must say that
as Senator Witkos has worked hard to convince me and
others that this is the right way to go, I do have
some specific questions.

And that is: How will this bill and the program

changes, adjustments, processes that are changed, how
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will this affect the fuel cell energy business in
Connecticut? Danbury is home to fuel cell energy. We
have a very terrific organization there, a very
dynamic organization. They just announced last week
that they have sold another plant, overseas. They've
had some tremendous global success. And they actually
plan to build another plant here in Danbury, which
I'll talk about in a minute. They also own a plant in
Torrington, and, of course, we all know that United
Technologies is -- is a major player in the fuel cell
business.

So I wonder if you could share with us, how does
this bill address Connecticut jobs as it relates to
the fuel cell industry?

Through you, Madam President.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Fonfara.
SENATOR FONFARA:

Through you, Madam President, I thank the
gentleman for the question.

There are two areas in particular; I think
there'll be more, as we move forward with examples
that I spoke to earlier. Senator Witkos spoke to

earlier on the Green Bank, which is going to be
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structured to attract private capital in to help with
the financing of what I would call "overmarket
technologies, " meaning they aren't able to compete
without some form of assistance right now, and,
unfortunately, fuel cells remain in that category.
We're hoping that in the near future they'll move to a
more market-driven cost structure.

One area is in the -- with respect to the current
clean energy program. For years now, that program has
helped to support fuel cell investments in
Connecticut. It will continue to do that, but we are,
through the Department of Energy and Environmental
Protection, retooling that part of the fund to make it
more efficient, to maximize those investments, and I
believe that will help fuel cell production in
Connecticut.

The second area is with respect to the -- you
heard us speak about there's a no or zero-emission
investment and over a period of six years. There's
also a -- a partnering program of low-emission
investments that will be made over a period of six
years. And while we don't identify a particular
technology, we believe that fuel cells will be very

competitive for that money and be a beneficiary of it.
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It will have a declining block schedule, as we do for
the zero-emission process, but it will enjoy 15-year
contracts; it's the first time we're doing that. And
I think you'll see measurable improvements in terms of
the state's support. We've been very supportive of
fuel cells over the year; we'll continue to be, but
this will be an additional investment in -- in
low-emission technologies in our state.
THE CHAIR:

Senator McLachlan.
SENATOR McLACHLAN:

Thank you, Madam President.

Thank you, Senator Fonfara, for that viewpoint.

And I look forward to the state continuing to
support Connecticut jobs. It's always nice to know
that our government, when we design any kind of
incentive, whether it be tax or grant incentive, that
our focus remain on industries that reside here rather
than some which -- and some -- some would say that the
solar industry really resides overseas, I'm glad that
we're focussing on -- on the fuel cell, a
Connecticut-grown, a Connecticut-born industry, as I
understand it.

The -- the Connecticut Clean Energy Fund,
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Project 150 approved, in their Round 3, a project in
Danbury for a new fuel cell. That project is not
underway yet.

And through you, Madam President, can you clarify
what will be the status of that project application?
THE CHAIR:

Senator Fonfara.

SENATOR FONFARA:

Through you, Madam President, in fact, we
establish a -- another program that I believe will
allow projects like that under Project 150 to compete
for resources. We do establish a fund for up to
$10 million that is competitive, also for another side
of it, an additional $20 million that the utilities
and others can compete for. I think that opens a door
for all kinds of projects, including those that --
that one that you've identified, where for the first
time they have access, at least through a competitive
process to present their -- their case and their
technology and why it should be funded.

And I -- I think it -- you'll see it's a robust
competition there, and I -- I don't think I need to

encourage anyone to take advantage; I think they'll be
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in there knocking on the door, including the project
you spoke about in Danbury.
THE CHAIR:
Senator McLachlan.
SENATOR McLACHLAN:

Thank you, Madam President.

And through you, Madam President, just for
clarification, Senator Fonfara, the project in Danbury
has already been approved, under Project 150, in
Round 3. What will be the status of that project as a
result of the legislation before us today?

Through you, Madam President.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Fonfara.
SENATOR FONFARA:

Senator McLachlan, I'm sorry.

Through you, Madam President, if you could repeat
the question.

THE CHAIR:
Senator McLachlan.
SENATOR McLACHLAN:
Certainly.
Through you, Madam President, the Project 150,

Round 3 approved a fuel cell project for Danbury,
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among many others. What will be the status of these

projects that have currently been approved, as a

result of the legislation before us? In this

particular case, the project has not begun

construction yet, and my concern is where will this --

this legislation today affect those pending projects.
Through you, Madam President.

THE CHAIR:

We'll stand at ease for a moment.

(Chamber at ease.)

SENATOR FONFARA:
Through you --
THE CHAIR:
Come back.
SENATOR FONFARA:
-—- Madam President.
THE CHAIR:
Senator Fonfara.
SENATOR FONFARA:
It's my understanding that we have -- we have
said that the -- whatever the period of time that the

contract has, it will be extended to that period but
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not beyond that point. Our hope is that through the
mechanisms I just spoke about, that they'll have an
opportunity to pursue financing. But we do say at the
end of that, that the -- that the -- the window of
time would be terminated, once the contract -- but it
does not interfere with the existing contract.

Through you.

THE CHAIR:

Senator McLachlan.
SENATOR McLACHLAN:

Thank you, Madam President.

And through you, Madam President, while you were
designing this legislation before us, I understand
that there is now a cancellation process of -- or --
or a nonrenewal of approved projects under
Project 150. As you were contemplating that, did you
consider the reality of the -- the great challenges
many of these projects face in financing availability
during this recession?

Through you, Madam President.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Fonfara.

SENATOR FONFARA:

Thank you, Madam President.
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Well, certainly we have, but we understand that
these are projects that -- that have support in the
community, both by the developer and by the
communities, most of them where they're located. But
many of them have been -- frankly, we believe that the
financing that was associated with them through the
DPUC was sufficient. Unfortunately, that is not the
case, and so some have been sitting on the books for
years without any activity. I agree with the
gentleman that -- that the -- the economic conditions
may not have made that easier.

But with the bill here, as I spoke about, we are
providing new opportunities that those projects can
compete for those resources. And I think that's the
best way to do it, as opposed to identifying we're
going to fund this project or that project, that they
all put their best proposal forward and allow for that
process to determine what's the most efficient, what's
the most cost effective for ratepayers. Remember,
that's how this -- these projects are funded, by
ratepayers. And the best process, I believe, is to
make it a competitive one.

Through you, Madam President.

THE CHAIR:
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Senator McLachlan.
SENATOR McLACHLAN:
Thank you, Madam President.

And thank you, Senator Fonfara.

Would you -- through you, Madam President --
would -- would you anticipate, if you could, these
projects -- and keep in mind, now, the one I'm

referring to is Round 3, so it's the newest approval,
as I understand -- would you anticipate that those
projects that were previously approved but may have
stumbled because of the recession and the financing
challenges faced by all American business during this
past recession, do you think that in a -- and assuming
their contract expires with the state -- do you think
that this project and others who expire would give and
be given some type of favorable status in a
reapplication process?

Through you, Madam President.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Fonfara.
SENATOR FONFARA:

Through you, Madam President, because they've

been evaluated and given, you know, and supported
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previously, I -- I think that gives them a leg up; no

question about it, through you, Madam President.

But I -- I would simply say that, again, and I --
and I anticipate that the gentleman would -- would
agree that -- that ensuring that we're making all

projects have to go through an evaluation process to
ensure that they're the most competitive and
ratepayers are burdened as little as possible --
because that's, in the end, that's the conundrum that
we face.

We want to lower electric rates in Connecticut.
We're taking major steps in this bill to lower
electric rates in Connecticut, but we also want to
make investments in technologies to put people to
work, to advance the technologies that are being
developed here in this state, homegrown in this state,
attracting companies to Connecticut, start-up
companies out of our universities, so that they have
the ability to grow those -- those technologies here
in the state, put people here to work in the state.
Where do you get the resources to do that? 1It's a
very difficult balancing act that we have to go

through.
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And until these renewable technologies and others
like it are more competitive, as Senator Witkos spoke
about earlier, until more and more industries and --
and -- and consumers are purchasing these
technologies, the cost of them are overmarket. And so
it's a delicate balance that we go through and -- and
while your project or the one in your district and
others like it have gone through a process and will
be, just by their very nature, be given consideration
because of it, I think it would be only wise if we
assure the public and ensure our constituents that
we're establishing a process that says these -- this
project was chosen because it was the most efficient
and the most cost effective for ratepayers to support.

Through you, Madam President.
THE CHAIR:

Senator McLachlan.
SENATOR McLACHLAN:

Thank you, Madam President.

And -- and thank you, Senator Fonfara.

I would agree with you that all projects should
stand on their merits, and given the -- the focus of
trying to maximize our availability of limited

resources, we certainly want to see those projects
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move forward that -- that are in a position to move

forward quickly.

I'll just state that -- that the Project 150
projects that have been supported and are pending now
in both Round 2 and Round 3, there are eight fuel
cells. And I believe that translates into a good
number of Connecticut state jobs. And so I guess it's
pretty clear now that -- that I'm worried about the
fuel cell industry in Connecticut.

Through you, Madam President, the -- the
cogeneration business is also -- we have a star in the
greater-Danbury area. At Danbury Hospital, there is a
new four-and-a-half megawatt cogeneration plant that
was just recently put on-line at Danbury Hospital,
about a $20 million project. And it appears that this
particular project, including a -- a $17 million
turbine, which is, I understand, a Connecticut product
~- United Technology was very much involved in this,
as well as many local contractors building the project
-- it's my understanding that this will save Danbury
Hospital $200 million over the next 20 years, an
incredible savings, which, to me, says this thing pays

for itself in two or three years.
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Through you, Madam President, does this
legislation before us favor that kind of a project,
especially one that's in a health care facility, such
as Danbury Hospital, the largest health care center in
all of Western Connecticut, and in what way can it
help us encourage similar projects that don't rely on
the high cost of transmission of electricity?

Through you --
THE CHAIR:

Senator --
SENATOR McLACHLAN:

-- Madam President.
THE CHAIR:

-- Fonfara.
SENATOR FONFARA:

Through you, Madam President, I thank the
gentleman for the question.

I'd -- I'd have to say probably the highlight of
-- of my time on the Energy Committee, which has been
several years now, was the 2005 legislation, the
Energy Independence Act that created the support for
combined heat and power initiatives, distributed
generation initiatives, such as the one that you've

spoken about, Senator McLachlan.
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The Kimberly Clark investment in New Milford, I
believe a 30 megawatt project that brought the
Kimberly Clark factory, employing some 350 people,
from the most expensive plant in the Kimberly Clark
system of plants in North America, the most expensive,
on the verge of being shut down and losing 350 jobs to
the most efficient plant in their system in North
America, in all -- of all their plants, that's a
success that we all should be proud of. That's how
government can help business, how it can help this
state grow. And the project at Danbury Hospital is
another example of one.

This bill establishes a three-year program to
move forward in that regard for combined heat and
power initiatives of the one you spoke about. And the
reason why we had to reinitiate the program is because
the standards that -- by which we had initially used
were no longer applicable, and so we couldn't measure

success with the language we had in the law or is in

the law today. With this, we -- we reignite the
program and allow for businesses to -- to take
advantage of -- of these resources, which I believe

while a three-year program will spur on further

investments in combined heat and power to, as you say,
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allow companies that -- where it works -- where it

works, to take advantage of that and lower their
energy costs in a very, very efficient -- through the
use of a very efficient technology.
THE CHAIR:

Senator McLachlan.
SENATOR McLACHLAN:

Thank you, Madam President.

Thank you, Senator Fonfara for that viewpoint.

I would agree that that certainly is a success
story in New Milford, and I hope that the project like
that at Danbury Hospital will be duplicated across the
State of Connecticut as great opportunities to
dramatically lower the cost of energy, but in many
ways, even more importantly, create Connecticut jobs
for Connecticut residents.

Another example of an energy efficiency is -- is,
frankly, thanks to a gentleman by the name of Morris
Gross, at Danbury Hospital; we're now known as the
Western Connecticut Health System. But Morris Gross
has been the facilities' person for Danbury Hospital
and now combined with New Milford Hospital, for many

years.
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And back in 1977, Danbury Hospital installed the
first major solar generation plant on the roof of the
building, a 12-story building in Danbury that was
certainly the tallest in our community at the time.
And this solar plant, if you will, on top of the
building, generated -- paid for itself in a very short
period of time and was very efficient. But as you can
well imagine, the technology has changed quite
dramatically since '77, and it is no longer in
operation.

There are considerations to replace that very old

. equipment for the newest solar equipment that is
available. And I wonder, through you, Madam
President, to Senator Fonfara, will this legislation
encourage Danbury Hospital to replace that equipment,
keeping in mind it's nearly a million dollars just to
remove the old equipment and -- and then install new
equipment? Would this legislation before us encourage
the hospital to replace that equipment with the newest
and best solar technology?

Through --

THE CHAIR:

Senator --

. SENATOR McLACHLAN:
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-- you, Madam President.
THE CHAIR:
-- Fonfara.
SENATOR FONFARA:

Through you, Madam President, it will. I don't
know the size of that solar ray but we have up into
one megawatt, I believe it is, under the commercial
program we're establishing here, a six-year program,
$8 million a year. And I -- I suspect that Danbury
Hospital will be looking at this. And the companies
that would be seeking to access those funds will be --
will be looking at that, as well. So the answer,
absolutely, is yes.

Through you.

THE CHAIR:

Senator McLachlan.
SENATOR McLACHLAN:

Thank you, Madam President.

And one final question for Senator Fonfara.

Could you share with us, please, with this
legislation before us, what is the impact on the
Siting Council's current process of cell tower
applications?

Through you, Madam President.
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THE CHAIR:

Senator Fonfara.
SENATOR FONFARA:

Through you, Madam President, there is none.

Through you.
THE CHAIR:

Senator McLachlan.
SENATOR McLACHLAN:

Thank you, Madam President.

Well, Senator Fonfara knows that I would love to
see that process changed, just a little bit. I -- 1
believe there is some legislation pending elsewhere
which -- which we hope to make some fine-tuning to
that process.

And, Senator Fonfara, I thank you for your

answers.
Madam President, I -- I have come a long way from
last year when I -- I was very much against this, this

proposal. Obviously, the proposal has changed a lot.
And, once again, I want to thank Senator Fonfara and
your team, both in the House and -- and Senator
Witkos for a yeoman's effort in putting this together,
the staff behind the scenes who burned the midnight

oil with you all, soon to be solar panels to keep your

005631
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-- your lights on. But I must say, I do support many
aspects of this bill, but I share some disappointment,
and I1'11 sﬁare, briefly, what they are.

Number one is I'm disappointed that we didn't
have a friendly amendment from Senator Markley so that
we could have just cleared up that one little icky
issue, if you will, where ratepayers had to pay an
extra tax, and it was only some of the ratepayers of
Connecticut that had to do so. And so I'm anxious to
see a fix for that in the very near future, that those
that had to pay that unfair tax will have the
opportunity to be reimbursed or at least given back a
good portion of what they paid.

And, secondly, I share the concerns of Senator
Fasano. The scope of this bill and the scope of the
reorganization is, frankly, breathtaking. When you
think of -- of how dramatic a change this is, and when
you think about the -- the power, as Senator Fasano
said, that now resides in one, big, corner office, it
-— it is reason for us to just watch very ever so
carefully -- and I mean on a monthly basis, not an
annual basis -- but watch ever so carefully that this

proposal is working.
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I do believe it has the potential to work;
however, it does rely on one individual or a couple of
individuals to make some very, very important
decisions for the residents of the State of
Connecticut. And I believe that the legislative
process may have been kicked aside, a little too much.

So I'm hopeful that we're going to look carefully
at this next year to make sure that the implementation
has gone well. I hope that we're going to look for
assurances that the efficiencies talked about come
through, as we anticipate and hope they will.

I will support the bill today, and, once again, I
thank you all for your hard work on it.

Thank you, Madam President.
THE CHAIR:

Thank you.

Will you remark?

Senator Boucher.
SENATOR BOUCHER:

Thank you, Madam President.

Madam President, I'll be very bt¥ief. I just had
one question regarding this very large and important
bill, through you, Madam President, to the proponent

of this particular --
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THE CHAIR:

Please proceed --
SENATOR BOUCHER:

-- amendment.

THE CHAIR:

-- ma'am.
SENATOR BOUCHER:

Yes, through you.

One of the biggest changes that I could see in
this is a different process, the procurement process.
Something that's different, the state would be in the
business of -- of being the purchaser.

My question, through you, through to the
proponent is: Is this a new concept or do we have
other states that we're modeling this procurement
process in, and how it differs with common practice.

Through you, Madam President.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Fonfara.
SENATOR FONFARA:

Excuse me.

Through.you, Madam President, there is at least
one other state that has a procurement officer,

Illinois. But the -- the concept is based on the fact



005635

mhr/mb/rgd/gbr 145
SENATE June 6, 2011
that we have had a fairly inefficient process for
purchasing power for those electric customers who
remain with the utility. The utility doesn't generate
the power, themselves; they used to. As you know, we
have -- we have prohibited that now for over ten
years. But the mechanism that we implemented when we
-- when we deregulated the market was designed to
protect customers from rate shock, but it doesn't
allow for a lot of flexibility in how you purchase
power. 'It's not a very efficient, aggressive method.

This bill changes that, both through how we buy
power from -- in terms of what's allowed. We
eliminate the laddering process, and we allow for a
shorter-term mechanism, but we also establish this
procurement officer position which will have someone
at the wheel, if you will, for the State of
Connecticut, for the consumers of electricity who have
not gone into the retail market.

And as Senator Witkos said earlier, more and more
people are doing that, in increasing numbers, and the
day may come when we won't have the -- the standard
offer any longer; it will be more of a default for

those that, for some reason, don't want to be in the
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retail market. And -- and we may not need the
position.

There are others who believe that the!procurement
officer would keep -- it's like an honest broker and
keep the market honest in terms of how well we
purchase from the state. There are varying views on
this, but we, as a -- as a committee, and we hope as a
Legislature, will believe that that piece of it will
result in lowered rates for those customers who, for
whatever reason, choose not to, you know -- there are
a lot of folks, and I'm not going to identify any
particular group, not necessarily senior citizens, not
any group, that choose just to stay with the utility.
They're comfortable in that. And we ought to employ
strategies for them, as well, not just in terms of
those that have gone into the retail market. We -- we
shouldn't artificially keep rates high for those
customers, just because we've implemented a
deregulated system.

SENATOR BOUCHER:
Madam President, I thank the good Senator for his

answer.
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From what I understand, we would be one of
possibly only two states to procure, at the state
level, so we would be unique, different in that way.

Through you, what is the more common practice, if
I might ask?

Through you, Madam President.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Fonfara.
SENTAOR FONFARA:

Through you, Madam President.

If you would look nationally, since the majority
of states have not deregqulated, utilities buy the --
generate the power themselves, import power from
outside of their states to meet their demand needs.
For those states that have deregulated, they have
varying systems and methods of how they procure power.
But ours is probably the most efficient across the
country, currently, which contributes to us having
higher rates for the standard service customer.

And you don't have to go very far, I said earlier
in my remarks, to -- to see where -- how this
mechanism we're employing here today can have
beneficial results for ratepayers with CMEC, the

Connecticut Municipal Energy Cooperative, which I
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believe is about seven towns. Located in Norwich is
where they're housed, and they -- they buy power in
this method that we're allowing for in this bill.
They have -- may not call the -- the individual a
procurement officer -- maybe they do -- but the
responsibility is the same, to buy power in a more
aggressive, short or long-term basis, as they evaluate
the needs for that day, for that month, for that year
and buy power accordingly. We do not do that right
now.

Through you.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Boucher.
SENATOR BOUCHER:

Thank you, Madam President.

It appears that, given that there are very few
places that actually do this or have a procurement
officer located at a state and that it's typically
done, it sounds like, through the private sector,
through utilities, then does Connecticut intend to
recruit from the private sector in the area that was
just mentioned, given that there are so few that
currently do this at a government level?

Through you, Madam President.



005639

mhr/mb/rgd/gbr 149
SENATE June 6, 2011
THE CHAIR:

Senator Fonfara.
SENTAOR FONFARA:

Through you, Madam President.

In fact, the -- the amendment that we adopted
earlier requires that the procurement officer have
experience in the field of purchasing power and in the
private sector; yes.

Through you.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Boucher.
SENATOR BOUCHER:

Thank you, Madam President.

Madam President, I will be supporting the bill
today, but I do so with some reservation with regards
to the system of procurement. I'm hopeful that there
is going-to be a review process, once this is put in
place, so that we can actually measure whether we're
getting a more efficient process.

Oftentimes there's some concern on the part of
the public, as you probably well know, that government
isn't always seen as the more efficient provider of
services and that oftentimes they point to the private

sector as arriving or at least achieving some
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semblance of efficiency, so that process, given that
there's hardly any other states embarking on this, I
would hope that next Legislators and Legislatures will
be reviewing this to actually be sure that, in fact,
we're getting a better process rather than embarking
on something that could end up being more costly in
the long run.

Thank you, very much, Madam President.

THE CHAIR:

Thank yéu, Senator Boucher.

Will you remark further?

Senator McKinney.

SENATOR McKINNEY:

Thank you, Madam President.

Madam President, I rise in support of the bill.

Just briefly, first want éo commend and thank
Senator Fonfara and from our caucus, Senator Witkos
for their hard work on the bill.

I think when we started session, in January this
year, a lot of us probably would have taken bets that
we would be dealing with this issue on Wednesday,
perhaps, not on Monday. But our -- our, you know, our
inability to handle this issue in the past has not

been because of partisan differences, necessarily,



.
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it's been because it's an extraordinarily difficult
issue. And it's proven difficult to get everyone
pretty much on the same page. And I think that's what
the -- the Chairman and Ranking Member of the Senate
have done with their colleagues in the House, on a
good bill.

I also want to take moment to comment on what I
also believe is a very positive change, and that is
the -- the creation of and recognition of the need to
have an energy department within the State of
Connecticut. I'm not sure what year it was, maybe it
was around 2006, former-State Senator Bill Nickerson
actually proposed having a Department of Energy as a
stand-alone department, which would have utilized much
of the same resources that are utilized in this.

The -- the -- the merger of the issues of
environment and energy are so critical, when you look
at -- and as former-member of the -- the Ranking
Member of the Environment Committee, when you look at
the many of the issues that are critical to our
environmental protection, our environmental policy,
they deal with energy issues. The two are -- are
linked together, and so I commend the Legislature and

the Governor for this initiative, actually having
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resources on long-term planning of our energy needs
and how that long-term planning can be done consistent
with good environmental policy. That's a tremendous
step forward for the State of Connecticut.

I think this is probably the one question I get
asked the most, for which I don't at least a very good
answer, sometimes perhaps no answer at all: Why do we
have the second-highest electricity rates in the
country and why are they continuing to go up? Despite
the surcharge and some other obvious answers, there
are still some answers that are not so obvious.
Hopefully, this will be a start towards getting those
bills down.

I'm especially appreciative of the fact that
we're not necessarily picking winning and losers here
when it comes to renewable energies, whether it's
wind, whether it's solar, whether it's fuel cell
technologies, they will all be allowed to compete, to
compete pretty much on fair grounds. And hopefully
that competition will drive all of them to lower their
costs, because we know that energy produced certainly
by wind and solar is as clean as possible, and fuéi

cells rate next in line.
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So I think this is a good bill before us. I
certainly am hopeful that it will have the intended
outcomes and, again, wanted to pay a special thank you
to Senator Fonfara, Senator Witkos. It's nice to see
on such an important issue that we've been able to
work in a bipartisan fashion, and I think it's not a
coincidence that the measure before us is such a good
one because of that bipartisanship.

Thank you, Madam President.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you, Senator.

Senator Looney.
SENATOR LOONEY:

Thank you, Madam President.

Speaking in support of the -- of the bill, again,
wanted to begin by congratulating Senator Fonfara and
Senator Witkos on their -- their work on this bill
which we all know is so complex, in so many ways, that
energy policy is almost like studying a second
language or a foreign language and very difficult to
penetrate in many ways. And they have been so
conscientious in working on all of the many variables

and thorny problems to be -- to be resolved to bring
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forth a comprehensive energy policy bill. And I
wanted to join in -- in commenting them.

I wanted to, again, just state that it really
does make sense, as Senator McKinney said, that --
that so many aspects of energy policy and
environmental policy are linked and overlapping, that
it really does make sense to have this new entity of
-- of DEEP, a cémbined environmental protection energy
policy, because it was very artificial to have them in
separate silos for so long. And it does make sense to
have them combined.

One of the things that I think is important in

this bill, also, is that there is a -- there -- there
is a great deal of -- of creativity involved here.
One of the -- the provisions about allowing

municipalities to establish a loan program to finance
energy efficiency in renewable energy projects, where
many communities might be aware of particular needs in
those towns so they could work with their residents
on. That is, I think, a very empowering element of --
of this bill.

In addition, Madam President, I think that there
is a -- a significant amount of progressive policy

built into this bill, as well. We have a -- a
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provision, in addition to -- to empowering

municipalities, we have the concern and about trying
to find some ways to enhance energy efficiency in --
in poorer communities, especially in census tracks
where there is, the median income is not more than

60 percent of the state -- the state median. I think
that makes a great deal of sense to focus relief in
those areas.

In addition, we have a provision that -- that
does, in fact, deal with evaluating what we can do for
low-income ratepayers, in general, to look at, to have
the new public utility requlatory authority to study
the -- the feasibility of establishing discounted
electric and gas rates by evaluating all of the
existing programs and finding out whether or not they
provide the maximum relief, or perhaps it would be
better in some ways to -- to have a -- a separate,
lower rate, so that we have the kind of -- of review
of already existing programs to find out if they,

indeed, provide the maximum benefit to those who are

most in need of -- of rate relief. That is -- is
critical.
And then we have a -- an expanded hardship

provision. I think that, again, dealing with the --
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looking at low-income households where there may be
i1l children, an extra, an extension there for the --
the protection from shut-off notices.

So there is -- there is a combination of good
social policy, a progressive energy policy,
creativity. This is something that I think -- that
can be celebrated in a -- a bipartisan way, and urge
passage of the bill.

Thank you, Madam President.

THE CHAIR:
Thank you, Senator Looney.
Senator Williams.

SENATOR WILLIAMS:

Thank you, Madam President.

I rise to support the bill before us here today
and also to congratulate Senator John Fonfara, as
Chairman of the Energy Committee, for his tireless
work on this, this year. But also, ever since 2005
and beyond, he's been working very hard on these
issues.

I'd also like to thank his Co-chair in the House,
Representative Nardello, and right here in the Circle,
Senator Witkos, on the Republican side of the aisle.

This is truly a bipartisan issue, and people from both
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parties, Representatives and Senators on both sides of

the aisle have joined together to make this a solid

and strong bill that is a model for other states

around the country.

A number of folks have referred to how technical
discussion of energy policy can be, perhaps even
boring sometimes. I would suggest that there are few
things in our lives that are more important than
making sure that we have the abundant energy we need
to live the lives that we expect to live.

I mean, I remember as a youngster in Connecticut,
in the winter of 1973, in -- the great ice storm of
'73 came along. And maybe there's a handful of people
in this room that have some clear memory of that.

And, you know, it was the middle of winter and when
the lights went out, because we lost power that
evening, you know, it's -- it's very quaint. You get
out the candles. And as a youngster, it's kind of
exciting, this whole concept; no power, lights out,
and you go back to the way people lived a hundred
years before. So the candles come out. After a
couple of hours, though, the temperature in the house
starts going down. We had a fireplace. After the

next day, we pulled the mattresses into the family
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room where the -- the old fireplace was, kept that

going. We were out of power for three days. And
after three days, we would not have been able to have
stayed in that house. We would have had to of packed
up in the car and gone somewhere where there was
power, after just three days.

And we can all imagine, and we've seen it when
disaster strikes in parts of the United States or in
other parts of the world, when folks lose power, after
a2 handful of days, some of the basic things that we
consider and take for granted in a civilized society
start going out the window. Everything starts
breaking down. There's nothing more important than
keeping an abundant supply of dependable power.

And that's our challenge going forward, because,
you know, the big picture here is -- and we've all
seen the television advertisements about natural gas
and with this new process of dynamiting the rock,
thousands of feet below the earth, that we can free up
more of the natural gas and that perhaps if we do that
to the greatest extent possible in the United States
and Canada, we may have enough fossil fuel energy‘for

the next 100 years.
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That sounds like a long time for those of us in
the Chamber, but it doesn't sound like a long taime for
our grandchildren, who will be planning their families
and the opportunities for their children./_And I'm not
talking about generations and generations and
generations to come, way down the line, where we don't
have to worry about it. Just think about it. Your
grandchildren, when they're planning their families,
they're going to be impacted by the energy decisions
that we either make or avoid here today. And the
consequences could be devastating if we don't start
making the right choices right now.

And what I really appreciate is that there are so
many positive aspects about this bill, but many of
those aspects pertain to the big picture. And there
are incentives here for us to look at Class 1,
renewable energy, not only the sources that we have
right now, wind and solar and fuel cells, but also to
explore other Class 1, green, renewable sources of
energy for the future, not necessarily to pick winners
and losers but to see how far we can push the envelope
to get that clean and renewable energy that we need
today but our children and our grandchildren will

desperately need tomorrow.
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I also appreciate the fact that there are
incentives for moving us forward in solar energy. I
believe that's going to be one of the keys for human
civilization in terms of meeting these challenges in
the future.

I mean, just think. Within the past couple of
weeks, Germany has decided it will shut down its
nuclear power plants that provide, I believe, over
30 percent of all power to Germany. They're going to
close them down entirely, based on what happened in
Japan. And they are going completely in the direction
of renewables, doubling down on solar, in particular.

And in the State of Connecticut, we are showing
that we will lead in term of clean and renewable
energy and especially in terms of solar. We're
expending the Clean Energy Fund, which is critical.
That will provide financing for energy efficiency and
will also allow us to get savings in the short term.

So in addition to the big picture solutions that
are in this bill, we're also looking at lowering costs
of electricity to families and businesses in this
state, in the short and long run. I commend Senator
Fonfara and Senator Witkos and others who are saying,

Look, let's look at this whole pricing scheme, which
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is governed by an entity called "ISO New England," in
Massachusetts. We feel that in Connecticut we get a
raw deal under this pricing scheme and we want to find
out what, if anything, given the federal regulations
that are out there, can we do to change this so that
we get a fairer shake and that we're not penalized
because of the energy demand on a handful of extremely
hot days in the middle of the summer when we have to
import power.

We'll also be financing energy efficiencies and
smarter technology that uses less energy through the
Clean Energy Fund and providing mechanisms for
families to replace furnaces and boilers that are
inefficient, so they can lower their own costs and
also help lower our overall demand when it comes to
energy.

So this plan that is before us is visionary. It
is innovative. 1It's not concerning an issue that's
technical or foreign or boring; it is concerning an
issue that is critical to our survival as a state and
a country. And our children and our grandchildren are
counting on us to do the right thing.

For those and many other reasons, I support this

bill.
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Thank you, Madam President.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you, Senator.

Will you remark further?

Senator Fonfara.

SENATOR FONFARA:

Thank you, Madam President.

Unless there's anyone else that is intending to
speak -- and I want to thank all the members of the
Circle for their questions and their comments, and
again, to my partner in this initiative, Senator
Witkos, for all his help. And unless there is

objection, I'd request that we move this bill to the

Consent Calendar.

I
THE CHAIR:

Seeing no objection, the bill will be put on the

Consent Calendar.

Senator Looney.
SENATOR LOONEY:

Thank you, Madam President.

Madam President, the Clerk is now in possession
of Senate Agenda Number 2 for today's session.
THE CHAIR:

Mr. Clerk.
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Yes. Thank you, Madam President.

Madam President, yould ask that we remove from

the Consent Calendar the item placed on it earlier,

Emergency Certified Senate Bill 1243. Emergency

Certified Senate Bill 1243, and that we move to
an immediate roll call on that item.
THE CHAIR:

Seeing no objection, so ordered.

Mr. Clerk, will you please call for a roll call
vote?

And the machine will be open.
" THE CLERK:

Immediate roll call has been ordered in the
Senate. Will all Senators please return to the

Chamber. An immediate roll call has been ordered in

the Senate. Will all Senators please return to the

Chamber.
THE CHAIR:
Thank you, Senator.
THE CHAIR:
Hey, Senator Looney.
SENATOR LOONEY:
(Inaudible) I apologize.

THE CHAIR:
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Senator Stillman. Senator Stillman, would you
like to vote today?

If all members have voted; have all members
voted? The machine will be locked.

Mr. Clerk, will you call the tally, please?
THE CLERK:

Motion is on passage of Emergency Certified

Billed 1243, as amended by Senate Amendment Schedule

np "
Total number voting 36
Those voting Yea 36
Those voting Nay 0
Those absent and not voting 0
THE CHAIR:

The bill has passed. Nice looking.

Senator Looney.
SENATOR LOONEY:
Thank you, Madam President.

Madam President, would move immediate transmittal

to the House of Representatives of Emergency Certified

Senate Bill --
THE CHAIR:
Seeing no --

SENATOR LOONEY:
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-—- 1243,
Cr——
THE CHAIR:

-- objection, so ordered.

SENATOR LOONEY:

Thank you, Madam President.

Madam President, also, having adopted Senate
Agenda Number 2, earlier, would move that all of the
items on Senate Agenda Number 2 be placed on our
Calendar.

THE CHAIR:

Seeing no objection --
SENATOR LOONEY:

Immediately.

THE CHAIR:
-- so ordered.
SENATOR LOONEY:

That be immediately placed on our Calendar.
THE CHAIR:

That's --

SENATOR LOONEY:

Thank you --
THE CHAIR:

-- immediate.

SENATOR LOONEY:
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