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If all the members have voted, you could check 

the board to see if your vote has been properly cast. 

If all members have voted, the machine will be locked 

and the Clerk will take the tally. 

Would the Clerk please announce the tally. 

THE CLERK: 

Yes, Mr. Speaker. 

In concurrence with the Senate, Subs~itute House 

Bill Number 5345, as amended by Senate "A" and House 

"A" 

Total Number Voting 144 

Necessary for Passage 73 

Those voting Yea 144 

Those voting Nay 0 

Those absent and not voting 6 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

The bill, as amended, passes. 

Would the Clerk please call House Calendar Number 

469. 

THE CLERK: 

On calendar page number 18, House Calendar Number 

469, joint favorable report of the joint standing 

committee on Energy and Technology, Substitute Senate 
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Bill Number 1138, AN ACT CONCERNING CONNECTICUT CLEAN 

ENERGY GOALS. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Representative Zupkus, what purpose do you rise, 

madam? 

REP. ZUPKIS (89th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

I rise to recuse myself today from this vote. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Representative Zupkus, it will be noted in the 

transcripts she recuses herself. 

Representative Reed -- Representative Reed . 

REP. REED (102nd): 

Good afternoon, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Good afternoon, Madam Chairwoman. 

REP. REED (102nd): 

Good to see you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Good to see you. 

REP. REED (102nd): 

I move for acceptance of the joint committee's 

favorable report in concurrence and passage of the 

bill in concurrence with the Senate. 
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The motion before the Chamber is acceptance of 

the joint committee's favorable report and passage of 

the bill in concurrence with the Senate. 

Please proceed, madam. 

REP. REED (102nd): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

This bill was designed to correct and protect 

Connecticut's bold and remarkable RPS goals, Renewable 

Portfolio Goals, and to encourage the development of 

more real renewable energy. It also seeks to obtain 

more affordable rates for Connecticut ratepayers . 

Mr. Speaker, I will shortly introduce a strike-

all amendment, House Amendment "A," that will 

supersede two Senate amendments and the underlying 

bill. House "A" will become the bill so procedurally 

we have a few things to do here. Our first order of 

business is to call the two Senate amendments. 

Mr. Speaker, the Clerk has in his possession LCO 

6304, designated Senate "A." I respectfully request 

that he be asked to call it, and that I be permitted 

to summarize. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Thank you, madam. 
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I believe it's LCO 6204. If the Clerk please 

call LCO 6204, Senate Amendment Schedule "A." 

THE CLERK: 

_Mr. Speaker, LCO Number ·6204, designated Senate 

Amendment Schedule "A," offered by Senator Duff and 

Representative Reed. 

REP. REED (102nd): 

Mr. Speaker, I'm sorry, 6304 -- 62? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Madam, I believe it was LCO 6204. 

REP. REED (102nd): 

I'm sorry. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

And the Clerk --

REP. REED (102nd): 

Pardon me. Your always right, Mr. Speaker, 6204. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Probably not, but in this case, yes. 

The LCO has been called by the Clerk, madam. 

Please proceed with summarization. 

Is there objection to the summarization? Is 

there objection? 

Seeing none, please proceed, madam . 

REP. REED (102nd): 
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Among other things, Senate "A" modifies when 

small-scale hydro can be used. It's a Class I 

resource. Our amendment will also include these kinds 

of provisions, and I move adoption. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

The motion before the Chamber is adoption of 

Senate Amendment Schedule "A," adoption of Schedule 

"A. II 

Will you remark further on Senate Amendment "A"? 

Will you remark further? 

If not, I will try your minds . 

All those in favor of Senate Amendment "A," 

signify by saying aye. 

REPRESENTATIVES: 

Aye. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Opposed? 

The ayes have it. The amendment is adopted. 

Will you comment further on the bill as amended? 

Representative Reed. 

REP. REED (102nd): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker . 

The Clerk has in his possession LCO 6377, 
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designated Senate "C." I request that you please ask 

him to call that amendm~nt, and that I be permitted to 

summarize. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Will the Clerk please call LCO number 6377, 

designated as Senate Amendment "C." 

THE CLERK: 

Yes, Mr. Speaker. 

LCO Number 6377, designated Senate Amendment 

Schedule "C," and offered by Senator Duff and Senator 

Fasano. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

The good chairwoman seeks leave of the chamber to 

summarize the amendment. 

Is there objection to summarization? Is there 

objection? 

Seeing none, please proceed with summarization, 

ma'am. 

REP. REED (102nd): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

Senate "C" includes provisions that involved the 

procurement process. I move adoption. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

The motion before the Chamber is adoption of 

', ' 
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Is there objection to adoption of Senate 

Amendment "C"? Is there objection? 

Will you comment further? 

Seeing none, all those in favor of Senate 

Amendment "C," signify by saying aye. 

REPRESENTATIVES: 

Aye. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Opposed? 

The ayes have it. The amendment is adopted. 

Will you comment further on the bill as amended, 

ma'am? 

REP. REED (102nd): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

The Clerk has in his possession an amendment that 

will become House Amendment "A," LCO 7891. I request 

that he be asked to call it and that I be permitted to 

summarize. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Thank you, madam. 

Will the Clerk please call LCO Number 7891, 

designated as House Amendment Schedule "A." 

THE CLERK: 
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Yes, Mr . .,Speaker. LCO Number 7891 designated 

House Amendment Schedule "A," as offered by 

Representative Reed, et al. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

The good chairwoman seeks leave of the Chamber 

for summarizing the- amendment. 

Is there objection to summarization? Is there 

objection? 

Seeing none, please proceed, ma'am. 

REP. REED {102nd): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. Speaker, this amendment, House Amendment "A" 

adds guidelines for selecting biomass energy projects 

that have demonstrated positive impacts on 

Connecticut's economic development and that have made 

investments to clean up emissions. This amendment 

also adds an RFP, a request for proposals, to reach 

out again for other renewables that have been missed 

in a procurement. This RFP belongs to a four-part 

trigger that must be satisfied before large-scale 

hydro can be considered to play a role, a small 1 

percent role, in Connecticut's renewables portfolio. 

What's more, that decision must be made in 

consultation with the Attorney General, the Office of 
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Consumer Counsel and the Connecticut's procurement 

manager. 

Again, this Amendment is crafted to better 

incentivize real renewables, such as wind and solar 

and to move our state away from sending way too much 

money from Connecticut ratepayers to purchase dirtier, 

older biomass and land gas from plants that are 

located in Maine and New Hampshire. And this 

amendment is designed to help us achieve cleaner 

energy, including the green house Gas reductions of 

the Global Warming Solutions Act, which Connecticut 

has committed to. And, it will give us more options, 

a more diversified portfolio, a more diversified 

renewables portfolio, and I move adoption. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

The motion before the Chamber is adoption of 

House Amendment Schedule "A." 

Will you remark further? 

Representative Hoydick of the 120th. 

REP. HOYDICK (120th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill is an environmentally 

consumer friendly bill. It modifies what renewable 

resources count towards the renewable portfolio 
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standard or RPS, and the RPS sets a schedule of how 

renewable energy is generated and purchased for 

Connecticut consumers. 

The bill allows DEEP commissioner to select -- to 

request proposals of Class I and hydropower to fulfill 

Connecticut's requirements. PURA will review these 

agreeme~ts and the local utility companies and 

suppliers will purchase these agreements on behalf of 

Connecticut consumers. 

To this end, Mr. Speaker, may I ask a question of 

the proponent of the bill? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Representative Reed, please prepare yourself. 

Representative Hoydick, please proceed, madam. 

REP. HOYDICK (120th): 

Thank you very much. 

To the good chairwoman of the Energy and 

Technology Committee, would you confirm that we do not 

intend for the electric distribution companies who 

will be required to enter into these agreements be 

adversely affected through the company's credit rating 

by the power that we purchase? 

Through you, Mr. Speaker . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

,.f I 
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Through you, Mr. Speaker, yes, I will indeed. We 

have no intention for that to happen. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Representative Hoydick. 

REP. HOYDICK (120th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and I thank the kind 

gentlewomen for her answer . 

. As she mentioned before, Connecticut has invested 

heavily in our renewable portfolio. We have invested 

$151.8 million of ratepayer money and right now we are 

falling short of our RPS standard and requirements, 

which result in us paying an alternate compliance 

payment. With Public Act 11-80, which we passed in 

2011, Connecticut is committed to spending $1.2 

billion of ratepayer money to invest in new clean 

renewable energies, and no one wants to pay the 

alternative compliant payments at $55 a kilowatt-hour. 

And to that end, Mr. Speaker, may I ask the kind 

gentlewoman another question about the alternative 

compliance payments? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Yes. 
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Representative Reed, please prepare yourself. 

Please proceed, Representative Hoydick. 

REP. HOYDICK (120th}: 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

Representative Reed, on lines -- bear with me for 

just one second. Though is a small energy bill in 

comparison, there's a lot of pages. 

Starting on line 386 through 392, we talk about 

how PURA will determine whether or not alternate 

compliance payments are required. Can you elaborate 

just a little on how this will -- this process will go 

forward? 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Representative Reed. 

REP. REED (102nd}: 

Yes, to the gentlelady from Stratford. So 

there's concern and we've actually heard that some of 

the alternative compliance payments are being paid 

even though suppliers really haven't gone out to look 

for renewables, and we don't want that to become the 

standard that we'll pay the penalties instead of 

actually looking for real renewables . 

So part of what PURA is going to do is to really 
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take the measure of that to make ·sure that there is a 

material shortage, if indeed, an alternative 

compliance payment has been made, if it's short term 

or long term, what the reality of the market truly is. 

And so this is something that we considered -- we also 

are directing PURA to really give us hardcore data on 

how much we're talking about in terms of alternative 

compliance payments. 

They're always a year behind by design and we 

want to really want to true up those numbers so that 

we have the numbers every year asking them for 

December of this year and every year in December so we 

really have a real sense of it. 

As the good lady from Stratford knows, we have 

the most ambitious renewable portfolio goals in the 

United States, and they are getting bigger every year 

as we head towards 2020. So the concern is that we're 

going to be paying more and more ratepayer money for 

penalties to ourselves as we move to address and reach 

these goals. 

So those lines and that language is really 

designed to protect the ratepayers to change the way 

we view renewables that we're not passing off old 

dirty bio gas and that kind of thing for renewables~ 

"' 
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that we're really going after wind and solar and fuel 

cells, tidal, all of the real stuff that the 

ratepayers have thought we were going after all along. 

So a long-winded response but thank you to the 

gentlelady for her question. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Thank you, Representative Reed. 

Representative Hoydick. 

REP. HOYDICK (120th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

And I thank the kind gentlewomen's focus on wind, 

as it is important to this bill. 

Also, another question, through you, Mr. Speaker, 

the kind gentlewomen has been very gracious and has 

worked with me as ~he ranking member and our co-chairs 

and our co-ranking members to make Connecticut 

ratepayers whole. And currently through the alternate 

compliance rate payment method, the money the 

ratepayers pay don't come back to the ratepayers if 

there's a surplus. And so to that end, in sections 

lines 404 through 412 of the amendment, the strike-all 

amendment, there is language that talks about 

alternative compliance payments being returned to the 
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ratepayer, and I would appreciate it if the kind 

gentlewoman would elaborate on that. 
~ 

Through you, Mr. Speaker 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Representative Reed. 

REP. REED (102nd): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

Yes, indeed. So we have, again, added on, bui~t 

on to this incredible foundation we've created of 

going for renewables, again, the most ambitious 

renewable program in the country. 

And so, one of the things that we've done is to 

create the LREC and the ZREC programs which help 

incentivize zero emissions, renewables and low 

emissions, which means obviously fuel cells and that 

kind of thing. That comes out of the ratepayer 

dollar. That is on the ratepayer bill so instead of 

doing that we're going to be adding the ACP payments 

into those funds so that they don't go on the 

ratepayer's bills so that will be a benefit to the 

ratepayer. The idea is to really help relieve the 

ratepayer of the costs that we add to make these 

renewables attainable . 

And the other thing that it will go to in 

006633 

l 



• 

-· 

cjd/lgg/cd 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

- 1 

95 
May 28, 2013 

addition to that will be Project 150. I think our 

colleague's will remember that just a week ago we 

extended Project 150. We were delighted to go open up 

an incredible Project i50 facility that's being built 

in Bridgeport that.has enough energy to generate 

enough energy for 15,000 homes. 

We're talking about large-scale renewables now, 

excited about that. So, ACP payments will go to help 

defray the cost of Project 150 when it comes to the 

ratepayer's bills. And then if there's money left 

over, it will go onto that nasty charge that 

ratepayers hate to see, the federally mandated 

congestion charges, the FMCC, which you can see on 

your bill, a nasty little addition which actually 

means that the whole federal system of moving 

electricity through the wires, we pay for that, that 

will help defray that cost so going for ratepayer 

relief. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Representative Hoydick. 

REP. HOYDICK (120th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and I thank 

Representative Reed for her extensive answer to paint 
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the picture of how good this bill is for Connecticut 

ratepayers, and we should all be proud of this strike-

all amendment because what it does it uses the market 

-- the electricity market, and it lowers rates for our 

ratepayers much less than we are paying right now. 

This is a good bill and this ought to pass, and I 

encourage my colleagues to vote for it. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Thank you, Representative. 

Will you comment further on House Amendment 

Schedule "A"? We are on House Amendment Schedule "A." 

Representative Miner of the 66th, please. 

REP. MINER (66th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

I have a few questions, if I might, to the 

proponent of the amendment, please. 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Please proceed, sir. 

REP. MINER (66th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

My questions focus on, actually, the part of the 

bill that has created most of my e-mail traffic and 
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communication which has to do with, I guess, it's the 

addition of water power in terms of being credit 

eligible, and if I might, through you, in the area of 

around, I guess it's line 17 to 21, are these -- are 

these dams already in existence? 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Representative Reed. 

REP. REED (102nd): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, yes, they are. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Representative Miner . 

REP. MINER (66th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

And so, through you, these dams are not currently 

providing power generation? 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Representative Reed. 

REP. REED (102nd): 

These dams are indeed not only providing power 

generation, but they're providing power generation to 

us. That power goes into the IAS another one of 

those acronyms from HEC, as I say the ISO New 
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England family of distribution that we participate in, 

so Canadian Hydro was already playing a big role in 

the ISO family. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Thank you, madam. 

Representative Miner. 

REP. MINER (66th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

And if I could, through you, is there anything in 

the bill that would restrict someone from converting a 

dam that already exists that may have a water 

diversion that may have gone into an old factory from 

being included in this? 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Representative Reed. 

REP. REED (102nd): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, I believe so. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Representative Miner. 

REP. MINER (66th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker . 

And if the gentlelady could show me on which line 
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I -- I think I'm thinking of the run-of-the-river 

hydro that we have also in this bill in which we are 

allowing hydro that can qualify as Class I that has no 

damn obstructions, that impede flow and does not 

impact the environment adversely. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Representative Miner. 

REP. MINER (66th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. Speaker, on line 13 and 14, I believe the 

language there says that it began operation after July 

2003, but I don't read anywhere where it says, but may 

not currently be generating power. Is that the 

gentlelady's understanding of the way the bill reads? 
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So I think I'm going to ask for clarification. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Please proceed, Representative. 

Would -- could you please rephrase the question 

for the good representative and chairwoman --

REP. MINER (66th): 

Certainly 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

-- Representative Miner. 

REP. MINER (66th): 

Certainly, Mr. Speaker. 

On line -- lines 13 and 14, the underlying 

language says that began operation after July 1, 2003. 

So, through you, would that not -- would that not mean 

that it either had to be in operation on July 1, 2003, 

or began operation after 2003? 

Through you. 

REP. REED (102nd): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker 

r . '·-
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As I understand it, begin operation. I think 

that date, which a lot of people find curious, was put 

into place when·we were first doing our RPS program 

because we wanted to incentivize new renewables and 

there was concern that we would be talking about old, 

old ancient dams and -- and, particularly, in the run-

of-the-river Hydro, which has always been in Class I. 

And so it was decided to put in the 2003 date to 

indicate that we're incentivizing new renewables and 

the -- the cutting-edge technology that keeps the 

water flowing and keeps the rivers clean. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Representative Miner. 

REP. MINER (66th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

If I -- if I could just go back to the question 

which was whether, in fact, the way this is drafted, 

would the generating facility either have to be in 

operation as of July 1, 2003, or go into operation 

... 
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As I understand it, at -- on -- to begin 

operation after July 2003 or go into operation 

tomorrow, no new dams, no dams that are being targeted 

to be removed to keep the flow going, so it's -- the 

idea is to only incentivize the cleanest, highest 

technology, run-of-the-river hydro in that -- in that 

provision. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Representative Miner. 

REP. MINER (66th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

I -- maybe I've got a little different -- a 

little different version of this in my mind, which I 

don't think necessarily runs counter to the way the 

bill is drafted. 

The way I read the bill, if a dam currently 

exists and it's not actually functioning as a power 

generating facility, I don't believe that would be 
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So if I were to ask it this way, if -- if there 

were a -- a dam associated with a mill on the 

Connecticut River, far reaches of New Hampshire, and 

that damn doesn't currently generate power, but the 

dam exists, it's not slated to be removed, it meets 

all the other ~equirements in this bill and, 

theoretically, were to be retrofit with a power-

generating turbine, why wouldn't that qualify? 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Representative Reed.· 

REP. REED (102nd): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, it would be. And it 

has to meet all of the -- the requirements in terms of 

the, you know, not -- not slowing down the river if it 

were to impede the river in any way, if it were to 

disturb fish passage, if it were to do any of the 

things that degrade the river, then it would not be 

passed through the usual process. But if it were to, 

as you say, suddenly either installing state-of-the-

art turbines and not causing any degradation to the 

environment, then it is a project that could be 

approved. 

'' 
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Through you, Mr. Speaker, as I understand it. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Representative Miner. 

REP. MINER (66th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

And that -- that's my read of the bill as well. 

And'so I begin to, you know, I-- we passed 

legislation here all the time, and more often than not 

when it involves energy, it involves money. I 

wouldn't be a bit surprised if this involves a lot of 

money. I'm not saying it's a bad thing. If we've 

determine that from a whole bunch of perspectives, 

reuse of a dam that exists in a facility that's no 

longer functioning as a woolen mill or some other 

facility way of north, isn't necessarily a bad thing, 

but I it certainly would be interesting to know 

what the difference in the market is as a result of 

these credits. 

And so if I might, through you, Mr. Speaker, in 

that case, what is -- what is the value of a credit 

that might inure to one of these projects? 

Through you, if the gentlelady knows. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Representative Reed. 
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So the -- through you, Mr. Speaker, the value of 

the credit is to actually get financing for these 

kinds of things. So that if you can actually prove 

that this is going to be a good facility; that it's 

going to provide the kind of energy that is approved 

by law; that it's not going to degrade the 

environment; and that there is a potential for 

creating something that's going to have a big consumer 

hunger for it and the -- and the renewable energy 

credits applied to it, because it is Class I, then one 

is able to get financing to get the ability to raise 

the money to be able to make it happen. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Representative Miner. 

REP. MINER (66th): 

And thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

So, theoretically -- so going back to my kind of 

vision of reuse, in those cases, someone may not 

currently be able to develop the kind of financing 

that it would take to put one of these in place and so 

this credit then provides them a vehicle to get the 

credit necessary to fund one of these retrofits. 
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Through you, yes, indeed. And again, this is one 

of the things since hydropower is considered to be 

clean that also contributes to our global warming, 

mitigation goals for the Global Warming Solutions Act 

that we have committed to . 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Thank you, Representative. 

I was almost thrown off by this sea of red in the 

back of the chamber there. 

Representative Miner. 

REP. MINER (66th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

And I do thank the gentlelady for her answers. 

I'm not sure that this is a bad thing. I mean, 

I've tried to listen to constituents when they phone 

me, when they've contacted me by e-mail with regard to 

' . 
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adding waterpower to this list of renewable resources. 

And when I think about some of these -- I'll call them 

vacated plants or mothballed facilities, I'm not sure 

that this is a bad thing. But what I'm pretty sure 

about is somebody's going to make a lot of money on 

this. So the trick probably is for one of us to 

figure out exactly how that's going to happen between 

now and the time this passes and gets signed into law 

because you could probably retire on it. That's my 

guess. 

My guess is that this has a lot less to do with 

whether Northeast Utilities benefits and a lot more to 

do whether some small group of people knew exactly 

what they neeqed to make this happen, not that it's a 

bad thing, but somebody's pretty sharp. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Thank you, Representative. 

Will you comment further on House Amendment 

Schedule "A"? Will you comment further on Amendment 

"A"? 

Representative Miller of the 122nd, sir. 

This is on House Amendment Schedule "A," 

Representative. 
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I know we're concerned about emissions, and I'd 

just like to have the Chamber realize that 95 percent 

of our C02 emissions come from our oceans, it's 

nature, and you can't stop it. What we do, using 

fossil fuels, is around 4 percent of C02 emissions in 

the state and in the United States, and then another 2 

percent from methane and aerosols. So we're trying to 

change the climate by pursuing emission-free type of 

energy and it's going to cost us an arm and leg. 

We have one of the highest electric bills in the 

country, and what we're going to do with this 

amendment is really increase the cost of electricity. 

Somebody's going to make money. And I will tell you 

over the -- Germany, the bastion of emission control, 

they're reducing their subsidies on solar. Many 

European countries are reducing their subsidies on 

wind and solar, and this is a trend not only in Europe 

but in the United States as well. There's about 26 

states that are either phasing out city subsidies or 

reducing them to a lower amount of money. 

The solar wind guys, you know, I feel sorry for 

them but, hey, listen, we've got to stop subsidizing. 
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maybe in 

Shelton -- maybe he's facing a foreclosure and in his 

electric bill there is subsidy money to go to wind and 

solar contractors. At this point they should be 

working on their own, they don't need our help, 

especially from people who are having a difficult time 

trying to survive in the state of Connecticut. 

So I would think we should really take a good 

look at this and maybe -- and go back to the Hydro-

Quebec type of offer because that's a clean emission 

and it's a sustainable type of -- of renewable and of 

all people, Canada is our friend. I haven't heard 

Canada tell us that, hey, we want to kill all 

Christians, we want to kill all people of different 

ethnic backgrounds. Canada is our number one importer 

of goods from the State of Connecticut. They're one 

of our best friends. They speak the same language we 

do, their values are the same. Why are we demonizing 

them? They're offering us an opportunity to get some 

renewable resources that we don't have here in the 

state. We ought to be jumping on board and that line 

is going to come through here whether Connecticut 

decides to buy power from them or not. Massachusetts 

is going to get that power. I know New Hampshire --

'' 
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the -- the governor of New Hampshire is asking the 

state to not go into -- into a contract with Quebec, 

Hydro-Quebec, but listen, hey, we've got to do 

something for ourselves. Our ratepayers can't afford 

to continue to pay high costs for electricity. 

So I would think that we should take a good hard 

look at what we're doing. You know, we think we're 

going to save the-taxpayers-- ratepayers some money 

and clean up the environment. Let me tell you, 

Connecticut is not going to change the environment in 

the United States at all. It's not going to do it. 

It's only going to cost us an arm and a leg. God help 

-us, we -- ~e're here to help the ratepayers and 

citizens of the State of Connecticut reduce costs. We 

should be doing everything we can to reduce the taxes 

on these guys -- on our citizens. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I would hope that the assembly 

votes this amendment down. This is just not in the 

best interest of the citizens of the State of 

Connecticut and, especially, the ratepayers of 

electric companies. Thank you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Thank you, Representative . 

Will you comment further on House Amendment 
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Schedule "A"? Will you comment further on House 

Amendment Schedule "A"? 

If not, I will try your minds. 

All those in favor of House Amendment Schedule 

"A," signify by saying aye. 

REPRESENTATIVES: 

Aye. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Opposed. 

The ayes have it. !he amendment is adopted. 

Will you comment further on the bill as amended? 

Would you comment further on the bill as amended? 

Representative Lesser of the 100th. 

REP. LESSER {100th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in opposition to the 

bill as amended. I appreciate the enormous work of 

many people, including the honorable chairwoman of the 

Committee in trying to draft a bill that modernizes 

and updates our renewable portfolio standards. I 

think a lot of work has gone into it and there's a lot 

in the bill to like: the long-term contracts, the 

cleaning up of the biomass . 

But I think at the end of the day, Mr. Speaker, 
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the bill, I think, sets us out on a dangerous course 

because Connecticut, should this bill be passed and 

and become law, would become the first state in the 

country to roll back our commitment to renewable 

energy, going from 20 percent pure renewable energy to 

as little as 15 percent, walking back our ambitious 

goals. 

As the good chairwoman pointed out, Connecticut 

does have some of the strongest renewable portfolio 

standards in the country. We have those standards for 

a reason because we said, as a state, that moving 

towards cleaner renewable future was important to us . 

And now we're saying by changing the definition of 

renewable energy, we're -- we're not going to be able 

to meet those goals. 

I understand that these are difficult goals, 

these are ambitious goals, and these are important 

goals. But I do want to say that for 200 years this 

state was built on hydropower, hydropower that did not 

need a subsidy from the electric ratepayer, hydropower 

that did not need subsidies to build the darns on the 

Niagara or the darns in Quebec, and yet we're now 

saying that we will be prov~ding those subsidies by 

including for some purposes hydro in the RPS. 
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Mr. Speaker, there are a number of amendments 

that I filed to this bill that would do a few things 

that I think are important. They would say that the 

finding that we don't have sufficient of Class I 

renewables is done by an independent process where 

we're going to the Public Utilities Regulatory 

Authority to make that determination, and that we're 

going to be issuing an RFP not by one person but by 

our duly appointed PURA procurement manager, which is 

a policy that we set forth in 11-80. 

I also think that what we also should say is that 

instead of saying that one dollar of an alternative 

compliance payments will move us away from our 

existing commitment to renewable energy, that were 

going to save 15 percent (inaudible). And then 

also, in addition to that, that's saying that anytime 

we increase the presence of hydropower in our 

renewable portfolios standards that we correspondingly 

increase our commitment to renewable portfolio 

standards starting in 2021, 2022, 2023, 2024, 2025. 

Doing so would deliver real relief to ratepayers while 

ma~ntaining our existing commitment to renewable 

energy . 

Unfortunately, the bill that's before us does not 
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do that, Mr. Speaker. I think Representative Miner, a 

few minutes ago, made some excellent points about the 

fact that this bill does not include the opportunity 

for New England based large hydropower to even apply 

for this, by saying that we're only counting dams 

built after 2003. 

I think, Mr. Speaker, this is a good bill that 

has a lot in it that's good, but the commitment -- but 

the decision that we will be making today will have 

Connecticut as the first state in the country to 

decide that, you know, we can't go as far as we 

thought we would and that we're going to be 

subsidizing a form of energy that we've never 

subsidized before. 

Mr. Speaker, as a result, I -- I've decided I 

will not be calling any of those amendments, but I 

will be voting against this bill, and I will be doing 

so with a sad heart knowing the full work that's gone 

into this, knowing the good faith by the Speaker, by 

the many people who have devoted countless hours to 

improving this bill and making it a workable bill. 

But, Mr. Speaker, I feel this bill that's before 

us today is flawed, and I will be respectfully voting 

"no" on the bill. Thank you very much. 
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Representative Bowles of the 42nd, sir, on the 

bill as amended. 

REP. BOWLES (42nd): 

Yes, thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

I, too, rise in opposition to this bill as 

amended. I also want to give an awful lot of credit 

to a lot of hard work that was done by the two chairs 

of the Energy and Technology Committee, by the ranking 

members, by the Energy and Technology Committee as 

whole, by DEEP, by the Governor's Office, by the 

Speaker's Office in trying to craft a compromise 

language that would have tweaked the original bill to 

the satisfaction of all parties. 

I was hoping today would be a day of celebration 

in regards to, once again, moving this state forward 

in terms of our commitment to renewable energy. But 

if this Chamber would allow some indulgence, let me 

place my opposition to this bill in context. 

Going back to the 1960s, I grew up in New York. 

My father was working as a nuclear engineer for 

International General Electric, and his job, 

essentially, was to sell nuclear power plants across 
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the world, essentially. In fact, he was the one for 

International General Electric to sign the contract 

for Fukushima. This is not a proud statement I make, 

believe me. At that time -- and again, we're going 

back to the 1960s -- we were told that nuclear energy 

was the promise of the future and that it was going to 

be too cheap to meter, literally, that was the 

statements that were being made at that point in time. 

Fast forward, today, we still don't have a 

solution for nuclear waste. Senator Chris Murphy 

actually wrote an excellent article recently on that 

- that whole subject . 

Move forward a little bit further, as the chair 

for the state chapter of the Connecticut Sierra Club, 

I was involved in negotiations with both members of 

the Senate and the House back in the late nineties, 

early 2000, around deregulation. And at that time, we 

were told that if only we deregulated the electric 

i~dustry in the State of Connecticut, we would find 

ourselves in the admirable position -- following the 

example in California -- of having lowered electric 

rates. 

Soon after we passed the deregulation bill back 

in '99, 2000, Enr~n exploded, California markets went 
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berserk and we, subsequently -- and there are a lot of 

factors for it -- but now currently are faced with the 

highest electric rates in the continental United 

States. Again, there are a lot of contributing 

factors to that. 

Once again, I find myself in a position -- in 

I also have to say as the chair of the Connecticut 

Clean Energy Fund many years ago -- not actually that 

far ago -- long ago, we were involved in very intense 

discussions about what constituted Class I renewable 

energy. And I would suggest that there are a lot of 

strong arguments among purists on this issue that 

would suggest that large-scale hydro coming from a 

long distance -- and I'm talking specifically about 

Hydro-Quebec -- really does not fulfill that purpose. 

I can understand the rationale, and I've spoken 

to Commissioner Esty directly about this. I can 

understand the rationale for pulling these so-called 

triggers to kind of force the renewable energy 

industry here in the state of Connecticut to really 

ramp up its -- its pursuit of -- of true pure Class I 

renewable energy, homegrown in the state of 

Connecticut. But I happen to believe that this is not 

the best recourse that we have, the best option. 
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Ultimately, it's being sold as something that 

will once again lower our electric rates. And based 

on my personal experiences that I've just out~ined, I 

no longer believe these kind of arguments. To build a 

1.1 billion -- and prices climbing, transmission route 

from Hydro-Quebec to Connecticut is not the answer in 

terms of responding to an exploding market in terms of 

renewable energy. This is not the time to wave the 

white flag. This is not the time to roll back our RPS 

standards. 

I certainly commend all the hard work that was 

done and, again, to try to come up with a compromise . 

But, ultimately, the deal breaker for me is the 

inclusion of, specifically, Hydro-Quebec in -- in this 

particular piece of legislation, acquiescing to -- to 

Northeast Utilities on this particular subject and 

really damaging and sending out what I consider to be 

·a bad message to the renewable energy market across 

the country. 

You take a look at what Apple just did, you know, 

40 megawatts of solar down in North Carolina. You 

take a look at what's happening, potential projects 

here in this state, what's happening at the University 

of Connecticut Clean Energy Center, what's happening 
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in Bridgeport. There's a number of examples right 

here where we are on the cusp of really going ahead 

and moving forward. So I -- I would suggest, with all 

due respect and with all deference, that I cannot 

support this legislation. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Thank you, Representative. 

Will you comment further on the bill as amended? 

Would you comment further on the bill as amended? 

Representative Miner of the 66th, sir. 

REP. MINER (66th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

I just wanted to clarify my comments from 

earlier. 

My questions were to try and figure out whether 

or not what I consider to be recycling, reuse, would 

be precluded in this bill. And it's my understanding 

that it wouldn't be precluded in this bill. And so as 

much as I am concerned about some of the issues that 

have been raised in the past with regard to the 

development of new dams and possibly harnessing those 

new structures with new power generating facilities, 

I'm not sure that retrofitting and reusing structures 
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The gentleman just pointed out all the other 

forms of energy that have been developed, whether it 

be wind power or solar power, all with subsidies, all 

with some kind of assistance from the government. So 

I don't see this as being any different. I do like 

the fact that it doesn't promote new dams and new 

generation that way so I'm inclined to support it. 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Thank you, Representative. 

Representative Ackert of the 8th, on the bill as 

amended. 

REP. ACKERT {8th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

And if I could, a question to the proponent of 

the bill as amended. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Certainly, sir. 

Representativ~ Reed, please prepare yourself. 

REP. REED {102nd): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Representative Ackert, proceed, sir. 
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I'm just making sure I have heard from some of 

the individuals that we're going to convert some of 

their now oil-fired plants to the biomass, clean 

biomass plants in Connecticut. A couple of 

constituents I have worked for them, their concerns, I 

think, may be addressed in this, as I read it on lines 

22 and 23 that they are still included in this 

ca-lculation for clean energy? 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Representative Reed. 

REP. REED (102nd): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, you're exactly right. 

We've actua~ly made a determination that biomass 

plants that have contributed to the economic 

development of the state that have cleaned up their 

act, which these plants have done, they have reduced 

emissions and that have received RECs over a certain 

period of time that will all be taken into account and 

-- and that clearly suggests our in-state companies 

that you're concerned about . 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

' " 
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And that is the only question I have for the good 

proponent of the bill but now just a comment. I think 

one of the things that we always look at when we talk 

about our energy costs is potential job creation. You 

know, we've always heard that the manufacturers can't 

make it because of the cost of energy. We've heard, 

you know, other companies that are -- are high-energy 

users that the reason why they don't look at 

Connecticut, as the good representative from Preston 

mentioned that we are the highest in the continental 

U.S. The orfset to this, though, is that we have 

created jobs trying to meet this benchmark. We have 

created -- if I just look at my communities in terms 

of solar installations, that we have created jobs. 

Solarized Connecticut is going all throughout 

Connecticut. 

Also, I want to make sure that our biomass plants 

that are -- intended to go forward, still go forward, 

and it sounds .like this bill addresses that. I want 

to make sure that we aren't hurting Connecticut jobs 
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while we look forward going forth in this so I thank 

you, Mr. Speaker, and I'll listen to further debate as 

we go forward. So thank you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Thank you, Representative. 

Will you comment further on the bill as 

amended? 

Representative Ziobron of the 85th -- of the 34th 

I'm sorry, ma'am. 

REP. ZIOBRON (34th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

I rise still listening. I haven't actually made 

up my mind on this bill. But the reasons I haven't 

made up my mind are not some of the reasons that I've 

heard talked about here yet today. My reasons are 

because of the environment and scenic vistas that we 

enjoy in the Northeast. I understand in doing my 

research that a significant crossing of the 

Connecticut·headwaters has yet to be solved. They're 

going to need that in order to reroute their 

transmission line in the upper part of New Hampshire. 

That's a concern that I have. 

I have a concern about our White National Forest 

in the State of New Hampshire and the vistas that they 
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hold dear and those who visit hold dear. And I think 

about a project that could be proposed in the State of 

Connecticut and what would I do if I was faced with 

the same decision about marring the nature that I've 

come to love in my own state. 

So I rise still undecided. I'm really listening 

to your debate, and I hope others will have more 

questions about the cost of electricity. Keep 

speaking, I'm listening, and I look forward to the 

debate. 

Mr. Speaker, thank you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Thank you, Representative. 

Representative Mushinsky of the 85th, madam. 

REP. MUSHINSKY (85th}:. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

Except for the issue of jobs, my vote on this is 

just academic. I have the good fortune of living in 

Wallingford. We have municipal electricity. It's 25 

percent cheaper than anywhere else, and every day when 

I go home, I'm thankful that I have that great feature 

in Wallingford. 

I was here in the deregulation vote, agonized 

over that. The utilities promised the business 
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community, who then lobbied me, that we would have 

lower rates if only we would deregulate, and it turned 

out to be a play fo~ Enron. We did deregulate. The 

utilities broke their promise to us and the rates went 

up. So I'm somewhat jaundiced when a utility company 

tells me if we pass this, rates will go down. I'm 

somewhat jaundiced because I've been through this 

before. 

On this bill, there -- especially, this revised 

version of House ''A," which our House chairwoman has 

done tremendous work to improve and I give her great 

credit -- there are pluses and minuses on this bill 

and I'm-- even as I stand here, I'm not sure how I'm 

going to vote. 

The pluses are we're swapping out dirty or wood 

fire -- fuel New Hampshire biomass for cleaner 

hydropower. Now New Hampshire loses in this deal 

which is why some of you have gotten letters from the 

Governor of New Hampshire. They don't want us to pass 

this bill. Well, that's obvious. New Hampshire would 

lose money if we don't buy their wood chip power 

anymore. 

The bill -- this -- this new policy may allow us 

to step away from our remaining coal plants, that's a 
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plus. The bill allegedly will lower the cost for 

electricity in Connecticut, with the introduction of 

out-of-state hydro. I am not sure if that is true or 

not. Hydro is definitely cheaper but we do have to 

transmit it from far away to here and those costs have 

to be considered. 

Probably the best feature of this bill is that it 

allows for long-term contracts for energy and for 

environmental benefit to protect against climate 

change. Long-term contracts are very good. They will 

get people off the dime to do the investments 

necessary to make these changes. If nothing else in 

the bill passed, that would be worth passing. 

And finally on the plus side, the administration 

has agreed to more stringent requirements and findings 

prior to purchasing a limited amount of Canadian 

power, more so than in the original versions of the 

bill. So those are all good things. 

Now, on the negative side, we are rolling back 

the renewable portfolio standards to swap hydro for 

Connecticut solar and wind. On the negative side, we 

are not doing enough to promote Connecticut clean 

energy jobs in energy efficiency, which is the 

cheapest energy costs per kilowatt hour even cheaper 
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than hydro. So anything we can do to promote energy 

efficiency in the state is like finding energy. In my 

district, which still has an 8.2 percent unemployment 

rate, I was hoping that energy efficiency jobs would 

re-employee some of my people or skilled manufacturers 

but whose business is no longer viable. 

On the negative side, the bill rolls back the 

energy conservation management from Class III sources 

in favor of increased support for cogeneration, which 

is' combined heat and power. Cogeneration is a good 

thing. They do a lot of it in Europe. We should do 

more of it. But to make cogeneration possible, we are 

going to be taking away our support for energy 

conservation management, which is not a good thing, 

and does not help us employ people in Connecticut. 

Also, on the negative side, we are harming the 

a young Connecticut clean energy industry, and I 

understand that there is another bill, 6360, which may 

protect these efficiency jobs because money is being 

increased to promote those jobs in Connecticut, but I 

don't know the extent of support. I don't know if 

it's for one year and whether it would allow me to 

reemploy my underemployed workforce. So there are 

definitely some improvements in this bill since the 
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original version. Whether the sales pitch of cheap 

energy is real or not, I'm skeptical. 

And folks who have been working on the bill have 

been trying very hard to make this bill better. So 

I'm still weighing my decision, Mr. Speaker, and I'll 

be listening to the debate. Thank you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Thank you, Representative. 

Representative Williams of the 68th. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and good afternoon. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Good afternoon, sir. 

REP. WILLIAMS (68th): 

Mr. Speaker, just a little comment on -- on some 

of the things that have been talked about here in the 

debate so far. 

You know, I've heard on a few different occasions 

people talking about what the utilities promised us 

during deregulation in 1998 and what Enron had said, 

and a lot of finger-pointing on that issue, and I just 

would point out that, at that time, the reason that 

deregulation was not the wild success that it could or 

should have been for the first few years following its 

: 006667-
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passage is not because of what that the utilities said 

or what Enron said or what anybody outside of this 

chamber said. But it was not a wild success because 

of what we in this chamber did, and the poison pills 

\ 

that we not all of us here in the chamber today --

but this legislature put into the deregulation bill 

which caused it not to be as successful as it 

otherwise should have been. Things like, artificially 

depressing -- or I should say, artificially -- put 

artificial price caps into the bill that caused no 

competition to want to come into the state of 

Connecticut. Price caps that were so unreasonable 

that no competitive entity would ever want to come 

into the State of Connecticut and help drive down 

rates from a market perspective. 

You also hear over the years, as we continue to 

talk about how we have amongst the highest electricity 

rates in the country, we've seen bills become law all 

the time-here in this legislature that cause rates to 

go up due to all the little add-ons and all the little 

taxes and all the little things that we have added to 

these bills to promote renewable energy, to promote 

clean energy, to promote all the things that energy 

efficiency, as Representative Mushinsky said, things 

006668 
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that are laudable goals but things that we did to 

·drive up the cost of electricity where we once were 

most -- the highest electric rates in the country, and 

we're still not that far off from that. 

This was caused by this Legislature, and so as we 

continue to debate this bill, I would just ask people 

to give some co'nsideration to the fact that it's not 

the utilities, it's not Enron, it's not all those big 

bag entities the people have -- have a beef with here 

in this place that have caused that to happen. It's 

what we've done here in this room. 

I think that what we need to do now is look at 

how we can use competitive market forces to help us to 

drive down electric rates, to help us add a choice in 

what our renewable portfolio looks like, not to have -

- not for us to anoint who we think here in this 

building.should be the recipient of taxpayer and 

ratepayer funds. We've done a lot of that over the 

years and it has not worked. This, I think, I hope 

will help us to drive down rates, to add a little bit 

of compe'tition into the renewable market, and help in 

the long term stabilize our electricity rates. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

006669 .. 
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Representative Miller of the 122. 

REP. MILLER (122nd): 

For the second time, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 
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On the bill as amended, sir, please proceed. 

REP. MILLER (122nd): 

I just want to correct something I said before. 

There's 29 -- 29 states that have RPS programs, 

and it's only 16 states that are going to either drop 

them or reduce them. 

And also I'd like to say that the federal 

government is going to reduce subsidies in 2016. And 

also there's -- in --where is it here -- oh, the 

government is really -- they're going to reduce 

subsidies to solar and wind type of projects over the 

next few years. And I would state that, you know, 

U.S. taxpayers and Connecticut taxpayers provide 

welfare for these people that put in wind and solar, 

and it's unsustainable and it's very costly. So we've 

got to -- think of our ratepayers and what's the best 

way we can make sure that they have power all the time 

and that is to enter into contract with Hydro-Quebec . 

So I thank you very much for the opportunity, Mr. 

006670 
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DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Thank you, Representative. 
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Will you remark further on the bill as amended? 

Will you remark further on the bill as amended? 

If not, will staff and guests please come to the 

well of the House. Will members please take your 

seats. The machine will be opened. 

THE CLERK: 

The House of Representatives is voting by roll . 

. 
The House of Representatives is voting by roll. Will 

members please return to the chamber immediately . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Have all the members voted? Have all the members 

voted? Will the members please check the board to see 

if your vote has been properly cast? 

If all the members have voted, the machine will 

be locked and the Clerk will take the tally. 

Would the Clerk please announce the tally. 

THE CLERK: 

Substitute Senate Bill 1138, as amended by Senate 

"A," House "A" and Senate "C" 

Total Number Voting 145 

Necessary for Passage 73 

006671 
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Those voting Yea 112 

Those voting Nay 33 

Those absent and not voting 5 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

The bill, as amended, passes. 
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Would the Clerk please call House Calendar Number 

580. 

THE CLERK: 

On page 26, Mr. Speaker, House Calendar 580, 

favorable report of the joint standing committee on 

Judiciary, Senate Bill 879, AN ACT CONCERNING 

CONFIDENTIALITY OF INFORMATION OBTAINED BY THE 

ATTORNEY GENERAL DURING THE COURSE OF ANTITRUST 

INVESTIGATIONS. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

Good afternoon, Representative Baram. 

REP. BARAM (15th): 

Good afternoon, Mr. Speaker. 

I move for acceptance of the joint committee's 

favorable report and passage of the bill in 

concurrence with the Senate. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER BERGER: 

The motion before the Chamber is acceptance of 

the joint committee's favorable report and passage of 

,: 

006672 
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And then finally, Madam President, on Calendar page 36 
we have Calendar 195, Senate Bill 816 is marked go. 
And Calendar 207, Senate Bill 236 is marked go. Thank 
you, Madam President. And if the Clerk would now turn 
to and call the item marked as order of the day. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk. 

THE CLERK: 

On page five, Calendar 141 substitute for Senate Bill 
number 1138, AN ACT CONCERNING CONNECTICUT'S CLEAN 
ENERGY GOALS, favorable report of the Committee on 
Energy and Technology. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. Madam President, I move 
we --

THE CHAIR: 

Wait a minute. Okay. It is Senator Kissel. I know I 
got you two confused. Excuse me. Senator Kissel. 

SENATOR KISSEL: 

Thank you very much, Madam President. There always is 
the question the chicken or the egg which comes first? 
Madam President, I am going to abstain on voting on 
this bill and recuse myself under Senate rule 15 and 
at this time I'd like to yield to my friend and 
colleague, Senator Witkos if I may. 

THE CHAIR: 

You may. Senator Witkos, will you accept the yield, 
Sir? 

SENATOR WITKOS: 
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Thank you, Madam President, I do. I also will recuse 
myself under rule 15 to abstain from the vote. At 
this time I'd like to yield to Senator Linares. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Linares, will you accept the yield, Sir? 

SENATOR LINARES: 

I do. Thank you, Madam President. Under section 15, 
I would like to recuse myself from this vote. Thank 
you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Sir. Now we only have 33 more to go. 
Senator Duff, will you wait until Senator Linares 
leaves the room. 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. Madam President, I move 
acceptance of the joint committee's favorable report 
and passage of the bill. 

THE CHAIR: 

Motion is on passage. Will you remark, Sir? 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. Madam President, I have a 
strike all amendment here that I'd like to call and 
looking to some guidance from my good friend Senator 
from North Haven whether we can do this on a voice 
vote or a roll call vote but I'd like to have the 
Clerk call LCO number 6204. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk. 

Senator Duff, it's 6204? 
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SENATOR DUFF: 

That is correct. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Sir. 

THE CLERK: 

LCO number 6204 Senate A offered by Senator Duff et 
al. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. Madam President, I move 
adoption. 

THE CHAIR: 

The motion is on adoption. Will you remark, Sir? 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. Madam President, this is 
a strike all amendment to our original RPS Bill, 
Senate Bill 1138 that we passed out of the Energy and 
Technology Committee. This comes to us from actually 
some work that this Legislature did two years ago with 
the leadership of the Governor as well. The bill that 
we did two years ago, Senate Bill 1180 set up the 
process in order to look at a comprehensive energy 
strategy but also set up the process to -- for us to 
review our renewable portfolio standards as well so 
that we are looking at some work that we did a number 
of years ago to determine whether or not we should 
continue along the path that we have set. 

We have set some of the most aggressive renewable 
portfolio standards in the nation which we are going 
to continue to maintain that commitment. But as we 
know the reason why it wasn't -- the good thing about 
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looking at this bill again is because many of us have 
talked for many years about our electrical rates that 
we have in this State and that we are higher than many 
of the states around us, in fact some of the highest 
rates that we have in the country. And we -- we do 
value very much our environmental goals that we have, 
the renewable portfolio standards that we have. 

But we do want to -- we think we can do this in a -
in a way that protects that commitment that we've 
always had but continue on with cleaner, cheaper and 
more reliable electricity. And I think that is what 
if we ask our constituents around this -- this State 
that that's what they're looking for as well. Can the 
Senate stand at ease for a second? 

THE CHAIR: 

The Senate will stand at ease. 

(Chamber at ease.) 

SENATOR DUFF: 

We're going to 

THE CHAIR: 

Senate come back to order please. Proceed, Sir. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. Madam President, I think 
we're going to adopt the amendment. 

THE CHAIR: 

There is a question to be asked on the amendment 
first, Sir. Will you accept the question? 

Senator Welch. 

SENATOR WELCH: 
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Thank you, Madam President. If I could through you, 
Madam President, if you could just explain to me what 
the differences would be in the amendment from the 
underlying bill. Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you. I'm still working through you my initial 
comments but what's different is it's the number of 
different processes that are changing from the initial 
legislation I proposed from the Department of Energy 
and Environmental protection. We've taken a number of 
different suggestions from the public hearing and from 
various meetings that we've had whether -- with regard 
to having renewable portfolio standards that go up to 
2025. We've changed -- kept it to 2020. We've 
changed some of the other initial RPS standards that 
we've had from the original bill. I believe that 
there was different kind of triggers and biomass 
issues as well that we've -- we've changed as well. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Welch. 

SENATOR WELCH: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. Could you remark? Will you remark? 
Seeing none, will all in favor of Senate A please say 
aye? 

SENATORS: 

Aye. 

THE CHAIR: 

Opposed? Senate A passes. Senator Duff. 
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Thank you, Madam President. I'll continue on with 
what I was saying now that we've adopted the 
amendment. So what we've done is we are looking at a 
number of different things to achieve that goal of 
cheaper, cleaner, more reliable energy. And that one 
of the things that we're doing is actually expanding 
our class one that we have in the State of Connecticut 
that I think will -- will help us to bring -- to get 
us to that goal as well. We're also looking to 
procure the largest amount of clean power possible. 

We're working to partner with our neighboring states 
that is a -- actually I believe it's the first in the 
-- in the nation to do that. And we're hoping that 
that will help us achieve our goal of getting -
sustain -- more of clean energy but actually doing it 
in a way that's more beneficial to ratepayers and our 
businesses at the same time. The reason why again we 
need to look at this is because we do have those very 
aggressive RPS standards in our State which I believe 
we all value those standards. 

But on the other hand if we don't meet those standards 
we -- we have to pay what are called ACP payments, 
alternative compliance payments that ratepayers are 
penalized, we're penalizing our self basically for -
for not meeting our RPS standards. And we believe 
that we should -- we should not obviously have to do 
that. We shouldn't penalize ourselves or our 
ratepayers. 

And we should be able to -- to get more renewable 
energy and get it at a cheaper rate. But if we if 
we -- we have a number of triggers in here that if we 
do have to pay those payments that they go into 
putting money into our L rec, z rec and our federally 
mandated congestion charges that do provide ratepayer 
relief as well. 

Another very exciting part of this is our -- hopefully 
that I see it as is being able to procure power for 
peak shaving which is on our hottest and our coldest 
days out of the year. We pay power companies 
generators especially those city six power plants that 
we have a lot of money. And we pay other generators a 
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lot of money for those hottest and coldest days out of 
the year. And if we're able to kind of bring those 
rates down which I'm certainly not saying that it 
necessarily will happen but if we can do that then 
that would be very, very helpful for -- for our 
ratepayers. Also you know people have asked about 
hydro -- hydro in -- big hydro I guess is if I want to 
call it that. And we're only utilizing that if 
necessary. 

If we don't procure the right amount of clean energy 
through the procurement that the Commissioner and 
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection will 
have we may go out and procure some -- some big -
some hydro that would then be considered part of the 
RPS standards as well. So I think the reason why that 
is important is because we're looking to have that 
where it can be a check against when we go out to the 
market for the -- for the class one we could -- they 
will know that there is this other possibility 
potentially of having hydro as part of this. And that 
helps keep them sharpen their pencils and keep 
their cost down as best as possible. 

So I think in the end we are -- we are working to 
lower prices. We want to keep the lights on 
obviously. We want to help the ratepayers. We want 
to bring down those costs. We want to make the -- our 
energy cleaner, cheaper and more reliable. And I 
think we have achieved that in this legislation. Now 
it is technical. It is complicated. There are a lot 
of opinions on this both sides -- on both sides of the 
aisle -- both sides of the issue. But I think that we 
have achieved after having the first initial public 
hearing and the vote and bringing this bill out today. 
We have listened. 

We have garnered the support necessary to bring it 
forward. And that I believe we have achieved the 
proper balance in doing so. Before I sit down, Madam 
President, I would like to just thank a few people for 
their help with it. First I'd like to thank Senator 
Chapin, the ranking member for all his work that he 
has done, the Department of Energy and Environmental 
Protections staff for all their work, our LCO attorney 
who's done a tremendous job my co-chair, 
Representative Reed as well for all her work, Paul 
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Maus from the Governor's Office and others who really 
have worked as -- as much as they can to try to get 
the best bill that we can do and -- and allow us to 
get to that goal that we so need. So thank you, Madam 
President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Sir. Will you remark? Senator Chapin. 

SENATOR CHAPIN: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Madam President, I rise today in support of the bill 
as amended before us. I -- I do believe that the good 
Chairman of the Energy and Technology Committee is 
correct that the goal was started out to be to pass 
legislation that would lead to cleaner, cheaper, and 
more reliable energy and I think that the compromise 
before us does just that. I would like to ask the 
Chairman several questions through you for 
clarification. 

THE CHAIR: 

Please proceed, Sir. 

SENATOR CHAPIN: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

There was a -- you had mentioned ACP or alternative 
compliance payments and right now it's my 
understanding that those payments do not go back to 
the ratepayer. Is that correct? 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 
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Under this bill ACP will be refunded to ratepayers to 
offset the cost of the L rec and Z rec as I had 
mentioned and also project 150 and also those 
federally mandated congestion charges that we see on 
our bills. Otherwise it will be -- otherwise those -
that we'll be paying that for those peak demand dates 
that I had mentioned before. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Chapin. 

SENATOR CHAPIN: 

Thank you, Madam President and again through you. 

So right now those programs Z rec and L rec programs 
are basically funded through ratepayers and by funding 
them through the ACP as this legislation intends to do 
I guess it does make sense would you agree that we are 
returning that money to the ratepayers? 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Yes. Thank you, Madam President. 

That we do view this as.a form of rate relief and 
and I will just mention that this is one of the 
reasons why we have everybody from the leadership of 
the Energy and Technology committee in the room 
because we have lots of good ideas when all of us are 
putting our heads together. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Chapin. 

SENATOR CHAPIN: 
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Thank you, Madam President and again through you. 

Regarding peak shaving and the use of hydro power is 
my understanding correct that so on a hotter day when 
we hear that we should all turn off our air 
conditioners because of the high electricity demands 
that one of the benefits of including hydro power in 
this legislation is that rather than start up a -
perhaps a dirtier coal or oil burning plant we'll be 
able to use a cleaner source such as hydro power and 
that source not only will it be cleaner and hopefully 
cheaper but we can also -- I think we could also agree 
that it'd be more reliable? 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Yes, thank you, Madam President. 

You know many other -- many states do use 
hydroelectricity. We're not the first to do this and 
I do believe that is a -- that is correct, Senator. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Chapin. 

SENATOR CHAPIN: 

Thank you, Madam President and again through you. 

By including the large scale hydro in this legislation 
when we decide or when it gets determined -- when a 
determination is made that it's counting toward the 
RPS goal that we're trying to reach is that an 
automatic or are there steps that have to take place 
for that to occur? 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

-~ 
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No, that is not automatic at all. There are steps 
that have to be taken. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Chapin. 

SENATOR CHAPIN: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

And can the gentleman explain what steps would need to 
be taken to do that? 

Through you, Madam President. 
THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Hydro would only be allowed to be used if there's a 
verified shortage of class one supply in a given year. 
And if -- and they have to -- they really -- and 
there's no new supply that will be coming into the 
system in the near term. So they have to do three 
different steps and let me explain this. So that's a 
-- that's a very good question and though technical I 
think it's very important for -- for the body to 
understand this. One is that we have to -- they have 
to -- the Department of Energy and Environmental 
Protection has to do a look back at a given year and 
see if any electrical provider has -- has paid any ACP 
payments. 

Step two would be then they have to -- they have to 
was the payment of ACP due a material shortage of 
class one supply making sure there was no market 
manipulation. And then step three is to look ahead to 
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see if there's any new supply of class one coming into 
the market. And if not then would hydro be allowed 
that would, you know they would then be able to go 
out. So it is basically you're looking forward, 
you're looking back and you're looking now as to see 
what the market structure looks like before you can 
go. 

So a number of different triggers out there before 
anybody can go procure anything hydro out there 
because we really again as a State we value class one. 
We value clean and green energy but we also want to 
make sure that we're being sensitive to ratepayers as 
well at the same time. And I think this is why this 
bill achieves that -- that balance. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Chapin. 

SENATOR CHAPIN: 

Thank you, Madam President. Again through you. 

So it sounds like if there's a look back to if any 
any ACP payment needed to be paid it sounds like that 
in the case where there was we weren't meeting the 
goal therefore we're going to include large hydro. 
Would I be correct in assuming that if we had met the 
goal no ACP payment was required in the prior year 
that then the RPS from large hydro would not count? 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Yes, that would be correct. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Yes. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Chapin. 
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Thank you. Thank you, Madam President. Again through 
you. 

And referring to section two of the amendment -- the 
bill as amended before us, in lines 50 through 56 it 
talks about program -- programs and projects that are 
being phased out of the class three definition. Can 
you explain what those programs may be? 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you. 

The changes to the class three definition are intended 
to discontinue electric utilities conservation and 
load management programs eligibility to earn class 
three credits. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Chapin. 

SENATOR CHAPIN: 

Thank you, Madam President, and again through you. 

So is the intent of section two to preserve the class 
three status of existing combined heat and power 
projects such as the one in my district owned and run 
by Kimberly Clark and other such projects that are 
have the ability to use these class three credits? 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 
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SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Yes. The changes in section two are not intended to 
apply to existing class three CHP resources or future 
CHP resources that meet class three criteria. In fact 
the legislation is not intended to alter this combined 
heat and power part of the class three source 
definition in any way. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Chapin. 

SENATOR CHAPIN: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

And getting back to large scale hydro is there 
anything in the bill that helps any of our smaller 
scale hydro facilities here in the State of 
Connecticut? 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

And thank you for the question because that was a -- a 
large part of our conversation in bringing this bill 
to this point today. But yes the section one, class 
one definition expands eligibility for facilities up 
to 30 megawatts and the current allowability is five 
megawatts. So I think we have -- we are really 
working hard to bring in-state hydro as much as we can 
into Connecticut. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Chapin. 
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SENATOR CHAPIN: 

Thank you, Madam President, and again through you. 

So would it be fair to conclude then that perhaps 
these instate facilities could bid on some of these 
longer term contracts as well? 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

And the answer is yes. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Chapin. 

SENATOR CHAPIN: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

And I thank the Chairman for his answers. 

Madam President, as I've previously stated I believe 
the goal here and the product before us do match. The 
goal was cleaner, cheaper and more reliable energy and 
I believe the passage of this bill will lead us to 
that. Thank you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. 

Will you remark? Senator Welch. 

SENATOR WELCH: 

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

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff, prepare yourself. Senator Welch, 
proceed please. 

SENATOR WELCH: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

I noticed that in addition to changing class one 
renewables to allow for a larger megawatt hydropower 
facility we are also deleting the term energy and 
changing it to electricity and I'm curious as to why 
that change was made. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Can I ask the good Senator to clarify his question 
again please? 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Welch. 

SENATOR WELCH: 

Sure. On line six of the amendment -- the bill we are 
changing the definition or we're proposing to change 
the definition of class one renewable energy and we 
strike the word energy which I think was previously 
used and we're replacing it with electricity. And I'm 
wondering why we're making that change. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 
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From what I understand it's a -- just a clarification 
for the RPS. It's a little more specific. 

THE CHAIR; 

Senator Welch. 

SENATOR WELCH: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

So then I guess if I'm to read this literally if we 
were talking about geothermal electricity as opposed 
to geothermal the type of geothermal system that pulls 
heat out of the ground and -- and uses heat to either 
heat or cool water depending on -- on the cycle that 
it's in would fall outside of this class one renewable 
energy source. Is that correct understanding? 

Through you, Madam President? 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Yes, that would be correct. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Welch. 

SENATOR WELCH: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

If I can just ask a few questions now regarding the 
alternative compliance payments and -- and how that 
works currently and how it's going to be changed with 
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respect to this bill. So I understand that these 
payments are required when certain goals are not met 
and I guess my first question is if -- if goals are 
not met and the compliance payments are required what 
is the mechanism if there is a mechanism that would 
allow those payments to be passed on to the ratepayer 
if that is the case? 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Current law says that if you do hit the ACP payments, 
I should just call them ACP, then that would get 
passed on to ratepayers. In this legislation if we 
have ACP it gets put into buying down L rec, Z rec, 
project 150 projects and also the federally mandated 
congestion charges. That was something that was very 
important to the leadership of the committee in order 
to provide rate relief if we -- if we even have ACP 
payments going forward under this legislation but we 
wanted to have a mechanism so that there was some 
that if we did have those that it wouldn't get 
burdened on to ratepayers. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Welch. 

SENATOR WELCH: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

I guess in my mind there's there's kind of two 
sides to the ACP payment. There is the -- one side of 
it is where does the money go and what do we do with 
it once we the State of Connecticut collect it. And 
two, what does the utility do in order to quote 
unquote recoup the payment that -- that they make. 



law/gbr 
SENATE 

001152 
35 

May 1, 2013 

And I guess I just am having trouble understanding a 
little bit of both sides of that equation. So on the 
first side with respect to if the utility decides -- I 
mean I guess in -- in all intents and purposes the 
utility could just take it out of their bottom line 
and not pass it on to the ratepayers. 

No I guess they can't. So then what -- what is the 
mechanism? Do they have to go to PURA and ask for a 
rate increase to recoup these costs? Do these costs 
automatically start to show up on a prorated basis on 
ratepayers' invoices? If I could just get some 
clarification with respect to that. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

If we don't hit the targets of our RPS we have then 
set these penalties for us. Current law says that ACP 
goes toward -- goes to SEFIA which we set up two years 
ago. Under this legislation ACP would then go into 
purchasing, buying L recs, Z recs, project 150 and 
it's just as automatic is what I'm getting at. This -
- nobody has to go to PURA or anybody else. This is 
current law. 

When -- when the RPS was put into place a number of 
years ago we put in I guess whoever was here at the 
time put in these penalties to -- as an incentive for 
us to get to our goals. So we're saying that if we 
had these -- if we have this ACP, that ACP should now 
go towards what we viewed as rate relief because then 
ratepayers wouldn't be buying those through the -
through the charges where you buy them through now. 

SENATOR WELCH: 

Okay. 

THE CHAIR: 
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And then I guess the next line of -- of clarification 
that I can use some help with has to do with this term 
of -- of 15 years that we're potentially allowing a 
contract to -- to go out to I guess no more than 15 
years. 

If I may through you, Madam President, just to inquire 
as to where the -- the 15 years came from as opposed 
to ten or as opposed to 20. 

So through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Madam President, I believe you know we looked at a 
number of different place -- there's various places in 
the bill with different ladders of contracts so which 
one are you particularly asking about for 15 years? 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Welch. 

SENATOR WELCH: 

If I may just have a moment, Madam President, to find 
the statutory 

THE CHAIR: 

Please. The Senate will stand at ease. 

(Chamber at ease.) 
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THE CHAIR: 

The Senate will come back to order. Senator Welch. 

SENATOR WELCH: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

If I may direct the proponent's attention to section 
seven of the bill around lines 182 through 186 where 
we talk about the verifiable large scale hydro power 
and on lines 184 we -- we mention for periods not to 
exceed 15 years and not in excess of five percent of 
the load distributed. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

The answer as far -- from what I can recall from the 
legislative -- well the -- as you corrected or pointed 
out it can be up to 15 years. It doesn't have to be. 
It is at the discretion of the Department. That you 
know as of all this came out of negotiations with the 
various factors I guess and from feedback from the 
public hearings that we had and also the Department 
had as well. So I think we again trying to strike a 
balance as to how we can best get at the -- get the 
numbers again the right amount of -- if we need hydro 
trying to get it at the right cost for ratepayers. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Welch. 

SENATOR WELCH: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

I -- I guess that's one of the areas that I have some 
significant concern about because 15 years is a long 
period of time. I can see on the one hand about 
wanting to use length of time as a point of bargaining 



001155 
law/gbr 38 
SENATE May 1, 2013 

to get a lower rate but I can just see how fast this 
world changes and how energy discovery changes, how 
energy production changes, how energy transmission 
changes. 

I understand there is some discretion here and the 
contracts don't have to be 15 years long. They could 
be five years long. They could be 10 years long. But 
15 years does seem to be a long time. I -- I've heard 
Senator Duff and Senator Chapin use three magic words 
and that is cleaner and cheaper and I guess four, more 
reliable. And I love that. That's music to my ears. 
And I just wonder if in the course of the public 
hearings and the course of putting this bill together 
if any of those terms have been quantified in any way. 

Do we have an expectation as to not just having you 
know cleaner energy but how much more cleaner are we 
talking about? How much do we think rates might go 
down with the passage of this bill and I don't know if 
through you, Madam President, if Senator Duff has any 
thoughts or information that he could share with us 
with respect to that? 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

I will not attempt to put the -- use the crystal ball 
that I used earlier today on something else at the 
moment but I appreciate your concern and the tenure of 
the question. What I can say that if we don't do 
something I can pretty much -- I feel pretty confident 
saying that rates will go up. And the fact that we 
are using -- we have this bill and then we have 
we're looking at doing a procurement that is a 
regional procurement I think is -- is something that 
is very good for our State and that will help drive 
down the cost. 

I think this mechanism of hydro will help drive down 
costs and it really will help the other class one 
suppliers sharpen their pencil. I think that it we --
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if we're able to do some peak shaving that may help 
make some of the energy in our State cleaner. If we -
- you know a number of factors here. I mean we get 
for instance when we think about our -- how we get 
some of our -- most of our clean energy now in the 
State where the class one as we consider for our RPS 
we get 40 percent of our class one out of State. How 
does that help Connecticut? We have 76 percent of our 
class one is out of -- is biomass. And a lot of that 
isn't very clean right now so that doesn't help the 
State of Connecticut. 

So you know we have to constantly evaluate. And as 
you properly said new technologies emerge. Nobody's 
saying that any -- that we have to do a 15 year 
agreement on hydro. You have to do something to give 
the market some sort of stability and hopefully that 
will get us to a good price. 

But when we have information that we have right now 
such as some of these biomass plants that are filthy 
that aren't really doing anything for us except making 
people out of state very rich and lining the pockets 
of people who are not even in Connecticut, we should 
be looking into that and we should be saying what else 
can the State of Connecticut do to make sure that we 
have the cleanest, cheapest and most reliable energy. 
And I think in some of this bill we've -- we've 
achieved that balance. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Welch. 

SENATOR WELCH: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

I think that pretty much concludes all the questions 
that I have. I thank you for your time and I thank 
you for the Chamber's indulgence. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. 
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Will you remark? Will you remark? Senator McLachlan. 

SENATOR McLACHLAN: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

I stand for point of questions to the proponent of the 
bill. 

THE CHAIR: 

Please proceed, Sir, and share your mic. Oh, you've 
got your own. Okay. 

SENATOR McLACHLAN: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Senator Duff, I -- I just heard you say something 
about biomass and I'm -- when I'm going by 
recollection about this Legislature's action about 
alternative energy in the recent history here biomass 
was an important initiative. And if I'm not mistaken 
it was only five or six, perhaps seven years ago that 
that was considered an important alternative energy 
source. Can you tell me what's happened to biomass in 
Connecticut and why it's essentially kicked aside in 
this bill? 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

I would respectfully disagree with my colleague about 
biomass being kicked aside in this bill. I think 
quite the contrary is that we view instate biomass to 
be very important to meeting our goals. We don't -
we just don't value so much some of the dirty biomass 
out of state being towards our goals -- achieving our 
goals. Section three of the bill requires the biomass 
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facility to qualify as a class one providing that it 
goes through this purchase power agreement through 
procurement over at DEEP. 

So I believe that having biomass or -- as part of 
class one is very important. If -- now if they choose 
not to be part of that then they would not receive the 
class one recs but if they are part of that -- part of 
that PPA then yes they could be part of that. And we 
-- we do value that very much in the State. It's the 
-- some of the other plants that we've been getting 
our clean energy from that's not in the State that I 
believe is -- is some of what I've been talking about. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McLachlan. 

SENATOR McLACHLAN: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Thank you, Senator Duff. So you're indicating that 
the biomass investments in Connecticut are being 
protected under this legislation before us today. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

I wouldn't -- I would not use the word protected 
because I think that carries a number of different 
connotations. I would say that everybody has the 
ability to participate and has the ability to be part 
of the -- the solution and everybody is on equal 
footing under the -- under the current bill that we 
have. 

THE CHAIR: 
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As it relates to Connecticut jobs I -- I'm always very 
concerned about legislation before us in this economy 
that doesn't think first and foremost about what is 
the impact of what we're doing on Connecticut jobs. 
And so I wonder if the proponent of the bill could 
share with us his perception if you will on what the 
impact is here on the hydro business for Connecticut 
hydro specifically and other alternative energy 
investments here in Connecticut. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Madam President, one of the changes in the bill as I 
had mentioned earlier which was to change in-state or 
hydro from a smaller hydro from five megawatts to 30 
megawatts. I believe that that shows our commitment 
to not only the environment but also trying to procure 
some of the smaller hydro that's out there as well. 
And there are a number of them that I believe can 
compete under this legislation. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McLachlan. 

SENATOR McLACHLAN: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Thank you, Senator. Are there other alternative 
energies in the class one classification here in this 
proposal today that are also Connecticut industry and 
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Connecticut jobs 
impacted by this 

that you think will be positively 
legislation? 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Well you know it's always hard to say who's going to 
come to the table and -- and bid but I do believe that 
Connecticut has a -- a very robust clean energy market 
but that can also be a lot stronger. We're home to 
fuel cells and that is under -- you know a class one 
under this. We're also expanding the definition of 
class one to include a number of different other 
well a number of different types of energy -
electricity I should say including you know we have 
solar, wind, fuel. 

We're also including geothermal anaerobic digestion, 
biogas and other types of things that I think will -
will help. We've spoken to the agricultural community 
and we think that this -- this will help them as well. 
So you know in a number of ways I believe that the 
legislation we've been proposing not only in this bill 
but others in the energy and technology committee this 
year is very forward thinking. We're trying to think 
big. We're trying to make sure that whatever we do 
has an eye towards creating jobs and growing our 
economy in the long term. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McLachlan. 

SENATOR McLACHLAN: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Thank you, Senator Duff. I think that that should be 
our first and foremost responsibility. This bill -
if you're telling me positively impacts fuel cells in 
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Connecticut that's certainly important to my Senate 
district and Senator Witkos's Senate district where we 
have a number of fuel cell jobs here in Connecticut. 
I -- I'm -- I just want to be sure that -- that our 
policy if favoring as best we can Connecticut jobs 
first and because we are talking about essentially 
importing energy from other locales and that will 
certainly not be Connecticut jobs. 

Through you, Madam President, I want to share with 
Senator Duff my concern that I share with Senator 
Welch related to the 15 year contract. And I wonder 
Senator Duff, if you could clarify for us is there 
anywhere else in State energy regulation that calls 
for contracts of that length of time? 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Let me just also go back to the last question if I 
could because there was actually a very exciting 
groundbreaking on Friday in Bridgeport for a project 
150 project that is literally going to create many 
jobs in the City of Bridgeport that a partnership with 
many different entities. 

We have lots of solars, lots of you know other types 
of class one that are creating hundreds of jobs around 
the State. We've done that through some of the work 
we did -- this Legislature did a few years ago under 
the leadership of Senator Fonfara in the Energy 
Committee the Governor and Commissioner Esty with -
with putting together the SEFIA and kind of green 
bank. So I do think that there's lots of homegrown 
jobs and we're adding to that by this today. 

Now the question as to other -- in the regulations of 
the State of Connecticut any contracts that are up to 
15 years, I have no idea. I don't -- I don't have the 
regulations memorized in my head. And I would imagine 
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that as the market calls for things we do things and 
we try to do the best thing for ratepayers. Now again 
it's up to 15 years. It's not 15 years. 

And again as we talked a lot about this in the circle 
about the market and what we're -- the messages we're 
trying to send to the market we have -- we do have to 
send the message of stability. And it's up to the 
DEEP to procure those contracts at the best interest 
of the ratepayers with -- along with the Office of 
Consumer Council and along with the Attorney General's 
Office. 

So there are a number of different checks on this that 
I think will do it. And by the way the Legislature 
does have oversight ability and we'll use that 
oversight ability if -- and to determine whether or 
not everything was done in accordance with what we've 
talked about here today. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McLachlan. 

SENATOR McLACHLAN: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Thank you, Senator Duff. I'm afraid you didn't answer 
my question though and that is because the length of 
the contract I think is of grave concern to a number 
of people in this circle and perhaps also in the House 
as they get ready to debate this as well. I think the 
goals are important. 

I think that the idea of lowering rates is all very 
important but I think there still is concern certainly 
with m~ that the length of a contract so long locking 
in Connecticut residents, Connecticut ratepayers into 
a contract of that term seems to be exceptionally long 
and I'm trying to have a better understanding of why 
this industry is requiring us to have in legislation 
terminology that allows a 15 year contract. It -- it 
-- I'm not seeing it elsewhere in the business and so 



law/gbr 
SENATE 

001163 
46 

May 1, 2013 

I just want a better understanding why we're asking 
the Legislature to have that language. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Just let me repeat myself again that we feel and I 
believe the Department feels as well that if you have 
a contract that may be -- that gives them 
authorization to have a 15 year contract that the 
State of Connecticut would get a better -- get a 
better deal for ratepayers. Sometimes the short term 
contracts do not give the better deal for ratepayers. 
So that's why the language is up to 15 years and that 
are just and reasonable for ratepayers. And again not 
only does -- does DEEP does not do this unilaterally. 
You have the Office of Consumer Council and the 
Attorney General's Office have -- have a piece of this 
as well to review that. And the Legislature has 
oversight ability. 

So I understand the Senator's concerns however you 
can't have your cake and eat it too. At some point 
you've got to be able to say yes we're making a 
commitment and what is your best price for those 
commitments based on the number of years we have to 
commit to that. I will say again look at -- look at 
some of our hottest, coldest days when we pay those 
high costs for electricity. And we pay lots and lots 
of money for that. 

If we can get a contract, and I don't know that we can 
but just say that we can get a contract that helps us 
on those -- on those peak shaving days that's a long 
term contract then that can help save us energy 
because we're not using some of those city six power 
plants that we have that are in our districts then I 
think we have -- we have done a good thing. And we 
are -- we would then hopefully and most likely be 
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saving some money for the ratepayers because we've 
entered into some of those long term contracts. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McLachlan. 

SENATOR McLACHLAN: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Thank you, Senator Duff. Still perplexed. I think 
what I'm -- I'm asking is what is it in the industry, 
the energy industry specifically that is asking the 
State of Connecticut to allow for a 15 year contract? 
Why -- why is that business asking us to provide that 
now number one and number two without this language as 
being proposed today may a contract of 15 years be 
approved by the State of the State of Connecticut 
for -- as being proposed in this legislation without 
the legislation? 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

There's no -- there -- without this legislation 
there's no preferment ability so no there wouldn't 
the State would not be allowed to go out and do this 
right now. And secondly all the -- any -- and I don't 
want ta -- Senator McLachlan said a business. There's 
no a business out there. This -- there -- however 
anybody who's in the energy field would know that 
anything that you do whether you build a power plant 
or you have utility lines or whatever it is you build 
solar. 

All of this stuff costs money. It costs money to -
it's a lot of capital costs. So you've got to recover 
those costs at some point in some way and if you're 
ultimately going to get costs down for ratepayers and 
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-- and you have an entity or entities that actually 
want to deliver services to the State of Connecticut 
there has to be -- there has to be some sort of 
they are a business and they have to be able to 
recover their costs in a way. And if we can -- and so 
the idea is that the State would then be allowed to 
enter into contracts up to 15 years based on a 
business decision then. 

But again we're worried about what's best, just and 
reasonable for ratepayers and trying to get the best 
deal. And if the best deal is not there we're not 
going to do it but it is to get the best deal and let 
the marketplace work it out. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McLachlan. 

SENATOR McLACHLAN: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

And thank you, Senator Duff. I think you almost got 
what the -- the -- what I was looking to hear and I 
think what I'm hearing is that the supplier who is 
going to participate in this -- a process of energy 
supply to the State of Connecticut needs longer term 
contracts for stability. I think that's what I heard 
you say not in those words. 

And so the reason that I'm deducing from you answer ·is 
that these long term contracts are necessary for the 
industry -- businesses within the industry to have the 
stability for finance purposes to raise the capital 
necessary to participate in this industry here in 
Connecticut. I understand that. 

Spending a long time in the finance business I 
certainly understand stability is important for 
raising capital. I'm wondering though is this the 
right way to go about putting this requirement, this 
contract on the residents of Connecticut? So that's -
- that's the point I'm trying to get to. I understand 
the goal. I understand what we're trying to do here 
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and I like a lot of what -- what is before us in this 
legislation but I'm very uncomfortable with the long 
term contract. I think that the energy business is 
too volatile for us to be considering such long term 
contracts. And -- and I understand the catch 22 of 
that statement but the point is it goes back to the 
residents of Connecticut. 

If we are signing long term contracts is that truly in 
the best interest of the residents of Connecticut? 
And so I take pause and will continue to listen to the 
debate today but I'm hopeful I hear a clearer answer. 

One last question through you, Madam President. Is -
through you to Senator Duff, is hydro power the least 
expensive form of power that we're talking about today 
in this bill in category one? Is it hydro that's the 
cheapest way to produce electricity that we're talking 
about? 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Well large scale hydro is not class one. And small 
scale is -- is class one and that competes with 
everything else. We don't know what the cheapest will 
be because we haven't gone out to market yet. We 
haven't procured anything yet. We heard at our public 
hearing that some folks said that the potential 
possible line that's coming out of Maine Tradewinds or 
whatever it's called is -- could be -- could be at a 
certain kilowatt hour which might be cheaper than 
hydro. We don't know yet. 

Let's let the market dictate that which is the 
cheapest, what's best for ratepayers. If it is the 
whole hydro issue is moved out of the -- off the 
table. We don't even need it and hopefully we won't 
need it. But it's there in case as a trigger. So you 
know again as the Senator said before about the 
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contracts and the costs you know all I can tell you is 
that the cost of doing nothing will most likely -
because I don't want to say that everything is a 
hundred percent but I'm pretty sure about this, will 
raise rates. 

The cost of doing nothing will raise rates. So this 
is why this bill is so important because we'll let the 
market dictate what is the cheapest price for 
ratepayers. We're not here to pick winners and 
losers. We're here to pick what's best for the 
ratepayers of this State to get our prices down, to 
get the cleanest, cheapest and most reliable energy 
and make sure various groups out there are competing 
and competing in an open market. This is what this 
legislation sets us up to do. 

Thank you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McLachlan. 

SENATOR McLACHLAN: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Thank you, Senator Duff. I think I agree with 
everything you just said and -- and the -- again the 
only challenge that I have is the -- is the 15 year 
contract. I think we're all on the same page or 
certainly you and I are on the same page of what the 
ultimate goal here is and that is to lower the energy 
rates in Connecticut which we all know are the most 
expensive in the country depending upon who you talk 
to. 

Whatever they are whether we're first, second, or 
third as the most expensive rates it is unacceptable. 
I think this question that I had for you about hydro 
being the least expensive is another reason just to -
to be fully vetted on this proposal and for those of 
us who are the lay person of the energy industry and 
not experts like you are being the Chair of the 
committee and having studied this so -- so carefully 
over the last many months that the small amount of 
research that I've been able to do and I've followed 
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other alternative energy projects in the northeast. 
Namely one that I followed very carefully was Capewind 
and a very controversial project. 

It seems to be a great idea but environmentalists 
don't like Capewind because they don't want -- they 
don't want the windmills in the -- in the ocean off 
Cape Cod. But what I'm hearing is the Capewind costs 
for energy is three times average cost of energy. So 
alternative energy can be very expensive. And our 
race down the road of 15 year contracts for 
alternative energy that's very expensive I think we 
just need to be real clear on what we're doing. And -
- and I urge all of us to listen attentively to the 
rest of this conversation today because I think there 
are still a few unanswered questions. 

Thank you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

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

SENATOR MEYER: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

In my capacity as Senate Chair of the Environment 
Committee I have received a great deal of grief about 
this bill. That grief started on I think the day 
first came out and it continued right to just a few 
minutes ago. The environmental community in 
Connecticut does not like this bill. I like this bill 
and I want to try to explain to those of you who want 
to put the environment as a priority why this is good 
legislation and good policy. 

The original bill was of concern because it -- in 
using hydro power it would take -- take it away from 
the traditional renewable energies like solar and 
wind. And that was a concern to us. Senator Duff, 
the Energy Committee and Commissioner Esty agreed to a 
major revision of this bill. And as Senator Duff 
explained in his -- in his debate what -- what they 
did was there will be no hydro power under this as 
part of our energy package unless it's triggered, 
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unless it's 
traditional 

actually triggered by a lack of the 
renewables. 

The fact is that this bill grants the Department of 
Energy and Environmental Protection the discretion to 
allow only up to one percent of the class one target 
in years if there's a shortfall in the class one 
energy supply. And so that could be only a one 
percent use of hydro power in any given year with a 
cap of five percent total by the year 2020. So this 
was a major change and a major change for those of us 
who support the renewable energies like solar and 
wind. 

The bill contrary to what Senator McLachlan. was 
saying, the bill has a great benefit for the 
environmentalists and that is it -- it speaks to long 
term contracts for the purchase and use of renewable 
energies. Those long term contracts will guarantee to 
the State of Connecticut a good environment. The bill 
also permits us to do something that all of us in the 
environment community strongly support and that is 
reach the greenhouse gas reduction goal of ten percent 
by the year 2020. 

You remember in 2008 we passed a bill on global 
climate solutions that set that goal. The bill also 
does something else that is near and dear to 
environmentalists and that is it phases out the 
renewable energy credits that are now received by 
dirty biomass and dirty landfill projects. And the 
phasing -- the phasing out of those credits is very 
meaningful to those of us who put the environment in 
such a priority. 

I want to talk finally about cost. Connecticut we 
were told from studies is the second highest energy 
cost country -- state in the country. Hawaii is the 
first. We're the second. You talk to businesses as 
we all do and you hear what a deterrent that -- that 
high energy cost is to them. We have got to get 
serious if we're going to be serious about our economy 
and bringing down the cost of energy. In the mid-
1970s New York was facing exactly the same problem. I 
happened to be in the Legislature then. 
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We -- we were the second highest energy cost state in 
the United States in the mid-1970s. And Governor 
Rockefeller at the time looked at the situation over 
and said we can do one of two things to -- to 
dramatically bring down the cost of energy. We can 
either do hydro Quebec or we can go nuclear. Nuclear 
is a low cost form of energy. Nuclear was like today 
is very controversial. New York had one -- one 
nuclear plant and the citizenry really was not happy 
about expanding nuclear. And so what New York did in 
the mid-1970s it contracted with hydro Quebec and 
indeed the energy costs in New York came down 
dramatically. 

Now some 40 years later we're doing -- we're doing 
that hopefully with the passage of this bill and the 
signing by the Governor in bringing those costs down 
dramatically. I just want to say in conclusion that 
I'm pleased with the direction of this. I'm pleased 
with the flexibility by the Energy Committee and by 
Senator Duff in particular. I hope that one amendment 
will be made to this amendment next year and that is 
to add solar -- solar thermal. We have a great many 
constituents who are producing a lot of energy, not 
electricity but energy through solar thermal. Solar 
thermal is left out of this so we've got a task to do 
next year. 

Thank you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. Will you remark? Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Good afternoon, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Good afternoon, Sir. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Through you, I have a couple questions to the 
proponent of the bill. 
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Through you, to Senator Duff, !.was listening to your 
conversation with Senator McLachlan and one of the 
questions he asked you was in regard to -- well 
actually let me take a step back. You said in your 
comments that we don't want to manipulate the market 
we'd let.-- rather let the market dictate the prices 
of the energy and we don't want to pick winners and 
losers. 

So this is I guess where I'm headed because I have a 
little bit of confusion in regards to what this bill 
does and if it affecting the market at all or if we're 
truly allowing the market to work on its own. So my 
first question would be in regard to involving 
ourselves with the market. My understanding of this 
bill is that this hydro power that we're -- well 
actually the hydro power that we're talking about I 
believe you said is not a class one renewable but are 
we changing that classification in this legislation? 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Thank y~u, Senator, for your comments. No. Class one 
-- I'm sorry, if we used large scale hydro that is 
that is not -- they do not qualify for any type of 
renewable energy credits or anything like that but 
they would be -- they would be part of the RPS and one 
-- one percent a year for five years can be up to five 
percent of our RPS standards. 

Through you, Madam President. 
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And -- but do we then in this legislation have an 
agreement with a particular company that we are 
allowing them into the process or we are choosing them 
as a provider? 

Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Neither. We do not pick winners or losers. We may 
not even need large scale hydro. Again as I had said 
earlier depending on the procurement that is out there 
and how we -- how we fair in that procurement will 
depend on whether or not we need that at all. And as 
we heard in our public hearing if -- if wind say comes 
in at a very low price that pushes -- potentially push 
hydro. 

We have not had any conversations with anybody at any 
time, any particular company about use of their -
their particular product. And to, you know, I don't -
- I'm not -- I'm not saying you're suggesting that but 
that's not how we work here. We are -- we are letting 
DEEP have a prqcurement and they will let -- determine 
what is the best, just and reasonable for ratepayers. 

Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 
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The·only -- the reason I ask that question is because 
I've heard the reference to hydro Quebec throughout 
the building and I think Senator Meyer just mentioned 
them by name a few minutes ago. So that's where my 
question comes from whether we are soliciting or 
picking this particular company because it was 
mentioned in the circle just a couple of minutes ago. 

Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

I'm just going to go back to the remarks I made 
earlier about how the whole process works. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Okay. Thank you, Madam President. 

When we say we're not picking winners and losers there 
was some talk in our caucus about biomass and I'm not 
really too familiar with that technology but I wanted 
-- I wanted to ask you if that particular industry is 
being phased out or would be phased out by the 
Commissioner's discretion in this legislation? 

Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 
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The answer is no because section three requires that a 
biomass facility to qualify as a class one renewable 
energy source has to use a sustainable biomass fuel 
and they have to be part of the PPA and that allows 
them to be part of the class one. If they choose not 
to be part of the PPA then they will potentially 
receive credits through I think it's class two or 
class three. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

If -- if this particular industry is not part of that 
PPA as you mentioned and that supply is out of the 
market would that push our rec prices up? 

Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

I don't think I can answer that because the rec prices 
are determined by the market. So this -- I don't 
think that we in the circle could make that 
determination what would happen with the rec prices. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 
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And then -- Thank you, Madam President and through you 
to Senator Duff. 

When you said doing nothing would raise rates what do 
you mean by that? 

Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

I think I qualified that before I said it will raise 
rates. But what I'm saying is that there's 
potentially for more ACP that we have. There's 
potential that we may -- we may not then be able to 
procure peak load or do any kind of peak shaving. 
There's the potential that if we --we could get lots 
of class one regionally we couldn't procure with our -
- some of our neighbors. We couldn't get that at a 
better price for the residents of the State of 
Connecticut. 

So I think there's lots of things in here that set us 
up for potential either rate savings or prevention of 
rates going up. Nobody can ever make a guarantee as 
to anything how things are going to go especially when 
you're working with market forces but I think that 
what we're trying to do here is to get that cleaner, 
cheaper, more reliable energy. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you. And one last question through you to 
Senator Duff, if I may, Madam President. 
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THE CHAIR: 

Please proceed, Sir. 

SENATOR ~E: 

Thank you. What does this legislation potentially do 
to any of our instate companies right now that may be 
affected by this legislation? Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Thank you, Senator, for that question. I believe that 
what it does is it will -- well we're going to be 
looking at -- we're going to be not only looking in
state, we're going to be looking regionally but I do 
believe that any of our biomass plants are -- are 
newer and have made investments and so therefore will 
have the ability to compete especially for class one. 
And I think that that helps our State. It helps grow 
jobs in the State. 

Again as I had mentioned earlier we receive about 40 
percent of our class one out of -- in another state. 
And on top of that our class one is 76 percent of 
biomass which is mostly coming from out of state. I'm 
not quite sure how that helps our jobs and our economy 
here in the State of Connecticut. I do believe though 
that if we have -- we do have other biomass plants 
that have made investments and have grown jobs here in 
the State that we want to grow jobs and continue to 
grow jobs here in the State of Connecticut. 

This legislation could potentially help them if they 
decide to play by the framework that we've set up in 
this legislation. Nobody's getting a guarantee. We 
wouldn't want it to be that way but we do have 
companies that have -- have made good investments in 
their plans and that's a good thing and under this 
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legislation that the -- they would be able to be part 
of this process. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

And just one last question because you struck 
something in my mind, that you mentioned how many of 
the companies that you talked about are out of state 
but how does this legislation help promote in state 
companies to grow when we are choosing power to come 
from out of state and we're choosing more ham -- we're 
hamstringing these particular companies that I -- we 
were just talking about. Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Well I think it's all -- it's our goal to have cleaner 
energy and to do it in a way that is cheaper for 
ratepayers. And if that -- the companies that are in 
the State have made many of those investments already 
so I'm -- again I don't want to hedge and say that 
they will get something because I don't know that. 
I'm not part of the procurement so I can't make that 
kind of statement but I think that based on some of 
the -- some of the actions that they've made over the 
last few years with regard to the investments they've 
made and some of the policy decisions we've made as a 
body either today or in the past they -- they should 
be -- the should look at themselves and say look we've 
done some of the hard work. 

What we don't want is we don't want some of the dirty 
biomass that's been coming in out of state lining up -



001178 
61 law/gbr 

SENATE May 1, 2013 

- lining other people's pockets some of whom are out 
in the hallway right now who were from out of state. 
That's not what we want. We want to have it -- we 
want to have these plants that are in-state that are -
- that are providing energy for us and that I think 
could do it hopefully be part of the procurement. 
Again with the -- the class one if they're part of the 
purchase power agreement and they're part of that RFP 
from the State then they should be able to compete. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

And one last question if I may, what about the 
recycling --

THE CHAIR: 

That's the second last question, Sir. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Well you know every time I ask a question one other 
one pops up in my head. I have that problem, Madam 
President. It's just a very inquisitive person. The 
-- see I lost my train of thought -- recycling 
companies in -- located in the State of Connecticut, 
how does this bill affect recycling companies in the 
State of Connecticut? 

Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 
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That's a good one. Through you, Madam President, I 
don't think that it affects recycling companies in any 
way, shape or form. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

I mean more like trash to energy. Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

As far as I know they are not included in this bill in 
any way. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

I thank Senator Duff for his answers. 

THE CHAIR: 

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

SENATOR BOUCHER: 

Thank you, Madam President and good afternoon to you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Good afternoon. 
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SENATOR BOUCHER: 

Through you, Madam Chair -- Madam President. 

Just a couple of questions if I could please to the 
proponent of the bill. It was stated that the bill is 
trying hard not to pick winners and losers and that in 
fact this particular process does not going to place 
unless needed the 15 year contract aspect. So just to 
confirm through you, Madam President, the 
understanding is that there's no engagement of a 15 
year contract until in such time that the State deems 
that it needs to. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff, do you want to share your mic with the 
Senator -- Senator Boucher. Thank you. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. Pardon me for sidebar 
here. 

For class one or large scale hydro that is -- the 
effective day for that is July 1, 2013. And so that 
could -- that could happen -- I'm sorry, for class one 
anyway it's for on or after July 1, 2013 that they 
will go out for the -- for the -- do the procurement. 
And then depending on where that comes in depending on 
whether or not the Department procures and goes out 
for large scale hydro. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Boucher. 

SENATOR BOUCHER: 

Thank you, Madam President. 
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So in essence this 15 year contract could essentially 
go in effect for a class one procurement right as July 
1, 2013 at the end of this fiscal year and the start 
of the next. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Well again it -- it -- the effective date is soon and 
it's -- there is peer review and also with the OCC and 
the Attorney General's Office so there is that ability 
for them to go out there and procure that. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Boucher. 

SENATOR BOUCHER: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

I really appreciate the clarification on this because 
I was really trying to get my head around the comment 
that the State is not trying to pick winners and 
losers. And it -- in that effect then would we also 
be providing that same advantage to any of our other 
wind, solar and so forth a 15 year guaranteed contract 
because from the conversation that we've had this 
afternoon it appears that we need stability for these 
types of energy sources and alternatives to -- to 
really become successful. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 
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Thank you. I was listening so intently to Senator 
Boucher but I didn't hear a question at the end of 
that so I'm going to ask her to repeat it. 

THE CHAIR: 

Would you reframe the question? 

SENATOR BOUCHER: 

Yes, certainly, Madam President. I was just asking if 
there was also the ability for a 15 year contract for 
other alternative energy companies such as solar. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Let's see here. I believe so. 
the ability to -- to do that. 
years actually. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Boucher. 

SENATOR BOUCHER: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Yes, 
Yes. 

there would be 
For up to 20 

That is very helpful. So in other words we -
everyone's on the same playing field. They have the 
ability for those contracts. That's good to know. 
Many have thrown around the question of why 15 years 
particularly in an industry that is very well funded 
and has been in operation for many years. I do 
understand and I know that our good Chair has been 
Chair of the Banks Committee and has probably also 
seen that most private capital, private equity 
companies that invest in all sorts of technologies, 
particularly in energy lock up their investment for at 
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least 12 years before they are able to illicit the 
kind of profit that they need to get out of that 
particular funding and go on to something else. 

So I understand the need for that not only in creating 
stability but also in satisfying their funders as 
well. I believe that some of the controversy around 
this bill and why so many environmental groups seem to 
have issue is that not so much I believe that they are 
opposing this or at least that's what I've been told, 
opposing the idea of hydroelectric. And probably 
support it and have supported it over time. 

But I think what they're concerned about is that this 
particular program was really designed for these 
smaller start up and difficult to get on the ground 
but very expensive alternatives and when they see such 
a large player coming into this they sense that there 
will be a small pot for them to be able to function 
and in some cases some of them feel so much at risk 
that they might actually have to go out of business. 

And that's not creating that stability for new and 
fledgling industry to even make the attempt of getting 
the funding to get started because they're not quite 
sure what's going to happen next, if the wool will be 
pulled out from underneath them by some very large, 
well established competitor. But I -- I do understand 
the purpose of the bill and I thank the good Chairman 
for his good answers. 

Thank you very much, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. Will you remark? Will you remark? 
Senator Cassano. 

SENATOR CASSANO: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

I just wanted to make a couple brief remarks. Several 
have expressed the concern about the time -- the 
length of time of contracts and so on. It's nice 
being number one. We like to be number one but 
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unfortunately we're number one in a lot of things we 
don't like being number one in such as the cost of 
energy. I can recall several years ago as -- as a 
deputy mayor working with a large firm that was 
building a mall in Manchester. And when they told us 
the timeframes and the length of tax abatements and so 
on there was great concern. Too much time and too 
much money. 

But the fact is very simply in order to regain an 
investment after you have spent millions of dollars to 
build what you're building you need time to gain that 
investment back. In good faith we went forward and we 
built the Buckland Mall. And following that 
commitment all up and down Buckland Street and other 
streets around there we saw the Home Depots and the 
Lowes and the grocery stores and the other kinds of 
stores that followed. 

All with the same situation that I'm going to invest 
in this but I'm going to invest in this I need to make 
money in the long term so they-- they know that it's 
going to take time. And so the contractors literally 
had time periods of five, seven years and so on to 
help recoup. This is no different. We are a very 
expensive State. We keep hearing it time after time 
after time that people leave here because of the cost 
of energy. We need to do everything not a thing but 
everything possible to reduce those energy costs. And 
if this is step one of many of those steps we need to 
do it. Thank you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. Senator Markley. 

SENATOR MARKLEY: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

This is a complex issue and an issue of tremendous 
importance and I hesitate to speak on it at all 
lacking the expertise really to feel confident in -
in my facts and the basis of what I'm going to say but 
I also feel impelled to comment in part because I have 
something to say that is perhaps a little different 
from some of the things that have been expressed. 
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I'll say that I share the concerns that I think 
Senator McLachlan stated quite effectively about the 
commitment. Although I understand exactly what 
Senator Cassano has just said in terms of saying if 
you want -- if you want savings, if you want somebody 
to get involved you've got to give them a long term 
commitment. I can understand both sides of that 
issue. 

It's still 15 years in a rapidly changing field seems 
like a long time to me. I have concerns I'll just 
mention in passing about the equitable treatment of 
geothermal providers and biomass providers who I think 
feel not without reason that the rules have been 
changed on them to some extent after they've already 
started into the game when they in fact have made a 
commitment to try and provide energy under the -
under the terms that we set for them. 

But I guess I'll say above all I have concerns about 
our entire direction of our energy policy. And in 
this I have -- I perhaps as I sometimes do fail to be 
either a predictable conservative or a predictable 
liberal. I don't think that the answer is necessarily 
in drilling deeper or -- or more widely nor am I 
convinced that technologies are going to emerge that 
are going to solve our energy problems. I think we 
had a tremendous expansion in America, a period of 
fantastic wealth accumulation which was driven by the 
easy access of an extremely efficient source of energy 
in petroleum. And that phase of our national I think 
has ended. 

I think that we will never find a source of -- of fuel 
-- a fuel source, an energy source as -- as effective 
as petroleum was when we could get it easily. Now we 
get into a situation where it's more and more 
difficult for us to extract what it is we need and the 
cost of it -- the cost of it not simply in dollars and 
cents but the cost of it in energy invested to capture 
the energy that we're then going to use becomes 
steeper and steeper and that's a great concern to me. 
I don't think there are easy solutions to the position 
that we're in. 

I guess one thing I would say is it seems to me that 
any energy policy we undertake has to begin by 
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concentrating on finding us ways to use less energy 
that using less energy is a much cheaper way to 
continue to go forward than -- than making great 
expenditures to find new sources of energy. Somewhat 
on that topic I do have a couple of questions for the 
proponent of the bill, Madam President, and I put 
these forward with apologies if they have been 
addressed before because I've been out of the Chamber 
for part of the debate but I -- they won't be lengthy 
questions. 

THE CHAIR: 

Please proceed, Sir. 

SENATOR MARKLEY: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Through you, let me ask something that I've heard two 
different opinions on and I will take the -- the 
Chair's word as being the -- the final decision. In 
order to bring this energy down from hydro Quebec in 
fact if that happens is it going to be necessary to 
construct any additional power lines either in the 
short or the long term because we're talking 
relatively long term if we're talking about a possible 
15 year commitment, either here in Connecticut or some 
at points north between here and the source of the 
energy? 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Yes. They would have to be -- we would have to 
connect ourselves to them. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Markley. 
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If I could just follow up slightly on that, Madam 
President. How involved -- could you -- could you 
characterize or give a brief description of what will 
be involved and how -- how expensive and time 
consuming not in absolute terms but on a relative 
scale. I'll take any answer that -- that the good 
Chair will offer. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

How long it will take? One never knows. There have 
been plans out there I guess if we're talking about 
one -- the -- the line from -- through New Hampshire 
and New York but you know who knows again if that's 
that's -- they ultimately are somebody who we do 
business with. We don't know. It -- it -- there's a 
lot of local control and other places and it's -- it's 
a far bigger question than somebody in this body is -
has the ability to answer. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Markley. 

SENATOR MARKLEY: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Thank you for the answer. Let me ask another question 
while I have the proponent on his feet, through you, 
Madam President, which is how confident are we about 
the integrity of the electrical grid which exists here 
in this State in terms of its ability to last over the 
life and -- the life of such a contract. Again 
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something that I hear concerns expressed about but I'm 
not expert enough to assess myself. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

We'll have to get the good Senator on Energy and 
Technology Committee soon to dive into these issues. 
But I would say that the stability of the -- of the 
Connecticut grid is much stronger now than it was 
maybe five or six years ago and that is probably 
through the -- through the addition of the 345 KV 
lines, the ones that all happen to go through Norwalk 
for some particular reason. And that -- that gave me 
a quick read and learning on energy policy here in the 
State but then there's also a line from Norwalk to 
Stamford. 

We pay federally mandated congestion charges because 
of the fact that we kind of -- we do kind of back up a 
little bit like I-95 or I-84 in your case at times. 
But some of that we pay a lot less than we did before. 
And that's something we continually work on which is 
to -- to not have those congestion charges here in the 
State of Connecticut which is why we look for various 
sources of energy and why again clean energy and -
and solar and wind is very important to us in-state as 
well and the some -- the instate biomasses are very 
important to us as well. 

You know we don't have coal. We don't have oil wells. 
We don't have gas that we can have in our State. We 
are a net importer of energy so we have to look for 
all the best ways we can diversify that energy source 
-- those energy sources and move it in ways that is 
efficient so we don't pay those congestion charges. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Markley. 
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SENATOR MARKLEY: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Further brief question, through you. Is there 
anything in this bill which -- I know it certainly has 
been something that's been a concern of the energy 
committee and legislation has come out to this end. 
Is there anything in this bill which would 
specifically make an attempt to find ways to reduce 
overall energy consumption? 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Well it depends on how you define energy consumption. 
If you say that you know we're going to -- we're going 
to do more in solar or anaerobic digestion and -- and 
wind and you know traditional energy, there's a 
possibility. But we also have another bill coming up, 
6360 which is the -- from the Governor's comprehensive 
strategy that was through a bill that we did two years 
ago that we will hope to reduce some of our electrical 
usage in the State of Connecticut. 

But I will say also that for -- for our State we 
conserve a lot. We -- we -- we were probably one of 
the highest when it comes to our -- our conservation 
from the standpoint of you know the best is when we 
don't use it. But so I think you know in lots of ways 
we're ahead of the curve and ahead of most other 
states but we can do a lot more and it depends on how 
we strategically place some of those investments. For 
instance we just did the -- made modifications to the 
commercial PACE program. That will help businesses 
reduce their usage as well. Simple things that we can 
do that way. 
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A bill we voted on last -- last week that tax exempts 
some clean energy sources. That can help because that 
will incent more of that in our State as well. So you 
know it's -- nothing is done here especially in the 
Energy Committee nothing is done on its own on an 
island. We're trying to do things that make sense and 
build a foundation for better, cheaper, more reliable 
energy in the State of Connecticut. 

Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Markley. 

SENATOR MARKLEY: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

And -- and unless my mind is jogged like Senator 
Kane's has often been this will be my last question, 
is have we in the course of this -- has the Department 
undertaken analysis of energy return on energy 
investment? In other words, you mentioned for 
instance the -- the construction that might necessary 
of -- of lines to bring the -- the electricity down 
from Quebec. You know when you think about the amount 
of energy that's expended in construction projects 
like that and heavy equipment and the felling of 
trees, the building of viaducts, whatever is 
necessary, erecting poles, roads to go into the area 
and both to construct and maintain these types of 
lines. Is that energy expenditure estimated for 
purposes of seeing what the net energy return is of a 
construction project like this? 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 
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I think if I'm understanding your question correctly, 
Senator, you know we're looking at -- we're looking at 
the price that we can get for consumers. You know the 
generators or the distributors of that energy has to 
make those determinations whether it's a good return 
on their investment. We're only looking at it as 
what's the -- what's just and reasonable for 
ratepayers here in the State of Connecticut. 

So for instance if we go out to bid and take wind for 
example they've been coming in at 20 cents a kilowatt. 
Well that may -- that's probably not just and 
reasonable for our ratepayers. However we find 
another project that maybe is eight cents, I'm just 
making up numbers, then maybe that is just and 
reasonable for ratepayers. So I think that that all 
depends you know how we have to look at it in our way. 
I think those who make those or bill ~hose have to 
look at it in their own business way. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Markley. 

SENATOR MARKLEY: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Thank you very much, Senator Duff, for your answers. 
But -- yeah and I think that's a reasonable way to 
look at it is to say that the -- to some extent the 
cost -- the energy costs involved in the acquisition 
of these sources is taken up in -- in the price that 
we pay for it. It still as a global question I think 
that the amount that we have to invest -- the amount 
of energy that we have to invest in order to produce 
the -- in order to get the energy out of the ground or 
convert it out of the sunlight or however we get it 
from is something that we have to -- we have to keep 
in mind. 

I will not have any more questions for -- for the 
Senator at this point. I just have a few words to say 
about the bill generally. As I said I think that we 
have to confront the fact that energy is going to 
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become more and more expensive no matter what we do. 
I don't think that there's any way for us to escape 
that and I think that we are right to look for every 
source that we can but we have to see which way this 
game is going. And the sooner we do that the less the 
crunch is going to be when the costs become even more 
burdensome and when the possibility comes that the 
energy is not as available as we had expected it to 
be. 

And I think we're going to see a profound change in 
this country before too long. We have both a 
diminishing resource in petroleum which we've been so 
dependent and we have a growing world that is becoming 
-- come to share our appetites for that kind of 
energy. I don't know how much Connecticut can do as a 
State to get out of that -- that -- that bind if I'm 
right that we're in a bind. It's -- because it's 
going to be a worldwide bind in my opinion. I'd also 
say that we need to think very seriously about what 
the costs are of extracting the energy that's left 
there. I'm not -- I'm not convinced -- and we talk 
about clean energy I'd say there's no such thing as 
clean energy. 

Windmills are as clean a thing as we can imagine when 
you see them sitting there on the mountainside but 
what we have to take into account is the environmental 
damage that's done in China where we go to get the 
rare earth elements that are necessary for those 
windmills. And it is a profound effect. This -- the 
same thing applies to -- to many of the other things 
that we have to manufacture in order to capture this 
energy, that the very process of manufacturing them is 
producing waste which to some extent make their 
apparent cleanliness an illusion. 

I'd also say that -- that we have to make sure that we 
have a reliable grid in place that in some ways I 
think that the -- the focus "of what Senator Duff 
reassuringly said improvements that have been made 
right here in Connecticut. That focus has to be 
maintained. Whatever else we do we've had a tendency 
as politicians let's say not to want to invest in our 
existing infrastructure but to wish to do more things, 
to do new things that have a ribbon in front of them 
that we can cut. 
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And I think that the first priority should be as a -
if I can speak very much as a conservative to take 
care of what we've got and that this electrical grid 
is vulnerable and it's aging and we have to make sure 
that we take good care of it. And I hope to see that 
concern and focus on that coming out of the 
Department, the DEEP going forward. I thank the 
Senator for his work on this very complicated issue. 
I hope that perhaps I will have the chance to join him 
on the Energy Committee someday. I would be very 
interested to. I think it's as pressing an issue 
practically as we have although they all seem -- they 
all seem pressing when we're debating them. 

Thank you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. Will you remark? Senator Fasano. 

SENATOR FASANO: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Madam President, first of all I'd like to say thank 
you to Senator Duff and Senator Chapin for their work 
and to do DEEP for their work on this bill primarily 
because this -- energy is a very tough and complicated 
issue. The answers are not always in front of you and 
they're not always certain. And while I appreciate 
the efforts in this bill I have concerns about this 
bill that I'd like to address and through perhaps 
Senator Duff I could ask a question or two as we go 
along. So my first question to Senator Duff, through 
you, Madam President, is in line six we change the 
word from energy to electricity. And I'm wondering 
why we narrowed the field from energy to electricity. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 
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Madam President, that was intended because for our RPS 
standards we use electricity to count towards class 
one and we thought that was ,the -- through some of the 
hearings, the meetings that was the best way to move 
forward on for class one was to define it more 
specifically as energy -- as electricity rather than 
energy. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fasano. 

SENATOR FASANO: 

Through you, Madam President, to Senator Duff. 

Would that mean that the possibility for those who use 
class one to generate heat for instance would now be 
excluded from the benefits of the paragraph alluding 
to class one? 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Yes, that would be if -- if it's -- you know 
ratepayers are paying for the -- the cost of the -- of 
the credits and -- electric customers are. So it's -
it's really appropriate that electric is in class one 
not just any types of energy though I will say that 
the leadership of the committee has committed to 
looking at some point in the future all different 
types of people who want to be kind of at the class 
one table to determine whether or not what we should 
be doing based on where the -- where the market may be 
going in the future. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fasano. 
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SENATOR FASANO: 

Thank you, Madam President, and through you. 

With respect to the class one if I am identified under 
the that is -- or existing law I should say and I am a 
-- a geothermal person and I am under class one under 
the old definition what now -- and I just generated 
heat not electricity, what now would I not be entitled 
to under the new bill that I was entitled to before? 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

I don't believe and I'll look this way but I don't 
believe geothermal was ever in the class one or that 
they're now in a class one for electricity generating. 
That was an addition we made through this legislation. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fasano. 

SENATOR FASANO: 

So let's say solar that was a class one. If used 
solar to generate heat by using solar panels to 
generate heat in my house what would I have been 
entitled to under current law that I'm not by virtue 
of that change? It you know. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

I'm sorry I didn't -- I lost you. 

THE CHAIR: 
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You know I'm having a difficulty too and I don't know 
why today listening to you on the microphone. But 
what -- under class one current law if I was solar and 
I was generating energy, let's say heat for a house 
what would I no longer be entitled to generating heat 
under the new bill versus the old bill? 

Through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

I'm going to get -- we're all going to get lessons in 
class one and how this all works. But if you had heat 
-- solar heat for your house -- we have -- we have 
solar thermal in some other legislation that we either 
did already or are pending but if you had it for your 
house I don't -- I don't know that it would-- you 
would be affected by this legislation that we are -- I 
will get -- I will clarify that but if they were in 
there now and they're -- they're not any longer I 
don't -- I don't -- I just don't think this is -- well 
maybe it is a big change but I guess I would just say 
that they're just no longer in class one any -- any 
longer. 

So it's -- it -- we -- the definitional changes is 
because ratepayers are paying for the electricity -- I 
mean the electric ratepayers are paying for it which 
is why when we're going to change some of these 
definitions it's appropriate that the ratepayers are 
getting the electricity back and that's why we're 
including the class one. 
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I guess I'm just trying to better understand by 
changing energy to electricity in this new bill 
we're changing current law from energy to electricity 
which I think we can agree is a more narrow 
definition. What is it that -- what is it that we are 
taking away from people that they're are doing now 
with class one energy that they'll no longer get a 
benefit should this bill pass? 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

I think maybe we're looking at it differently because 
I'm not so sure that we're taking anything away as 
we're adding because we have added the definition 
added to the definition of class one including -- and 
again you know we'll talk about the energy and 
electricity but we've added in geothermal, anaerobic 
digestion, landfill methane gas possibly, that may 
have already been in there and biogas derived from 
biological sources. So you know we have -- we have 
also expanded on what we consider class one at the 
same time. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fasano. 
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Madam President, it seems to me though if we're making 
a change from energy to electricity it's got to have a 
moment, it's got to have a reason for that change to 
define. While I recognize that most of the 
conversation about this -- around this bill dealt with 
a electrical point of view my concern is if we're 
talking about trying to encourage renewables and 
trying to encourage the use of solar and wind why we 
would then take that for the purposes of this bill and 
remove any benefits to doing energy issues and say 
only if it applies to electricity and leave all the 
other sources of energy out if our true reason is to 
look and encourage reusable energy if you would, solar 
and wind why we would narrowly define it just to 
electricity. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Madam President, we -- I can tell the good Senator and 
I'm sure you know as well that as a leader on your 
side of the aisle that there is a long line of people 
who come to our offices every year looking for 
something and looking for credits or looking for to be 
part of as we call class one the cool kids table. And 
you know the rate -- electric ratepayers pay for these 
credits and there are only so many credits to go 
around and we do want to incent the type of energy to 
bring down those electric costs. And you know it's a 
policy call for us. 

And I believe we're making the right policy call. So 
I mean we can debate whether or not it's the right one 
or wrong one but it is a policy call. And you know 
when you have a resource that's finite such as these 



• 
001199 

law/gbr 
SENATE 

82 
May 1, 2013 

credits we have to then make a decision as to where 
we're going to use -- utilize those credits in the 
best manner. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fasano. 

SENATOR FASANO: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

I appreciate the candor of that answer. At least I 
understand why we narrowly defined the rule. You know 
one of the things in Connecticut that we get 
criticized about is we're always changing the rules in 
Connecticut whether it's a tax rule, whether it's 
conveyance. No matter what it is we -- we sort of 
embark upon one method and then we make a U turn and 
go the other way which brings me to some of the 
questions you were asked with respect to biomass. And 
I -- I think Senator Markley and Senator Kane and 
others, Senator McLachlan perhaps have asked questions 
on this biomass. 

And it seems to me that we encouraged biomass at some 
point and there are a few facilities in Connecticut 
that relied upon that. And now we've said over a 
period of time that we are going to reduce the credits 
to those biomass facilities over time. If you have an 
existing contract we're not going to interfere with it 
but we will reduce the credits from this point 
forward. Is that a correct understanding generally of 
what the bill says? 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 
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I -- I would agree with the -- to your point the 
process though I probably stated it differently in the 
sense that we do say to our instate biomass that we do 
want them to compete but they've got to go through a 
process. We cannot guarantee anybody business. I 
don't think that that's the way anybody in this --you 
know we can't -- we can't give two -- two messages 
which is we want jobs in this State but we'll pay for 
it at any cost. 

We want jobs in this State but we want to also do it 
for the ratepayers in a way that is in the best 
interest of the ratepayers as well. And I think that 
we're trying to -- we're going to find that balance. 
We're saying that some of the older biomass plants 
that haven't had the upgrades, that haven't spent the 
money to bring themselves up today's standards 
especially those ones that are out of state, then 
either they have to come up or they're going to get 
shut out. 

But we do value the biomass plants that we have here 
in the State of Connecticut and I think that as I've 
said earlier we do want them to compete but we are not 
going to carve them out in their own way so that we -
they have a ticket here. We want them to compete with 
-- in a purchase agreement just like others so that we 
can get the best price for ratepayers. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fasano. 

SENATOR FASANO: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Madam President, I'm looking particularly at lines 110 
through 115. And in particular 111 through 115 it 
says on or before January 1, 2014 the Commissioner of 
Energy and Environmental Protections shall in 
developing or modifying an integrated resource plan in 
accordance with whatever shall establish a schedule to 
commence on January 1, 2015 for signing a gradually 
reduced renewable energy credit value to all biomass 
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and landfill methane gas facilities that qualify and 
it goes on. 

It seems to me there's just a blanket absent a 
contract currently in place which they can't touch. 
But if they're existing in the State of Connecticut 
there's just a blanket we're going to reduce it. It 
seems to me the purpose of that is to say we no longer 
believe this is the right place to go. And why -
while I respect that decision and certainly folks who 
know energy a lot better than me made that decision. 

My concern is there are certain businesses that relied 
back when in 2006 or -- I think it's 2006 but whenever 
we did relied back when that if I got folks together 
and I create a business and I got biomass going here 
are the credits that I would get with step 
transaction. This is the business that I am going to 
do. 

And in the stroke of an instant, less than six months 
the Legislature is saying whatever those rules are 
we're ending those rules be it over time, we're ending 
those rules and that U turn if you would bothers me 
because we've sent a message which people relied on 
and whether it worked or not we could argue. But if 
someone feels it doesn't work we've cut them off in 
saying that's it you're done over this period of time. 

And my concern is why we would we go one way and make 
such a drastic U turn and not protect those who put in 
money, created jobs based upon our say so and then we 
pull the rug out from -- from under them. I'm 
wondering whether or not that is -- that would make 
sense as a direction for the State with the 
alternative direction to be to grandfather those in 
that currently exist allowing them to continue on with 
the program why that would not make better sense. 

Through you, Madam President. 

That was a long way for a question. Wasn't it? 

THE CHAIR: 

I've lost you. Senator Duff. 
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SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

I'll try to give a short answer. The -- let me just 
bring you also to section three in a -- as we had 
talked about before which is some of these biomass 
plants if they decide to compete for the -- in the 
or go through the RFP -- respond to the RFP with the 
purchase -- purchase power agreement then they will 
then get class one recs still. 

If they choose not to do that then they would then go 
towards class three. Now some of these -- just also 
clarification, some of these plants have been online 
for a very long time. They have -- they've paid off. 
They don't need to be part of our RPS standards any 
longer. They can be part of the regular market if 
they'd like to I guess. And therefore based on what 
the needs are of the State we can increase or decrease 
those rec credits for them depending on what the 
market shows. So there -- there are you know two 
sections here that deal with the biomass. 

The section -- the previous section that I talked 
about that says that if they're part of the -- this 
PPA then they will still get their class one recs. If 
they're not and they -- they -- they're in section 
five and we haven't -- we are making a policy decision 
about certain biomass plants, they're not part of that 
then we will bring them on as necessary depending on 
how much other cleaner and cheaper energy sources we 
can get procured for the ratepayers of this State. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fasano. 

SENATOR FASANO: 

And through you, Madam President, would you agree that 
that section referred to changes the rules that 
initially were set out when these biomass plants were 
conceived in 2006? Would you concede that point? 
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Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

I shall concede. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fasano. 

SENATOR FASANO: 

Thank you. Thank you, Madam President. Madam 
President, I would ask the Clerk to call LCO 6346. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk. 

THE CLERK: 

LCO number 6346, Senate Amendment Schedule B offered 
by Senator Fasano. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fasano. 

SENATOR FASANO: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Madam President, I move the amendment and request 
permission to summarize. 

THE CHAIR: 

The motion is on adoption. Will you remark, Sir? 

SENATOR FASANO: 
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Thank you, Madam President. Madam President, what 
this amendment seeks to do is just say look I 
understand we've changed the course and conduct with a 
new game and I get that. But those that are already 
listed as a biomass class one and are registered under 
the rules previously adopted should continue to exist 
and what this does essentially grandfather those 
people in under the same rules. 

Now new people or other groups that come in would have 
to play by the new rules and that's fair enough. But 
this grandfathers those who exist and say the rules do 
not change as to you and I would look forward for a 
vote on the amendment and hopefully get it adopted. 

Thank you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Will you remark? Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Madam President, I respectfully rise to oppose the 
amendment. We have a -- a couple biomass plants here 
that have gone through the investments already that 
have cleaned themselves up, that have done the 
necessary work to -- I believe to compete and to 
receive class one recs. The ones that the good 
Senator is -- has in his amendment I believe would be 
for those out of state biomass plants that we're 
already sending our money to that we don't need to end 
our money to. So I would respectfully urge my 
colleagues to vote no when the roll vote is taken and 
be taken by roll call. Thank you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Seeing no objections. Senator Frantz. 

SENATOR FRANTZ: 

Thank you, Madam President. 
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I would like to stand in favor of the amendment for a 
variety of reasons the most important of which is 
this, is that we send a message every time we have a 
bill such as the underlying bill to the business 
community which far too often is -- is disappointing 
in their minds because what it calls for a changing of 
the rules from many years ago or in the case of for 
example film tax credits just a couple of years ago. 
The ground rules have been established. 

They've based their business model on it. They have 
conducted their business in good faith based on those 
conditions. And then low and behold in the stroke of 
a pen and yes maybe a little bit of debate we change 
the rules on them. That's -- that's simply a message 
we can't be sending out to the business community and 
it's one of the largest complaints that I've been 
receiving here in the last couple of years is that the 
rules change far too often. So I do stand in favor of 
the amendment and urge my colleagues to do the same. 

Thank you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. Will you remark? Will you remark? 
Senator Kelly. 

SENATOR KELLY: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

I just have a comment on the underlying amendment and 
that is in this economy with the stubborn unemployment 
and the need for jobs which is so important to 
Connecticut's families that today Connecticut, our 
government doesn't have money to solve every problem. 
But what we do have is the ability to be consistent. 
We have the opportunity to treat people who rely on 
our conduct the same way. 

And one of the ways we can demonstrate that to the 
people who create jobs is to not with the stroke of a 
pen take away and change the rules on them. So this 
amendment would allow the rules to remain consistent 
while we enact laws to better deals with our electric 
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and energy going forward. So I would urge support of 
the amendment. Thank you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Will you remark? Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Madam President, again I just rise for the second time 
to oppose this amendment. Just for clarification many 
of these biomass plants that this is seeking to cover 
were built before we even had RPS standards. They've 
been paid off already. The investment's been paid off 
already. Lots of times we as a body make changes 
based on technology. We talked about this earlier 
about how technology may change and how we need to be 
prepared for that, how we need to make sure that we 
are -- we are providing the cleanest energy to our 
constituents and the most reliable and the cheapest 
and all that. 

And this amendment does not get us there. In fact I 
think this amendment is nothing more than a -- than a 
giveaway for -- for companies who are out of state, 
people who have lined their pockets in creating energy 
for us here in the State of Connecticut. And you know 
I -- I think this is -- this -- while I respect my 
colleague for bringing it forward I vehemently am 
opposed to this amendment on the basis that we are 
we are doing nothing more than trying to help people 
who don't need to be helped who are out of state, who 
have really frankly contributed nothing to the State 
of Connecticut and -- and I don't think we need to 
reward them with some sort of a -- a carve out that -
that brings them back into the fold. 

They can -- if they want to bring their power plants 
up to the standards -- the standards that we have for 
2013 they're more than welcome to and we would 
certainly encourage that. 

Thank you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 
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Thank you. Will you remark? Will you remark? If 
not, Mr. Clerk, will you call a roll call vote. The 
machine will be open. 

THE CLERK: 

Immediate roll call has been ordered in the Senate. 
Immediate roll call has been ordered in the Senate. 

THE CHAIR: 

If all members voted, all members have voted the 
machine will be closed. 

Mr. Clerk, will you please call the tally. 

THE CLERK: 

Senate Amendment Schedule B for Senate Bill 1128: 

Total Number Voting 32 
Necessary for Adoption 17 
Those voting Yea 12 
Those voting Nay 20 
Those absent and not voting 4 

THE CHAIR: 

The amendment fails. Will you remark further? 
Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. Madam President, I have a 
-- if the Clerk would call an amendment please, LCO 
number 6377 and I'd be allowed to summarize. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk. 

THE CLERK: 

LCO number 6377, Senate Amendment Schedule Coffered 
by Senators Duff and Fasano. 



• 
001208 

law/gbr 
SENATE 

91 
May 1, 2013 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you. I move adoption. 

THE CHAIR: 

Motion is on adoption. Will you remark, Sir? 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. The -- this is a simple 
amendment. The only change is to section seven is 
that it adds a requirement that the public utility 
regulatory authority do a public hearing as part of 
its review of the contracts for hydro. It's a very 
simple. I believe it adds another layer of -- of 
public participation and I urge my colleagues to 
support it. 

Thank you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Will you remark? Will you remark? Senator Fasano. 

SENATOR FASANO: 

Thank you, Madam President. Madam President, I rise 
to support the amendment. Madam President, one of the 
-- I think this helps the bill along because it gives 
a right for the public to be involved when they 
finally get -- if there ever is a contract to allow 
people to weigh in on the contract. It's a good 
sunlight bill if you would, Madam President. So I 
support the amendment. Thank you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Will you remark? Will you remark? If not, all those 
in favor of the amendment please say aye. 

SENATORS: 
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Aye. 

THE CHAIR: 

Opposed. The amendment passes. 

Will you remark? Senator Fasano. 

SENATOR FASANO: 

Thank you, Madam President. 
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Madam President, I appreciate the last amendment 
because it certainly helps the bill but I have some 
very serious concerns about this energy bill. Madam 
President, as I mentioned before we head down one path 
and then we change the course. Now this energy bill 
says we're only going to do electricity in class one 
renewables not energy. I think that's the wrong 
policy for the State. 

If we believe that we need to work with renewables you 
need to open up the class so you get more people 
trying to do the technology. Madam President, another 
problem with this bill that really strikes me is the 
15 year contract provision in the -- in the pending 
bill. Let me tell you a couple reasons. Number one, 
there's nothing that prohibits DEEP from doing a 15 
year contract, absolutely nothing in the statute. 

By not being prohibited from doing it that means 
they're able to do it so then someone has to say well 
why would you put it in the bill if you're able to do 
it. The only conclusion I can draw from that is by 
putting it in the bill the Legislature has set a 
policy that we want you to look at 15 year contracts. 
Well why would someone search for that? Let me give 
you an example of why I think so. 

Two issues. One that was mentioned I think by Senator 
Boucher would be the ability to have banking loans or 
borrow money to do something like bring power lines or 
-- or do upgrades. Why I believe that's important 
since the ability of DEEP to do that before this new 
law was always there I can't believe that's the real 
reason. So it's got to be that by saying you're 
allowed up to 15 years and argue that's the policy of 
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the Legislature if you do take the 15 years and the 
energy climate changes, you blame us. Because we said 
please, please go up to 15 years and institute a 
policy. 

Madam President, I think it was just five years ago we 
were talking about putting a liquid natural gas 
facility called Broadwater in the middle of Long 
Island Sound. And we were talking that the reason why 
we had to put this L and G facility in Long Island 
Sound was natural gas prices were going through the 
roof, the supply was low, the demand was high, 
businesses and people were running to support the L 
and G project not only here in Long Island Sound but 
Louisiana, in Florida, off of California, 
Massachusetts, all over the place were putting these L 
and G facilities because we needed natural gas. Six 
years later natural gas because of technology has gone 
down. 

I read an article, they don't know what to do with the 
L and G facilities which are hundreds of millions of 
dollars to build. They can't figure out a use for 
these facilities. They've abandoned the ports that 
house these facilities. W~y? Technology changes 
life. We would -- none of us have the same cell phone 
probably older than seven years. None of us have the 
same computer older than probably five years. Senator 
Guglielmo has the same cell phone by the way for ten 
years but other than Senator Guglielmo none of us have 
a -- have the same cell phone that's older than that. 
And that's because technology changes. 

And we're going to enter into a contract to 
permissibly say as a policy of this building to enter 
into a contract that's long term without thinking once 
we lock in we're stuck. No matter what happens on the 
outside world we're stuck. This is not an easy task 
to bring this hydro electricity from Canada to 
Connecticut. It's 140 miles. Vermont has already -
already said you can't -- you cannot use eminent 
domain laws to take the property which means you have 
to go these folks who own the property for hundreds of 
years and try to buy it. There's no guarantee when 
it's going to get here. 
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There's no guarantee you're going to get the property 
to make it happen but· most of all there's no guarantee 
in the price. And we're going to bet the ranch 15 
years on that deal. And why? Because we're trying to 
reach an artificial number of 2020. Now most of us or 
some of us who are in this circle when 2020 came up 
it's not based upon federal standards. It's not 
based upon some mathematical formula. It just sounds 
pretty good to walk around and say in 2020 we'll have 
20 percent renewable. There's no thumb approach to 
this where you can measure it out. It's just a pretty 
good slogan. 

So why don't we move the 2020 and push it out three 
years and not have to do something that's rash and 
made to make a line in the sand that we put down, not 
the federal government. It doesn't make any sense. 
It's not good planning. We are doing this for our 
generation and future generations. We are binding 
people to contracts that are going to go on for a long 
period of time. And if you think energy prices are 
high now relatively speaking when you start buying 
into these contracts and you're like it -- locked in 
and prices go down we're going to get stuck. 

How many of us were in this circle -- I wasn't here, 
regret the vote for deregulation? Those of us in the 
circle voted for deregulation regret that vote. And 
here we are with the same crossroads. We're going 
into an area. We're betting on a winner. I should 
say we're picking on a winner, selecting a winner to 
reach a goal that we placed upon ourselves. That to 
me doesn't make any sense if it's unreachable. What 
happened was everyone believed in 1996 that renewables 
were the thing to do, green is in. That's the slogan. 
That's what we did. Technology we said we can't get 
there quite that fast. And we didn't look back and 
say let's move the goal post. 

We're keeping artificial goal posts. This is a 
mistake. This is a mistake. Well-intentioned but I 
believe this is a mistake. Madam President, I'm going 
to vote against this bill not because I don't 
appreciate the hard work that went into it, not 
because I don't believe DEEP has the best interest of 
the State in mind but my business sense says to me 
this is not the right direction. Long term on 
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contracts in a volatile market that is subject to 
market conditions, i.e. the stock market and we can't 
control it has to strike fear in those who enter into 
these contracts because you don't control the game. 
Madam President, for those reasons I'll be voting no. 
Thank you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator Fasano. Will you remark? Will you 
remark? If not, guests -- Mr. Clerk, will you call 
for a roll call vote and the machine will be open. 

THE CLERK: 

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

THE CLERK: 

Have all members voted? 
machine will be closed. 
call the tally. 

THE CLERK: 

Have all members voted? The 
Mr. Clerk, will you please 

Senate Bill 1138 as amended by Senate Schedules A and 
c. 

Total Number Voting 32 
Necessary for Adoption 17 
Those voting Yea 26 
Those voting Nay 6 
Those absent and not voting 4 

THE CHAIR: 

The bill passes. 

I'm going to ask for points of personal privilege at 
this time. Senator Crisco. 

SENATOR CRISCO: 

Thank you, Madam President. For a point of personal 
privilege for an announcement. 
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On page 25, Calendar 141, $ubstitute for Senate Bill 
Number 1138, AN ACT CONCERNING CONNECTICUT'S CLEAN 
ENERGY GOALS. It's amended by Senate Schedules "A" 
and "C," favorable report of the Committee on Energy 
and Technology. 

THE CHAIR: 

At this point, Senator Kissel. 

SENATOR KISSEL: 

Thank you very much, Madam President. 

Under Rule 15 on this particular matter I'd like to 
recuse myself from the debate in this chamber and 
abstain from the vote. 

And I'd like to yield now to my friend and colleague, 
Senator Witkos . 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Witkos, will you accept the yield, sir? 

SENATOR WITKOS: 

Absolutely, Madam President. Good afternoon. 

THE CHAIR: 

Good afternoon. 

SENATOR WITKOS: 

Madam President, under Article 15 of our rules I'd 
also like to recuse myself from the debate and any 
subsequent vote on this matter. 

And I would at this time like the yield to my good 
friend and colleague Senator Linares from the 33rd. 

THE CHAIR: 

004811 
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Senator Linares, will you accept the yield, sir? 

SENATOR LINARES: 

I do, Madam President. Thank you. 

Pursuant to Section 15 I would like to recuse myself 
from this vote. 

THE CHAIR: 

At this time we will wait for our three senators to 
leave the chamber. 

And at this time --

Good afternoon, Senator Duff. 

THE CHAIR: 

Good afternoon, Madam President . 

Madam President, I move acceptance of the joint 
committee's favorable report in passage of the bill in 
concurrence Wlth the House. 

THE CHAIR: 

The motion is on acceptance and passage in 
concurrence. 

Will you remark, sir? 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Madam President, the chamber may remember we had this 
bill a few weeks ago, probably about a month ago now. 
We have a robust debate for a couple hours on our RPS 
strategies and going forward and how this bill would 
change some of that. 

Today we have a disagreeing action with the House . 
They have made some changes that we have agreed to and 
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so therefore we bring this bill up for a final action . 
I'd just like to quickly go through some of the 
changes. They're rather minor, in my opinion, but I 
think that was important to members of the House that 
we clarify certain things that hopefully will give 
everybody a sense that they've added to the debate and 
that we have a good system going forward. 

Madam President, what we do is we made some changes in 
Section 9. What we add is a fourth step. The fourth 
sbep allows DEEP procurement manager, the Attorney 
General, the Office of Consumer Counsel to run a 
procurement if there is no incremental class I supply 
bids. And if we go into the hydro step we make sure 
that we have the robust process and making sure that 
before we go to the -- if do we go to the hydro that 
we have that. 

We also add that in Sections 10 and 11 that we look to 
making sure that we reconcile with our marketplace, 
that PURA reconciles with our RPS market information 
more quickly to ensure that we have more .current 
information about how the RPS marketplace is 
functioning. Currently they are actually three years 
behind in that. We want to move forward so that 
fortunately we can then better gauge the market as to 
where we are and make· this a better bill, Madam 
President. 

So I believe that is most of the changes that we have 
to date that I think are significant and I urge the 
chamber to approve it and that we may then send it off 
to the Governor. 

Thank you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Will you remark? 

Senator Chapin. 

SENATOR CHAPIN: 

Thank you, Madam President . 

Madam President, I have some questions for the 
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T~rough you, please. 

THE CHAIR: 

Please proceed, sir. 

SENATOR CHAPIN: 

Thank you, Madam President. 
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House Amendment "A" reduces the maximum term of 
contracts with large-scale hydro facilities from 20 to 
15 years. Can the gentleman tell me why we're doing 
that? 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff . 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Again, in the debate between the House and we Senate 
we thought that that would actually help consumers and 
that would help get us the best price and still while 
providing the length of contracts necessary to procure 
the best prices. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Chapin. 

SENATOR CHAPIN: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

And again, through you, as I recall from the prior 
debate on the original file, we had also included 
hydro facilities that were run of the river. I think 
they may have been of a smaller size, but if the 
gentleman could clarify that for me. 
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Through you, Madam President . 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

13 
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Madam President, through you, that was -- I believe 
that was 30 megawatts or less, if I recall correctly. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Chapin. 

SENATOR CHAPIN: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Again through you, so the reduction in the contract 
term from 20 to 15 does not apply to those of 
30 megawatts or less? 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

No. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Chapin. 

SENATOR CHAPIN: 

Thank you Madam President. 

In looking at the write up on House Amendment "A," it 
also says that it limits the amount of power that can 
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be purchased under the RFP from these large-scale 
hydro power facilities. Can the gentleman explain to 
me the rationale behind that? 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Can you repeat the question, please, sir? 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Chapin. 

- SENATOR CHAPIN: 

Thank you, Madam President . 

Again through you, in looking at the write up on House 
Amendment "A" on the new file, it talks about -- it 
says that it limits the amount of power that can be 
purchased under the RFP from such facilities. I'm 
assuming they mean limits from the prior version that 
we sent down to the House. Can the gentleman explain 
the differences? 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Again, I would just go back to the point I made 
earlier, which is to ensure that we have a robust 
marketplace, that we are getting the contracts 
necessary to procure the best price, but also to 
provide the most amount of flexibility that we can for 
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Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Chapin. 

SENATOR CHAPIN: 

Thank you Madam President. 
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June 4, 2013 

And lastly, I think I had encouraged my colleagues the 
first time this bill was before us to support the bill 
before us, because I believe that it would lead to 
cheaper, cleaner and more reliable energy. 

Again, through you, Madam President, do the changes 
that came up from the house affect that in any way? 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Duff. 

SENATOR DUFF: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

I think it is the chairs and the ranking members 
belief that we are carrying out the goals of, not only 
this Legislature, but the administration to provide 
cleaner, cheaper and more reliable energy and that 
still gets us, this bill still gets us to that goal 
even with these modest changes. 

Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Chapin. 

SENATOR CHAPIN: 

Thank you, Madam President . 
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I thank a good chairman for his answers I would 
encourage my colleagues to support the bill before us. 

Thank you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. 

Will you remark further? 
not, Mr. Clerk, will you 
the machine will be open.-

THE CLERK: 

Will you remark further? If 
call for a roll call vote and 

Immediate roll call has been ordered in the Senate. 
Senators, please return to the chamber. Immediate 
roll call has been ordered in the Senate. 

Immediate roll call is ordered in the Senate. 
Senators, return to the chamber. Immediate roll call 
has been ordered in the Senate . 

THE CHAIR: 

If all members have voted -- oh, I see them coming. 

If all members have voted? All members have voted. 
The machine will be closed. 

Mr. Clerk, will you call that tally, please. 

THE CLERK: 

Senate Bill 1138. 

Total Number Voting 32 
Necessary for Adoption 17 
Those voting Yea 26 
Those voting Nay 6 
Those absent and not voting 4 

THE CHAIR: 

~The bill passes . 
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Madam President, an item to be removed from the foot 
and to be marked pass.ed temporarily and that i tern is 
Calendar Page 38, Calendar 448, Senate Bill 1149. 
Would move to remove that item from the foot and mark 
it passed temporarily. 

THE CHAIR: 

So ordered. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

In addition, Madam President, on a bill upon which we 
took action earlier today which was Calendar Page 25, 
Calendar Number 141, ~enate Bill 1138, move for 

cuspension for immediate transmittal of that item to 
the Governor. 

THE CHAIR: 

So ordered. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

And on the matter just enacted, the bonding bill, 
Senate Bill 842, would move for immediate transmittal 

--~----------------------------------------to the House. 

THE CHAIR: 

So ordered. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Good. Thank you, Madam President. 

Madam President, if we might stand at ease for -- for 
a moment. 

THE CHAIR: 

l . 

005085 



JOINT 
STANDING 

COMMITTEE 
HEARINGS 

 
 
 
 

ENERGY AND 
TECHNOLOGY 

PART 6 
1677 - 1989 

 
 

2013 
  



• 

•~ 

1 
mhr/gbr ENERGY AND TECHNOLOGY 

COMMITTEE 

March 19, 2013 
10:30 A.M. 

CHAIRMEN: 

VICE CHAIRMAN: 

MEMBERS PRESENT: 
SENATOR: 

REPRESENTATIVES: 

Senator Duff 
Representative Reed 

Representat~ve Steinberg 

Chapin 

Becker, Bowles, Carter, 
Case, Davis, Fawcett, 
Genga, Hoydick, Lesser, 
Morris, Miller, Perone, 
Piscopo, Ritter, Tong, 
Williams, Yaccarino 

SENATOR DUFF: Good morning, everybody. 

We're going to begin our public hearing agenda, 
public hearing -- I'm sorry -- on Senate Bill 
1138. We're going off of LCO 4767, and we'll 
look forward to hearing everybody's testimony. 

What we're going to do is we're going to give 
Commissioner Esty, who's first in line, time 
that he needs to do what he has to do and the 
back-and-forth of the committee. After that, 
everybody else will be, have three minutes to 
submit their testimony orally to the committee, 
and we'll follow that with some questions. 

With that, we'll have Commissioner Esty, and I 
thank you for being here today. 

COMMISSIONER DANIEL C. ESTY: Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman, Madam Chairman; it is a pleasure to 
be with you. And thanks, over time, for this 
committee's leadership on the push to deliver 
Connecticut an energy future that is quite 
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And I'm pleased to testify before you today. 
I'm accompanied by Deputy Commissioner Katie 
Dykes and our Policy Director, Jessie Stratton. 
And to the extent there=are questions that 
probe into the details beyond my knowledge 
base, they're available as well to answer 
questions. 

Again, I'm very grateful for the time I've been 
able to spend with this committee, working 
together on Governor Malloy's agenda of a 
cheaper, cleaner, more-reliable energy future 
for the citizens of Connecticut, recognizing 
that we need to balance that commitment to 
clean energy with the desire to ensure that 
rates are held down or even reduced for our 
citizens who are already paying high energy 
prices and for our businesses who need low 
energy prices to ensure their ongoing 
competitiveness . 

I think we've struck that balance, both in the 
legislation that we have before you today, that 
I'd like to comment on, and also in the 
Renewable Portfolio Standard report that we 
have presented to you today. This RPS study 
was asked for in the legislation that launched 
us on this path towards a cheaper, cleaner, 
more-reliable energy future, the legislation 
from the spring of 2011, the important Bill 
1180. 

And we are, I think, taking that effort to the 
next level here today. As you know, our 
comprehensive energy strategy that was the 
subject of a lot of work over the last year, a 
lot of comment over the last four or five 
months, was finalized last month, and the 
discussion today focuses on how we carry 
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forward a piece of the agenda laid out there, 
our commitment to renewable power. 

The study we presented to you and the 
legislation before you does a number of things 
that I think are-important to highlight. First 
and foremost, it positions Connecticut for 
ongoing leadership on clean energy and the 
emerging clean energy economy and the jobs' 
economic growth that entails. We are proposing 
and the legislation suggests that we move our 
commitment to clean energy from a goal of 20 
percent renewable power in the year 2020 to a 
bigger standard of 25 percent in 2025. 

We also are seeking to ensure that more of the 
renewable power that we credit in Connecticut 
is produced in state, and in that regard, we 
want to continue the work that has been 
launched by that Bill 1180, which has allowed 
us, with our Zero Emissions Renewable Energy 
Credit Program, our Low Emissions Renewable 
Energy Credit Program, and the work of our 
Clean Energy Finance and Investment Authority, 
the first green bank in the country to flow 
significant additional resources into 
renewables, really at a much bigger scale than 
we've seen before and much bigger than is being 
done anywhere else across the region. We see, 
in fact, a ten-fold increase in our renewables' 
deployment this year compared to when Governor 
Malloy entered office. So this is a dramatic 
ramp-up, and we continue it with our proposed 
Renewable Portfolio Standard refinement and the 
legislation that you are discussing today. 

In fact, just to give one, critical number, 
when Governor Malloy entered office, there were 
66 megawatts of clean energy production in the 
State of Connecticut. This year, alone, we 
will add 55 megawatts of additional, renewable 
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power. So that is a dramatic commitment to 
renewables and one that we're very excited 
about. 

We also do seek with this study, and with the 
legislation that you've put forward to 
implement it, to open up a degree of 
flexibility in our renewable commitment, in 
particular, by allowing large-scale hydropower 
to fill a portion of our extended and expanded 
RPS. Let me be very clear that there is a 
limit to how much these hydropower can be 
allowed to be, take credit for, a limit that 
would rise from a two percent in the coming 
year to four-and-a-half percent of our 20-
percent goal, so just under a quarter of that 
goal or a fifth of that goal and rising to 
seven-and-a-half percent of our 25-percent 
extended goal for 2025. 

Now, that hydropower will be in a sub-tier, so 
it will not compete with the other Class I 
renewables and will not be eligible for REC 
payments through our NEPOOL market rules. But 
it will be available to help the State meet the 
targets of more clean power and at very 
competitive prices, balancing, as I said, the 
two fundamental goals that we're working on 
here today. 

We also intend to undertake immediately in 
conjunction with our colleague in Vermont and 
Massachusetts a solicitation for renewable 
power generation in the region, New York or -
or New England, not allowing Canadian products 
to compete in this first pass of solicitation. 
We will be looking for up to 150 megawatts of 
regional Class I power. That could be any 
number of things, but wind power, particularly 
from northern New England may be particularly 
competitive in this regard . 
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We want to further create the market for 
renewables by tightening the qualifications 
that are in place for receiving REC payments 
from legacy; that is, older, biomass and 
~landfill gas projects. In effect, these are 
projects that have already been built and paid 
for decades ago, and we are eager to shift the 
spending of Connecticut's energy incentive 
money away from those older projects to new 
renewables of cutting edge technologies. So 
that's a critical part of the package. 

Now, we will construct this tightening process 
and a potential phase-out of these older 
biomass facilities on a gradual basis, 
consistent with the ramp-up of additional 
renewables in the marketplace. We intend, of 
course, to do all of this in a competitive 
process, seeking to take advantage of 
competition to ensure that our ratepayers get 
these renewable power projects at the lowest 
possible cost . 

And, in fact, one of the fundamental elements 
of Governor Malloy's vision is that the most 
sustainable, long-term commitment to clean 
energy is one that brings down the cost of 
those renewable so that they compete ever 
closer to the existing fossil-fuel power 
sources. So we have a significant set of 
incentives in place to ensure and encourage the 
innovation required, the deployment at scale 
required to bring down the cost of renewable 
power. 

Oh, we make a number of other, modest changes 
in our Renewable Portfolio Standards and 
propose that in our -- our report and have it 
available in the legislation, including making 
it possible for anaerobic digesters and 
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biologically derived methane -- not all 
methane, but biologically derived methane 
from biogas, would be available as a Class I 
renewable. 

We have also undertaken some technical 
corrections to avoid double-counting and to 
ensure that we are no longer crediting energy 
efficiency as a Class III renewable, which was 
done, as many of you know, as a stop-gap effort 
some years ago when the energy efficiency funds 
in the state were raided to meet a prior budget 
crunch. We do that with full recognition that 
the funds available for efficiency have ramped 
up considerably, and with the emergence of our 
Clean Energy Finance and Investment Authority, 
we are leveraging those limited government 
monies with extraordinary private capital as 
well. So this is designed to ensure that the 
utility administered funds for energy 
efficiency are not in effect, both getting REC 
credit and getting all of the other incentive 
structures that we have in place . 

So we want to make it clear that the efficiency 
that we•re supporting is going to be broad and 
deep it's going to cover all sectors, not just 
homes and not just houses but apartments, 
condos, senior living centers, and really 
ensuring that we•re bringing renewable rate 
bringing efficiency and renewables to our 
municipalities, to our universities, our 
schools, our hospitals, as well as, most 
importantly, our commercial and industrial 
facilities. So we are excited about the 
opportunity here to ramp up Connecticut's 
commitment to renewable power, to do so on a 
basis that will create competition, innovation, 
and really ensure deployment in short order. 

There is a time pressure to some of this, as 
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you know, because we've been in dialogue for 
some weeks about it, and that is, in 
particular, because the federal production tax 
credit available for wind power is going to 
expire at the end of the year. So we're eager 
to move this legislation forward, appreciative 
of the committee's willingness to hear it on an 
expedited basis, and excited about working with 
you to position Connecticut for ongoing 
leadership on the energy front. 

With that, let me pause and invite questions or 
comments or invite my colleagues to add 
anything that might be necessary. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you, Commissioner. 

I'll hand it over to my Co-Chair, 
Representative Reed. 

REP. REED: Thank you, Mr. Co-Chair. 

So I just want to circle back a little bit, 
because I think we've all had our e-mails and 
our -- our calls, our voice mails flooded with 
real concerns that this is going to blow up 
life as we know it. And the reality is we 
already get Quebec hydro into the !SO-New 
England mix. The reality is that there are 
going -- there's going to be a separate tier 
with contracted percentages that's not 
mandatory, just enabling, should we need them. 
So it's just like a backstop; it's going to be 
backing us up. The reality is that they will 
not be able to participate in the REC game, so 
the idea that they're going to scoop up all the 
RECs and make them -- and plus ones -- make 
them unavailable is also not true. 

And another thing that I think it's important 
to know is that this is also giving run-of-
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river hydro in state more opportunity, since 
it's been limited to 5 megawatts and it's -
it's going to be extended to 30. So -- so 
there's a lot to be said for what this is going 
to do to sort of pump up opportunities. 

And I'm wondering -- just to restate a little 
bit, part of this urgency of getting this done 
now is because we do want to join forces with 
our neighboring states to make these first 
renewable buys, not the hydro buys but the 
renewable buys -- and I'm just wondering if you 
would amplify that, just a little bit. 

COMMISSIONER DANIEL C. ESTY: Madam Chairman, thank 
you for highlighting a number of elements that 
I may not have been fully clear on, but it is 
very important to point out that we anticipate 
an expanded renewables' market opportunity, and 
we are moving into the marketplace with a 
procurement process in the next month that we 
expect to run with our colleagues in 
Massachusetts and Vermont, creating a buying 
block, looking to acquire potentially 
significant quantities of -- of renewables from 
the region, from New England or New York, which 
we think is going to be the biggest boost to 
the renewable power industry in decades. And 
we think the willingness of these states to go 
together into that marketplace and to commit to 
power purchase agreements that will extend out 
over 15 or 20 years will provide a huge shot in 
the arm to projects that have been waiting and 
now will be able to go to their bankers and say 
they've got a -- a secure demand across the 
states that are in this procurement process. 
So we are excited about that. 

And -- and your second point deserves repeating 
as well, which is that in creating this 
contract tier in which Canadian hydropower 
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would be eligible, first, it•s no guarantee 
that it goes to Hydro-Quebec; we anticipate 
that the Maritime Provinces will compete 
vigorously for that opportunity. The Maritime 
project, which would have a transmission line 
running from Nova Scotia, down the coast of New 
Brunswick, and down the coast of Maine to 
Southern New England could be particularly 
attractive to the extent that it would pick up 
Maine wind power and would spread the cost of 
that transmission to Southern New England on a 
wider base. So that could be very attractive. 

And the other point that you indicated is that 
there is no guarantee that hydropower wins the 
competition. Particularly with new 
transmission, wind could be cost-competitive 
and could take the entire contract tier. It 
depends on what projects become available on 
what time frames and at what cost structures. 

So we•re excited about harnessing market forces 
for the benefit of both promoting expanded 
renewable projects and ensuring that 
Connecticut ratepayers acquire those resources 
at the lowest possible cost. 

REP. REED: Thank you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you. 

Representative Steinberg. 

REP. STEINBERG: Thank you,' Mr. Chair. 

Good morning. It's very exciting that we•re 
finally talking to you about the RPS, and I 
couldn't agree more that this is a great time 
for us to up the ante and -- and renew our 
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commitment to renewables and also our 
commitment to in-state, new technology and 
generation. 

I just have a couple questions as it relates to 
the -- to Section 5. First of all, could you 
explain why we have a -- in 1180, we created a 
procurement manager. Why is it that the 
procurement manager couldn't represent us in 
these negotiations with Massachusetts and 
Vermont to acquire renewables? Why does this 
have to be under DEEP? 

COMMISSIONER DANIEL C. ESTY: We think that there is 
a great deal that the procurement manager has 
been doing and is doing. We're excited about 
how Jeff has -- who is the procurement manager 
-- has proceeded to bring down the costs of the 
standard offer. We think that really has 
worked very well. And he is, in fact, involved 
with us in thinking about how the structure the 
procurements, but this involves much more than 
any one person could do . 

We will involve a degree of market experts to 
help advise us on how big a purchase to make on 
what basis, over what time. We will also need 
to have expert support from a legal framework, 
so we know exactly that we're getting what we 
want. We see opportunities here both to 
acquire and affect base-load power and 
potentially peak power as well, so there's a 
lot moving at once, and we need a -- a team to 
do this. 

So Jeff -- Jeff will be part of the team, but 
he will not be the only person doing this. So 
we expect to have him available as a resource, 
part of the process that's going forward, but 
there is much work for many people to make this 
all happen . 
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REP. STEINBERG: And you have those resources 
currently on board to (inaudible) --

COMMISSIONER DANIEL C. ESTY: Some of them are 
contract resources and some of them are the 
team that's here today. 

REP. STEINBERG: Okay. One more question, if I 
might? 

Part of the bill enables DEEP to enter into 
contracts as long as 20 years. In the world of 
energy and technology as we know it, things are 
moving very rapidly, and it does concern me a 
little bit that we might be taking some gambles 
that, you know, over the longer haul may not 
prove to be as good a deal as we might have 
otherwise. 

And you made mention of the Maritime project 
and your other projects that are in 
development. How are you going to 
strategically make some of these bets such that 
you perhaps hedge your bets a little bit? I 
know Massachusetts has entered into a number of 
contracts that are only 10 years long. 
Obviously there are tradeoffs in terms of risk 
benefit, but, you know, I'd -- I'd love to have 
some reassurance we're not going to be putting 
150 megawatts worth into 20 year contracts. 

COMMISSIONER DANIEL C. ESTY: I think, 
Representative, what we want to do is to have a 
flexibility to do 10-year or 15-year or 20-year 
contracts. There are massive investments 
required to deliver power to Southern New 
England from renewable resources, wherever they 
may be found, billions of dollars of investment 
required to make that happen. To get people to 
put that money down on a basis that is cost 
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effective does require some commitment out over 
time. 

We are not convinced that 20 years is the 
optimal length but nor are we the 10. We think 
probably there will be some scaling of the 
contracts, and we do believe that there is 
value in having a range of options available to 
us, as we negotiate on behalf of the people of 
Connecticut. 

And, as you probably know, the price that you 
get bid is often lower if you extend the length 
of the contract. So there is, I think, a -- a 
logic here to the market economics that we want 
to take seriously. I think the State of 
Connecticut has in the past sometimes made 
errors in how it purchases power for -- for 
fear of entering into longer contracts. 

But your point is well taken, and we want to 
have a full awareness of the choices and of the 
tradeoffs that are in that marketplace. And I 
think that's why we'll -- we'll ensure that not 
only this team but some outside help will be 
available to sharpen our thinking about the 
optimum mix of contracts. 

REP. STEINBERG: I happen to come 

JESSIE STRATTON: It just has a --

REP. STEINBERG: to a town with a lot of hedge 
fund managers, if they can be of any help to 
you. 

JESSIE STRATTON: I might just add to that, 
Representative Steinberg, as the commissioner 
indicated, it has a huge impact upon the costs 
that can be offered by resources such as wind. 
And if you look in the report that we just 
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published today, there are charts that show 
that differential for a 15-year contract versus 
the 20. 

And I think, importantly, in this contracted 
tier in particular, if the committee wants 
there to be an opportunity for wind to compete 
with hydro, hydro is depreciated on a 15-year 
basis. And so trying to make this sort of part 
the differences in that, in order to both 
protect against the concerns you have but to 
also enable those resources to get billed, I 
think is the balance we're trying to strike. 

COMMISSIONER DANIEL C. ESTY: And, Mr. Chairman, you 
held up a copy of the report. We have 
delivered to you, as we were -- are required to 
do, the first copy of our report, restructuring 
Connecticut's Renewable Portfolio Standard. 
That is a draft report that will be out for 
comment. There will be both a technical 
meeting on it, in the first week of April, and 
a public hearing in the second week of April, 
so we will welcome comments, including on 
issues like the length of contracts where we 
would love to have your finance experts in 
Fairfield County give us the best thinking 
available in the State of Connecticut as to how 
to optimize our purchasing over time. So I 
think it's -- it's on our web site now. We 
hope that there will begin to be comments 
beginning later this morning and going over the 
next 30 days. 

I -- I should have said one other thing in -
in introducing this topic. The Renewable 
Portfolio Standard is a 15-year-old law, so 
some of you recall it but many of us were not 
here when it was launched. It really is time 
to update it, refine it or restructure it . 
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And, in particular, one of the things, as we 
dug into this and looked at it, we were 
surprised and frankly disappointed about was 
what a high percent of a Connecticut incentive 
money, REC credit, is going to biomass and 
landfill gas. These are two_technologies that 
are not of the cutting edge, not really what 
people I think have in mind when they're 
picturing a sustainable energy future. 

So we are working gradually, so as not to 
disrupt the market, but to shift our focus of 
our incentive money to be more in state and 
more cutting edge in the technologies it goes 
toward. And I think that is an important point 
as we look at the opportunity that this 
legislation creates. 

Thank you, Mr. Chair. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you. 

Representative Becker . 

REP. BECKER: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Good morning. So I just want to follow up on 
the comment you just made, because I'm a -- I 
guess a little confused. You're -- you're 
going to come out with -- you've a draft report 
that was just delivered this morning on the RPS 
standards, but this legislation before us 
addresses the RPS standards; correct? And 
that's before we have a final report with 
public input. So I'm-- is it kind of cart 
before the horse here a little bit? 

COMMISSIONER DANIEL C. ESTY: Well, there is 
certainly a lot moving at the same time, but if 
we were to delay for days, even, never mind 
weeks, while we got a -- a more thorough kind 
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of a back and forth -- which we have been doing 
for weeks and months and have done in the 
course of our integrated resources plan last 
year, our comprehensive energy strategy through 
much of the last fall and through the spring, 
so I -- it's not that we haven't had dialogue 
on all of this; it's been part of the dialogue 
for months. But if we were to delay and miss 
the chance to go out to the market with 
Massachusetts, that would be a real loss. 

This represents a significant opportunity to 
combine forces in a regional buying block, and 
it is almost certain that if we were to delay 
even 30 days at this point, we would make it 
impossible for the projects we select to 
qualify for the federal Production Tax Credit, 
which is critical to the economic strength of 
those projects coming into a competitive 
market. So there's real-time pressure. 

REP. BECKER: Could -- could we narrow the scope of 
this bill, though, to allow us to go out and 
join Massachusetts and Vermont in bidding on 
that portion and maybe not address all of the 
other RPS factors in here to await the results 
of your final report and then pass legislation 
later in the session? 

COMMISSIONER DANIEL C. ESTY: I think trying to get 
clarity in the marketplace earlier rather than 
later is useful. The Legislature has the right 
always to tweak and refine over time if things 
come in differently, but I suspect we're going 
to get a lot of feedback over the next couple 
of days. 

There is a -- a robust set of interests paying 
attention to what we're doing. And, you know, 
we've been getting lots of comment in over the 
last 24 hours. I think the support from the 
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state's utilities, who strongly back the 
legislation before you, is impressive to see. 
I think the range of -- of interests that find 
this a -- a good balance within the, a 
complicated set of tradeoffs reassures me that 
we're on the. right track. 

And, frankly, as you know, Representative, this 
is a dialogue that our department and your 
committee have been going back and forth on for 
-- for many weeks. So I don•t feel like it's a 
-- a lack of dialogue or conversation that will 
hold us back here. 

REP. BECKER: And as you get those comments, will 
you be sharing them with the committee? 

COMMISSIONER DANIEL C. ESTY: Absolutely. We will 
continue the conversation, which goes on, on a 
virtually daily basis. 

REP. BECKER: One more question? 

I just want to make sure I understand the 
difference between the Class I renewable energy 
source and the Class I contracted tier 
renewable energy source and -- and the purpose 
behind that distinction. And if I understand 
it correctly, as it all comes together, as you 
look out, particularly towards the end where 
we're looking for 25 percent to come from the 
renewables but no more than seven-and-a-half 
from the Class I contracted tier renewables, 
which includes the hydropower in it, in theory 
-- in theory, if the hydropower were to take 
all of the seven-and-a-half percent allowed 
under this proposed bill, then we would be at 
seventeen-and-a-half on the Class I renewables 
at that point, which is actually two-and-a-half 
points below -- two-and-a-half percent below 
where we are currently targeted to be in 2020 . 
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COMMISSIONER DANIEL C. ESTY: -- Representative, 
we•re trying to balance, again, the desire to 
keep that market for in-region renewables, 
particularly the new technologies, robust and 
moving forward and ensuring at the same time 
that there•s not a spike in prices of those 
renewable projects. So this has been modelled 
carefully. You•ll see the analysis in the 
report we•ve delivered to you today. 

We think it strikes that balance in an 
appropriate way, and I think it also gives the 
renewable projects in the region, particularly 
wind, a -- a first opportunity to take all of 
the potential renewable commitment. And it is 
-- a price competition. We think it is going 
to create incentives in the short, middle, and 
long term for really ensuring that the price of 
those renewable projects is coming down. And 
that, we think, is our greatest service to 
delivering a sustainable energy future is 
ensuring, in a way that hasn•t been done in any 
of the other renewable programs across this 
country, that we•re really getting those 
renewable project developers to sharpen their 
pencils, cut their costs, improve their 
products, break through in terms of technology, 
and drive innovation. And that•s what we think 
we•re doing with the structure we have here, 
finely balances. 

REP. BECKER: Do -- do you 

JESSIE STRATTON: I•m sure (phonetic) 
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REP-. BECKER: -- have any information on the costs 
right now between, a comparison between Quebec 
hydropower, for example, and wind or solar 
power within the State of Connecticut and -
and the difference in cost between the two 
today? 

COMMISSIONER DANIEL C. ESTY: So Quebec hydropower 
comes into the market on a number of days of 
the year, particularly when we have peak 
demands. And it, you know, is priced right now 
at what the wholesale market in New England 
auction delivers as the daily price. And that 
varies widely. Generation is running roughly 
eight cents a kilowatt hour, in much of the 
year now, although one of the other things 
we're excited about in this package is the 
opportunity, potentially, to bring in greater 
supplies on a contract basis on our peak days. 

On our peak days, Representatives, you know we 
pay as much as triple that price in the 
marketplace. So if we could find a more steady 
flow of power available, literally a flow from 
hydropower which operates potentially as a 
resource releasable against the weather 
forecast the day ahead, which would be very 
valuable to us, this could be attractive. 

JESSIE STRATTON: I would just add one comment, 
Representative -- excuse me -- one comment to 
your math, which is absolutely correct, but I 
put it in perspective. That would leave us at 
fifteen-and-a-half percent in 2020, which is 
still the highest target in New England. 

And, secondly, as the commissioner talked about 
phasing out some of the legacy biomass that's 
investment has already been paid for, we are 
opening up room within that seventeen-and-a
half percent going forward for -- for 
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additional, new renewables, that are. more the 
ones that we would like to support. 

Thank you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chair. 

SENATOR DUFF: Representative Carter. 

REP. CARTER: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

With respect to biomass, what -- what is it 
about biomass that's not cutting-edge 
technology and we've lost support for that? 

COMMISSIONER DANIEL C. ESTY: First of all, the 
projects that we are currently having a lot of 
our clean energy incentive money go to are -
are not new projects, they're not additional; 
they're projects that have been around for 20 
and sometimes 30 years. Second, they don't 
have good technology in terms of the capture of 
emissions. They're quite particulate heavy, 
wouldn't meet current cutting-edge technology 
in terms of the particulates. And -- and 
beyond that, the greenhouse gas emissions are 
significant. 

We no longer think of biomass as a zero 
emissions, not that anyone ever did, but there 
was a theory at one point that it was all 
recyclable and recycled as new trees grew. The 
current science doesn't have us believing that. 
So this is -- it's not bad -- it -- I -- I am 
excited about some of the new biomass projects 
that are coming on. We've got a big one in 
Connecticut. But this is not as sustainable 
over the long term as wind power, solar power, 
some of the other potential technologies. 

REP. CARTER: Thank you . 
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Good morning, Commissioner. 

COMMISSIONER DANIEL C. ESTY: Good 

REP. PISCOPO: I was --

COMMISSIONER DANIEL C. ESTY: morning, 
Representative. 
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REP. PISCOPO: -- just wondering if -- I'm glad to 
see that you, that you're including hydro in 
this, in this bill I -- I -- in this bill here. 
I had one similar, some similar language that I 
introduced to this committee, so I'm glad to 
see it there. I was, I was just wondering on -
- on the -- would it negate the smaller hydro 
projects if someone had a dam in Canton that 
they wanted to, you know, like power up; it's 
already existing and they wanted to power it up 
and try and provide --

COMMISSIONER DANIEL C. ESTY: We, in fact, create a 
greater opportunity for in-state, smaller-scale 
hydro with this bill. We think that the move 
from 5 megawatts to 30 creates more 
flexibility. We think there are a number of 
potential, small hydro dam projects in 
Connecticut, including one you mention, in 
Canton, which I know has been advanced by 
federal authorities as well as some of our 
state officials. 

REP. PISCOPO: Yeah. 

COMMISSIONER DANIEL C. ESTY: And I think there is, 
and exciting opportunities for lots of projects 
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to compete in this new marketplace. And, 
really, that's what we're trying to do, 
Representatives, create a platform to bring on 
as many source of renewable power as possible. 
Let -- let them compete in that market and see 
who can provide power at the lowest possible 
cost. 

REP. PISCOPO: Thank you. One thing I've -- I've 
always been, in my -- my Environment Committee 
days is -- is these Alternative Compliance 
Payments. Can you, can you explain those to 
me? Are -- are those still going to be in 
effect or are we still paying those or --

COMMISSIONER DANIEL C. ESTY: Well, Representative, 
you've highlighted one of the things we're 
trying to avoid with this legislation. In 
effect, the way the Renewable Portfolio 
Standard works is we have a rising target for a 
percent of our total generation that we're 
consuming in the state, that that would come 
from renewable resources. If we miss that 
target, then there is an obligation to pay so
called Alternative Compliance Payments. 

And we are concerned as we model the renewables 
that are coming into the marketplace, based on 
current incentives, that there will be a 
shortfall, a structural shortfall, somewhere 
around 2017 or '18. And we want to avoid that 
because it is not, at that point, paying money 
for renewables, it's paying money for not 
having renewables. And so we think there is 
good reason to want to both be careful about 
whether we are matching the available 
renewables in the marketplace with our targets, 
which is why we're both extending the target 
and opening up the flexibility to hydro. But 
it's also why we're going to go out with a big 
commitment to renewable procurement now, so 
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that over the next several years those projects 
can come on-line and make sure that we don't 
get to that crunch in 2017 or '18. 

REP. PISCOPO: Thank you. Thank you, Commissioner. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you. 

Representative Bowles. 

REP. BOWLES: Thank you, Mr. Chair. 

Good morning, Commissioner. Thanks for joining 
us today. 

A question I have has to do with the best 
projections that you and your staff have 
regarding wind energy and getting it on-line 
within the, within the New England and the 
Northeast area. I -- I appreciate the fact 
that you're really considering that and -- and 
providing some incentives for that particular 
technology. 

COMMISSIONER DANIEL C. ESTY: So as you know, we 
have a project corning on in Connecticut. There 
are some other possible projects in 
Connecticut, although we're not a very windy 
state, to be honest. The wind maps show a few 
places where wind projects in this state could 
work. Even our -- our coastline, even offshore 
is not that windy. And we have the benefit 
from a recreation point of view but the 
detriment from a clean-energy point of view of 
a big barrier island sitting off our coast. 

So it is likely that the wind-energy, big 
opportunities, the kind of grid-scale projects 
will be particularly in Maine, but we're open 
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to anything. Again, we don't pick winners 
here, we simply create a platform, invite 
opportunities, invite project developers that 
think they have a good opportunity to come 
forward, and then we'll -- we'll pick on a 
price basis to try and deliver Connecticut 
residents the lowest possible energy costs, 
again, recognizing this committee's direction 
and the Governor's insistence on cheaper, 
cleaner, and more reliable power. 

REP. BOWLES: If I may? 

SENATOR DUFF: Yup. 

REP. BOWLES: I'm particularly interested in your 
projections regarding Maine wind and what you 
have. Do you, do you have any sense of what 
projects are in the pipeline? 

COMMISSIONER DANIEL C. ESTY: There are hundreds of 
megawatts of potential projects, particularly 
in northern Maine, and we'll get you the exact 
number as best we have it. But there are 
several big developers with potentially 
hundreds of megawatts, hundreds and hundreds of 
turbines that are at least on the drawing 
board, some of which are further along than 
others. But we'll give you that picture. 

REP. BOWLES: Great. I appreciate it. 

JESSIE STRATTON: And that 

REP. BOWLES: Thank you --

JESSIE STRATTON: -- combination 

REP. BOWLES: very much. 

JESSIE STRATTON: -- of Massachusetts's anticipated 
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procurement in the short frame and what we have 
a limit for and what Vermont might be 
interested, we're talking close to 500 
megawatts there, which is obviously a very 
significant amount of wind power. 

REP. BOWLES: Very significant. Thank you. 

COMMISSIONER DANIEL C. ESTY: And -- and we also 
think the potential to build that transmission 
to support that gives us added flexibility. We 
think additional transition lines being built 
will help us not only to bring in those 
renewables but more broadly, in terms of 
flexibility, reliability, and in terms of rate 
suppression. So we're going to have a -- a 
wider array of options that always ensures that 
we have more supply against a fixed demand; 
your price picture looks better. 

REP. BOWLES: Thank you. 

SENATOR DUFF: Commissioner, thank you . 

I have -- have a few questions for you, as 
well, and I thank you for your testimony and 
for the work you have done and working with the 
committee on this as well. 

Back when we first, you first began your 
testimony, you talked about Connecticut has 
about 66 megawatts of clean energy, I guess, 
before Governor Malloy came in, and now we've 
added another 55 megawatts (inaudible) --

COMMISSIONER DANIEL C. ESTY: No. Just this year 
we're adding that. So it's --

SENATOR DUFF: Because you're adding those --

COMMISSIONER DANIEL C. ESTY: -- ramping up 
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SENATOR DUFF: Okay; so the, I guess the question 
would be, then, based on where we need to be 
and this -- a lot that we're putting on this 
year, how come that doesn't add up to what we 
need going forward if -- can we -- you know, 
with the steep incline that we have over the 
next few years? 

COMMISSIONER DANIEL C. ESTY: So I'm going to ask 
the Deputy Commissioner, who's been tracking 
these numbers, but it -- it is really a 
supply/demand matching exercise that we're 
involved in. 

This committee has directed and we are 
following through on a very rapid increase in 
in-state renewables through the ZREC program, 
the LREC program, so that's solar power, fuel 
cells, some wind power, as well as the funding 
available through our Clean Energy Finance and 
Investment Authority. So I think our -- our 
renewable deployment this year will be ten 
times what we had in 2010, when Governor Malloy 
just entered office. So we are following 
through on what this committee has directed. 
We're very excited about the ramp-up, but the 
low base of renewables in Connecticut means we 
can't get to the real scale we need, even if we 
keep going at the very rapid trajectory of 
growth that this committee has laid out. So I 
think that really is -- is where we are. 

But, Katie, do you want to add to this? 

DEPUTY COMMISSIONER KATHERINE DYKES: I'll just add, 
just a -- a little bit data on that would, you 
know, we are expecting and we talk about it in 
the report that -- that the in-state 
renewables, the Class I eligible renewables 
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would ramp up from, you know, one percent, 
about currently, to ability five percent of the 
state's total electric load would be supplied 
by those -- those sources, by 2020, which is 
really significant, considering where we're 
starting from. 

And -- and we estimate that about half of -- of 
the incremental addition to Class I, you know, 
out to that time period would be supplied from 
in state. So so it is a really important 
piece, a part of the -- the picture. 

COMMISSIONER DANIEL C. ESTY: And we're excited, 
there's some very significant new projects. 
The largest fuel cell array, and anywhere in 
the world, is going in, in Bridgeport. We 
think the opportunity for additional fuel 
cells, particularly in conjunction with the 
microgrids' program that you all have put 
forward, looks very promising . 

Those -- those microgrids, as we see it, are 
going to be mostly 24/7 power. They could 
contribute to our renewable package and not 
simply backup power. So this is building on 
the very strong, in-state renewable commitments 
that have already been made and the growth in 
those that's occurring over the next five or 
ten years. 

SENATOR DUFF: Great. Thank you. 

And I guess, you know, we can look at this 
and I think you've heard me say this -- as a 
glass half full or glass half empty. And 
trying to, you know, we -- we all want to have 
our cake and eat it too; we want to have as 
much Class I renewable in state. You know, I 
think we'd all love to have every roof in 
Connecticut that's possible have solar panels 
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and do as much as we can. Right now, that's 
just not possible to the scale that we'd like, 
and hopefully, maybe someday, it will be. 

But from the standpoint of cost, because we 
have to, you know, as you had mentioned, you 
know, we obviously, this committee and others, 
we're an Energy and Technology Committee but we 
also look at environmental factors as well. 
And I think many of us here consider ourselves 
environmentalists, but we also have to look at 
cost. And currently how -- what -- what does 
Class I add to the, our -- to the fees for our 
electric bills? You know, it -- basically what 
I'm getting at is if we're, if we're trying to 
bring the cost down, because we're -- we're 
either buying in large scale or we're providing 
more, bigger incentive out there, how's that 
going to help our costs and how's it going to 
help our -- our consumers and our ratepayers? 

COMMISSIONER DANIEL C. ESTY: The current structure 
of our Renewable Portfolio Standard adds about 
a hundred and fifty million dollars of cost per 
year. So spread across many different 
projects, many megawatts of power, if not so 
much on a percentage basis but in total, it's a 
significant commitment, and it's why, again, at 
this committee's direction and the Governor's 
insistence we are so focused on trying to 
balance our ongoing push for clean energy with 
a desire to drive deployment and scale of 
deployment to bring down those costs and ensure 
that we are going to get the most cost
effective, renewable power possible. 

SENATOR DUFF: Great; because I think, you know, as 
we try and move to 25 by 2025 now or even if we 
were still at the 20 by 2020 -- bless you -
we, if we were going to continue to pay what 
we're paying now for many of these, for some of 
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the projects, I think our ratepayers and our 
constituents would both, would certainly balk 
at some of costs that we're paying. So trying 
to work that into some of our environmental 
goals I think is laudable and trying to do that 
in the best way~possible. 

COMMISSIONER DANIEL C. ESTY: So, Senator, just as 
you and I have discussed many times, let me say 
that I think the Governor shares your sense 
that the public's commitment to renewable power 
is much greater, much more enthusiastic, and 
much more sustainable to the extent we're 
reducing the premium you have to pay for it 
above the fossil-fuel alternatives, which is 
really at the heart of the package in front of 
you today and really at the center of our 
comprehensive energy strategy. So I think the 
alignment on that point is very strong. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you . 

And two other, quick things, considering that 
we're now working with other states on this 
possible procurement. Are there any other 
regions in the country that are doing this? 
Are we kind of the -- the first out of the box 
to -- to engage in this? 

COMMISSIONER DANIEL C. ESTY: You know, the 
procurement process is always complicated. To 
get multiple states to work together is going 
to take some real work, but we have colleagues 
in Massachusetts and Vermont -- and -- and 
Rhode Island, potentially, as well, for a 
second round -- who are eager to do it with us. 
And we are small states; there's enormous 
benefit if we can block together and become a 
larger buying consortium. 

But I'm not -- not aware that any other region 
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in the country has been able to do this. So I 
think we•re breaking some new ground and, 
frankly, I think doing what a lot of political 
leaders have asked be done, which is to work 
more regionally, do more things on a basis 
where we spread costs and -- and get the 
benefit of working together. And we•re excited 
about, in effect, piloting this kind of 
regional cooperation. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you. And then the last 
question I have is: Can you talk a little bit 
about peak, how this might affect peak shaving 
and how this may affect our hottest and coldest 
days out of the year? I mean, we pay an awful 
lot of money for those RMR contracts to keep 
the lights on and how we might -- how this 
might actually affect ratepayers, at all, if we 
were to go ahead with this. 

COMMISSIONER DANIEL C. ESTY: So, Senator, as you 
and I and -- and frankly the -- the -- your Co
Chair had talked over many months, Connecticut 
pays a triple price for its hottest summer 
days. We pay a very high price because the 
ISO-New England auction market results in very 
high costs on those hot summer days, as 
Representative Steinberg had me point out, 
nearly triple their regular price, so a huge 
hour price, kilowatt hour price. 

Second of all, as you were signaling, we pay 
what are called 11 Capacity payments 11 to keep 
those plants around, available to work 
sometimes only ten days a year. 

And, third of all, we pay a high price in terms 
of air pollution. Those are, in many cases, 
our dirtiest, old plants -- coal-burning in one 
case, oil burning in several other cases -- and 
so we pay a lot of money, millions and millions 
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of dollars, for those peak days. So if we care 
and I think we all do -- about bringing down 

the cost that we all see on our, on our 
electric bills, one of the most important 
things we can do is to shave our peak load . 

. _.It • s why we • re putting so much emphasis on 
energy efficiency that helps us do that, but 
it's also why there is, I think, real 
opportunity with the procurement processes 
we•re unfolding of getting that same peak load 
shaving available. And, in particular, as I 
hinted at earlier, we•re excited about the 
prospect of -- of a procurement, with regard to 
Canadian hydropower that might involve flowing 
us power on peak summer days. 

One of the interesting things about the 
Canadian hydro dams is they support electric 
power in Canada, where they have a winter peak, 
because they are heating with electricity. We 
have a summer peak because we heat with many 
other fuels but really air condition with 
electricity at the max. So there is a 
significant complementarity between the 
Canadian hydropower infrastructure and our 
complementary, inverse-demand requirements, 
which are summer peaking. 

So we think there is, with the package that 
you've got in front of you today, significant 
opportunities with regard to this peak load 
burden and the opportunity to shave that peak. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you. And you feel that if we 
were to go with that scenario, the Canadian 
scenario rather than some of the power plants 
we have here, that that would, indeed, save the 
ratepayers money. 

COMMISSIONER DANIEL C. ESTY: I see no better 
alternative -- efficiency always being good 
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but no better power-generation alternative for 
shaving peak load than having greater access to 
the Canadian hydro opportunities. 

SENATOR DUFF: Great; thank you. 

Any other questions from members of the 
committee? 

Representative Reed. 

REP. REED: I just had one, quick question. 

Another conversation we•ve had a lot is dealing 
with ISO-New England and how Connecticut is 
always the -- the one who pays most, even 
though we•re all together in the New England I 
-- ISO family. These new relationships that 
you•re forging, could this have an impact on 
shaping our -- our rate destiny, our bill
paying destiny with regards to ISO? 

COMMISSIONER DANIEL C. ESTY: Madam Chair, our 
energy team within the department is now in 
very regular communication with our colleagues 
in the other New England States but 
particularly Massachusetts. Between 
Connecticut and Massachusetts, we represent 
about 80 percent of the New England power load, 
and we have conclude that we, together, can 
lean on and shape decision making at ISO-New 
England in ways that we have not thought 
possible in the past. 

We're also, by the way, focused on changing 
FERC rules in Washington when they inhibit us 
from doing what we need done. And I think we 
are no longer willing simply to accept 
decisions from either ISO-New England or FERC 
in Washington as givens but rather are really 
pushing back and trying to insist that the 
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choices they make are thought about from the 
context of what the Connecticut ratepayer is 
facing and not simply from their own more 
narrow or solid perspective. 

REP. REED: Thank you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you. 

Thank you, Commissioner; I think we're all set. 
We all appreciate your time. And -- and it is 
difficult sometimes to break new ground, and it 
makes people a little uncomfortable. But 
that's what the Legislature is here for. 

COMMISSIONER DANIEL C. ESTY: Well, thank you for 
the opportunity to testify. 

SENATOR DUFF: No problem . 

COMMISSIONER DANIEL C. ESTY: And -- and thank you 
for the opportunity to work together on what I 
think is a very promising opportunity for 
Connecticut to break new ground in ways that 
are going to deliver real benefits in terms of 
cheaper, cleaner, and more reliable power for 
the citizens of this state, over the years 
ahead. 

SENATOR DUFF: Great. Thank you, sir. 

Okay. Are there any other members, 
Legislators, state agency heads or chief 
elected municipal officials who'd like to 
testify? 

If not, we'll go on to the public portion. And 
reminder that members of the public are limited 
to three minutes . 
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We'll start off with Dan Allegretti, followed 
by John Shue, and then Larry Richardson. 

DANIEL W. ALLEGRETTI: Thank you. Dan Allegretti, 
with Constellation Exelon; let me begin by 
talking about the Class I contracted tier. 

I heard the commissioner state, "We're not 
picking winners here,•• and yet we see several 
limitations on the eligibility for Class I 
contracted-tier resources that seem rather 
arbitrary from a policy standpoint. Hydropower 
facilities constructed prior to 2003, the magic 
date, are ineligible to compete to provide this 
contracted tier. We're also rather struck by 
the fact that the geographic scope of eligible 
resources is expanded to now include the 
Canadian Provinces of Labrador and 
Newfoundland, and yet at the same time domestic 
hydropower resources, located just to our 
south, that are actually closer to Connecticut, 
are ineligible to compete with these Canadian 
hydropower resources. 

We would encourage you to delete both of these 
restrictions and allow, for example, Exelon•s 
Conowingo Dam, in Maryland, a 570 megawatt 
hydropower facility to compete in this 
solicitation process and to potentially offer 
lower-cost solutions. 

I also think that Representative Steinberg put 
his -- his finger on the -- the really tricky 
question here about the risk associated with 
long-term contracts. The first question I 
think you have to ask yourself is: Once you 
buy power on a 20-year contract, what exactly 
are you going to do with that power? It's not 
going to go to supply standard service; those 
customers have -- have largely left and are 
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continuing to leave. And looking at the 
Governor's budget proposal, municipal 
aggregation, we can certainly expect them to be 
gone in less than 20 years. The solution then 
is to sell the power back into the marketplace. 
Welcome to the world of power trading; you're 
buying long and selling short, and you're going 
to convince yourselves that you've bought at a 
good price and are going to make a profit 
selling into the short-term market. 

Question I think to ask is: If it's that good 
a deal to buy long and sell short, why aren't 
power-trading companies doing it already? 
There's a lot of risk associated with a 20-year 
contract. If you had entered into one five 
years ago, you would have paid vastly more than 
people are paying today in Connecticut for 
electricity. You would not have foreseen the 
shale gas revolution and the 40 percent drop in 
prices. 

The world changes and it changes rapidly. And 
I think the answers you got on how that risk is 
going to be managed were -- were very 
unsatisfactory. We may not go as long as we 
could; we think we're going to get a good deal. 
These are tough question that you need to take 
a close look at. 

I'll touch briefly on one other issue, Class 
III resources. I note that the bill makes some 
changes in the eligibility there; we support 
that. At the same time, I would ask you to 
take a hard look at the $10 price floor for 
Class III Renewable Energy Certificates. We 
think it's arbitrary, unnecessary, results in a 
bit of a game of musical chairs for those 
trying to sell their certificates before all 
the need is contracted at that price floor of 
$10 . 
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With that, I will stop. 
thank you, very much. 

I invite questions; 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you, sir. 

Any questions from members of the committee? 

Representative Reed. 

REP. REED: Yes; good morning, Dan. Good to see you 
again. 

So this is a conundrum that we deal with quite 
a bit is that so many of the renewable 
companies want us to encourage long-term 
contracts. They say that's better for them, 
that's a better way to get in, and it's a 
better way to -- to build an affordability. 
And -- and so you're saying no, I mean, and 
and the nature of your game is to buy shorts. 
I mean, you're -- you're out there in the 
marketplace figuring out what the best prices 
are on a daily basis. 

But within that little universe, are there 
models, are there flexible models that you 
would recommend where you could contract out 
for a certain number of years to get the 
maximum benefit for investors and yet, you 
know, renegotiate your options along the way or 
that kind of thing? 

DANIEL W. ALLEGRETTI: You raise a good question, 
which is: Is it possible to finance renewable 
energy resources without some type of forward 
sale that -- that applies to the offtake? I 
think one of the challenges is if you enter 
into a long-term contract, you've put all the 
risk on the ratepayer and you don't know what 
to do with the power . 
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I think a better approach is -- is to rely on 
the Connecticut Energy Finance Investment 
Authority. There you have the ability to -- to 
channel funds for in-state resources without 
running afoul of the U.S. Commerce Clause. You 
have the ability to provide just enough support 
for resources and at the same time to have the 
developer have some skin in the game, rather 
than offloading a hundred percent of the risk 
for 20 years. I think it•s a much better 
approach in terms of a policy for getting 
additional renewable resources built. 

To the extent that your objective is to create 
a sub-tier that's just lower cost, let•s just 
get out there. Let's get clean energy. Let's 
get it at a lower price. Then I think you 
would do well to -- to remove the vintage 
limitations as well as expand the -- to -- into 
the PJM region, the geographic scope for that 
sub-tier . 

So I think, I think those are both better 
policy tools for you to get at the question of 
how do you get cleaner, cheaper, how do you 
avoid picking winners. 

REP. REED: So just one, quick follow-up. 

So you essentially are not opposed to the 
regional approach but you'd like us to head to 
Maryland as well? 

DANIEL W. ALLEGRETTI: You know, in terms of 
eligibility to provide that sub-tier, yeah, I 
would think taking out the vintage requirements 
and -- and opening up the restrictions would 
allow us, as -- as a company serving customers 
here in Connecticut, to fulfill our Class I RPS 
obligations at a lower cost . 
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It would also allow us as a generating company 
to go head to head on the wholesale side and 
compete with -- with Hydro-Quebec and Churchill 
Falls and -- and New Brunswick. We don't see 
why expanding into Canada shouldn't also 
include expansion into the U.S. 

REP. REED: Thank you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you. 

Any questions? 

Dan, why Maryland? 

DANIEL W. ALLEGRETTI: That's -- that's where we 
happen to have a 570 megawatt hydropower dam. 

SENATOR DUFF: (Inaudible.) 

DANIEL W. ALLEGRETTI: We'd love to be able to -- to 
compete. So the PJM region is one control area 
away, just as Labrador and Newfoundland are. 
And so you -- you've expanded one area beyond 
the current scope of eligibility, but you've 
only expanded northward. We think expanding 
southward would be symmetrical, comparable. 

I mean, as -- as you and I sit here today, 
Senator, if we were to get in our cars and you 
were to drive to Churchill Falls, in Labrador, 
and I were to go to Conowingo Dam, in Maryland, 
I'd get there a lot sooner than you would. So 
I think, I think it makes sense to tap into 
domestic supply as well. I -- I don't see why 
you --

SENATOR DUFF: I --
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SENATOR DUFF: -- understand. I like Maryland; it•s 
a nice state. 

DANIEL W. ALLEGRETTI: It's beautiful. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you. 

DANIEL W. ALLEGRETTI: Come visit. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you. Thank you, Dan. 

DANIEL W. ALLEGRETTI: Thank you. 

SENATOR DUFF: John Shue, followed by Larry 
Richardson. 

JOHN SHUE: Good morning, Chairman Duff and Chairman 
Reed, members of the committee. My name is 
John Shue, and I'm Vice President of Operations 
for New England, for the GDF SUEZ Energy 
Generation North America Company. Our parent 
company, GDF SUEZ Energy North America, it•s 
one of the largest owners of hydroelectric 
generation in Connecticut with ten facilities, 
representing an investment of over 500 million, 
and with direct employment of approximately 50 
people. 

we•ve invested significant capital dollars 
ensuring that our aging Connecticut units 
remain operational, but we•re troubled that 

/ 

this bill not only fails to give proper 
incentives to existing hydro units in the state 
to qualify as a Class I resource but would 
actually eliminate the eligibility of three of 
our facilities. 

Projects could be disqualified not from LIHI, 
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not due to a decision that they may make as an 
operator but due to decisions made downstream 
or upstream by other operators of competing 
projects. 

The new Class I tier basically provides a 
subsidy for large-scale, government-owned hydro 
resources in Canada. Connecticut is 
considering a policy path that rewards projects 
outside of the country at the expense of in
state or even in-region projects. 

In addition, we have serious concerns regarding 
the biomass changes. Retroactive changes will 
wreak havoc on many investment decisions 
companies are making right now or have made to 
qualify for Connecticut RECs. By retrofitting 
equipment to improve the environmental 
characteristics of plants, million dollars -
millions of dollars are potentially in play. 
And with these proposed changes, companies must 
meet a moving target which does nothing but 
discourage investment in the future . 

In addition, the characteristics of qualifying 
biomass fuel are likewise a moving target. In 
this bill, sustainability is not well defined 
nor is old-growth timber stands. 

And obviously we're very concerned with the 
truncated and limited comment period. GDF SUEZ 
Energy North America urges the committee to 
evaluate the potential harm they could cause to 
in-state and in-region resources and the 
ability for companies to make sound financial 
decisions regarding renewable energy. 

Thank you. I'm happy to answer any questions 
you have. 

SENATOR DUFF: Any questions from members of the 
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So we thought that -- that by allowing in
state, run-of-river hydro to sell or to -- to 
compete beyond the 5 megawatts to 35 megawatts 
was going to attract investors and -- and sort 
of, you know, give you more opportunities. And 
you're saying, no, you don't like this 
component of the bill or we need to do more 
or --

JOHN SHUE: Well for --

REP. REED: exactly what? 

JOHN SHUE: one, as an example, for one of our 
facilities that might qualify with the 30 
megawatt condition, we really can't do anything 
to qualify that under LIHI until one of our 
competitors that's downstream decides to invest 
money to allow fish passage, those types of 
things, before we could do anything with our 
facility. So it's just sitting there. We 
can't do anything. 

CHARLES BURNHAM: Yeah, one of -- I'm Chuck Burnham, 
Manager of Government and Regulatory Affairs. 
We have actually two units that already qualify 
as Class I RECs, two hydro units in Connecticut 
that the way this bill is written would be 
knocked out of the Class I market. The way 
it's written, it eliminates the run-of-river 
requirement and puts in LIHI qualification. 
Now, these units are run-of-river but probably 
wouldn't meet LIHI certification without 
significant-dollar upgrades, so that you're -
you're disqualifying in-state resources that 
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And we have another unit in which we•ve already 
put some investment in with eyes of looking to 
qualify as Class I a year or two down the line. 
With the vintage requirement and the LIHI 
requirement, while eliminating the run-of-river 
requirement, that investment is essentially 
worthless now because it•s not going to qualify 
for a Connecticut Class I. 

REP. REED: So just refresh my memory. The LIHI 
certification is -- isn•t -- that•s an 
environmental component? I mean --

CHARLES BURNHAM: There•s --

REP. REED: -- that same --

CHARLES BURNHAM: -- a, there•s a variety of 
environmental components. There•s some. It•s 
essentially a -- an organization based out of 
New Jersey. They don•t have anyone in 
Connecticut, I don•t believe, on their board. 
So you•d have to go through their board 
process, solicit comments from a variety of -
of environmental groups, and then ultimately 
they come to a decision on whether or not 
you•re LIHI certified or not. And -- and 
that•s essentially what the, you know, the 
the department is more or less yielding their 
responsibility to LIHI to make the decisions 
for -- for certain hydros. 

REP. REED: Thank you for your testimony. 

It feels like we will defer the conversation to 
be had here, because I think our intent is to 
also encourage in-state, run-of-river hydro, 
and to kind of figure out how we can make that 
happen . 
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CHARLES BURNHAM: Sure. We'd be happy to talk to 
you about that. 

REP. REED: Thank you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you. 

Senator Chapin. 

SENATOR CHAPIN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Could you also provide us with a list of those 
hydro facilities in state that are impacted by 
the, by this? I looked through your testimony 
quickly and I don't --

CHARLES BURNHAM: Yeah, we're 

SENATOR CHAPIN: think they're 

CHARLES BURNHAM: I will. 

SENATOR CHAPIN: actually specified in there. 

CHARLES BURNHAM: Sure, I will put -- I'll submit 
those to the 

SENATOR CHAPIN: And 

CHARLES BURNHAM: committee. 

SENATOR CHAPIN: -- sooner rather than later --

CHARLES BURNHAM: Yeah. 

SENATOR CHAPIN: -- if you wouldn't mind. 

Thank you . 
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REP. HOYDICK: I thank you for testifying today. 

A couple questions: So you were, you are 
interested or you were pursuing investing in 
your one, one plant, two plants, how many to 
upgrade the operating structure? 

CHARLES BURNHAM: We have two facilities that we 
could possibly upgrade to qualify under this 
this bill, that we can't do anything right now. 
We also have, I guess, another facility at 
Scotland where we'd be precluded from doing 
anything there. 

REP. HOYDICK: And the financing, you were going to 
self-finance or? 

CHARLES BURNHAM: Self-finance, yeah . 

REP. HOYDICK: Interesting. So you were interested 
in -- in investing more in Connecticut and now 
with this bill this won't be a possibility? 

CHARLES BURNHAM: The State --

REP. HOYDICK: Or may not be? 

CHARLES BURNHAM: The -- the -- yeah. Well, the way 
it's, the way it's structured now and the 
vintage requirement on the hydro makes it not, 
no matter what we do, because it's, you know, a 
plant older than 2003. No matter what upgrade 
we -- we put on the facility, it's still built 
before 2003 and wouldn't be able to qualify. 

REP. HOYDICK: So I'm going to ask you gentlemen, 
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since you•re sitting here, the previous speaker 
talked about -- or one of the previous speakers 
talked about retiring the biomass facilities 
because they hadn•t been upgraded. And I 1 m -
and somebody mentioned CEFIA. So do you, in 
your opinion, might that be an opportunity for 
you to invest in your facilities and bring it 
up to some kind of -- of quality, depending on 
what we•re talking about with this, how this 
legislation comes out, if that•s another 
vehicle for you to finance improvements in your 
plants? 

CHARLES BURNHAM: You•re talking biomass now? 

REP. HOYDICK: Actually, I 1 m really talking about 
hydro, but I•m -- but somebody mentioned 
biomass. But they, they•re really not up to 
snuff is what I•m hearing; they•re old plants. 
And so, in essence, you•re saying the same 
thing. For the qualifications under this bill, 
your facilities --

CHARLES BURNHAM: Right. 

REP. HOYDICK: are old. And if you had the 
opportunity to finance through CEFIA, is that 
something that might be appealing to you? 

JOHN SHUE: I mean we•re currently in that situation 
right now with one of our biomass plants. 
we•ve invested about $6 million to retrofit it 
with a -- a CR. And once that•s completed, it 
would meet the conditions in this bill on 
particulate and 
older, it would 
to participate. 
year under the, 
they were. 

NOx emissions, but because it•s 
be eliminated, wouldn•t be able 

We made that decision last 
you know, the current rules as 

REP. HOYDICK: Again, self-financed? 
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REP. HOYDICK: Thank you, gentlemen, very much. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you. 

Any other questions? 

Let me, as we discuss this and just to make 
sure I'm understanding you correctly, if you 
were to upgrade, I guess, do you feel that 
your, the prices that you would offer up to any 
RP would be -- procurement would be competitive 
with other (inaudible) any other prices that 
might be out there? Since you're in-state, we 
obviously want to help and support in-state, 
but we want to do it at a price that would be 
competitive with other places. And -- and with 
the upgrades that you might do, do you feel 
that you could still be competitive? 

JOHN SHUE: Yes. Yes, I do believe that . 

SENATOR DUFF: You do? Okay, because that's 
important. 

JOHN SHUE: And it --

SENATOR DUFF: I mean 

JOHN SHUE: is. It is. 

SENATOR DUFF: -- you know, we want to support our 
in-state companies, but on the other hand, 
ratepayers will have, only have a limit as to 
what they will pay. And we need to make sure 
that if we were to make changes to this 
proposed legislation, that we still stay 
competitive. We don't put anybody in there 
that -- that will, that ratepayers will have to 
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pay exorbitant amounts, while we're trying to 
move away from that model, obviously, with 
the --

JOHN SHUE: Thank you. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you, sir. 

Okay. Next is Larry Richardson, followed by 
Jerry Bellikka, followed by Jim Ginnetti. 

LARRY D. RICHARDSON: Good morning. I'm Larry 
Richardson, Chief Executive Officer of ReEnergy 
Holdings, and as you may recall, two weeks ago 
I testified before your committee regarding a 
related issue and the Renewable Portfolio 
Standard program. 

And you may recall that we are a company that's 
focused on the conversion of biomass to energy. 
We have eight power plants here in the 
Northeast, and importantly, one of those is 
here in Connecticut, a 31 megawatt facility in 
Sterling. And it is at our Sterling facility 
that we have, over the last 18 months, invested 
over $10 million to upgrade and retrofit that 
facility to allow us to begin to generate Class 
I, Renewable Energy Credits in-state, using 
sustainable biomass. And that facility, in 
fact, is now threatened by the proposed 
legislation. 

So that is of three points I wanted to make 
this morning, the first, that the 
grandfathering provisions in the proposed 
Substitute Bill 1138 would threaten the 
viability of our Sterling facility to sell into 
the Class I REC market here in Connecticut. 
And if that did happen, it would, in fact, put 
the future of that facility in question. So as 
we have done at other facilities in our fleet 

001728 



• 

• 

• 

47 
mhr/gbr ENERGY AND TECHNOLOGY 

COMMITTEE 

March 19, 2013 
10:30 A.M. 

that are providing capacity into the 
Connecticut REC market, we are very concerned 
about this grandfathering provision. 

We certainly believe in the importance of 
diversity of renewable energy sources as well, 
and we believe that biomass does, in fact, 
serve an important purpose as it has to date 
and as it should in the future, as a part of 
the renewables mix here in Connecticut. It is 
clean. It is carbon neutral, and it is base 
load. And unlike all other forms of renewable, 
the base load characteristics of biomass makes 
it an important part of the mix. 

Third, there is a provision in this substitute 
bill that would preclude the use of wood 
recovered from construction and demolition 
debris as part of the fuel mix in our biomassed 
energy facilities. The restrictions that would 
be put in place for the use of this material, 
in fact, would harm the recycling companies 
here in Connecticut that provide that fuel to 
our facilities. So we encourage revisiting 
that issue as well. 

So, finally, we share a concern of others now, 
that have already spoken, about the rushed 
manner in which this legislation has been 
proposed, putting, we believe, the cart before 
the horse. With the RPS program study now 
having been formally presented this morning, we 
believe that approaching this in a systematic 
and thorough and open manner is important to 
the ultimate stability and the integrity of the 
Connecticut Class I market. 

Thank you and I'd be happy to answer any 
questions. 

REP. REED: Thank you for your testimony . 
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I'm not so familiar with biomass, so could you 
explain exactly the -- how your plant functions 
and how you produce energy? 

LARRY D. RICHARDSON: Well, we accept residues out 
of the forest as our primary fuel, materials 
that would be left on the forest floor to 
decompose were it not for facilities like ours 
to take that material and chip it up and use it 
as a fuel to produce steam and then steam to 
produce electricity. And our facilities use 
materials that are sustainably harvested, so it 
protects the integrity and the health of the 
forest. 

And the facilities also that participate in 
our, in the Connecticut Class I market have 
very robust emissions' control systems on them 
that we have made follow-on investments since 
the plants were constructed, in some cases, you 
know, 20-years-plus ago, as with the Sterling 
facility. 

But with the implementation of those projects 
and our deployment of capital to make that 
happen, the emissions are low. They are at or 
below the, certainly the limits that are 
defined in the Connecticut program right now, 
as well as all of the federal and state permits 
that we have to adhere to. 

So biomass is used as a fuel. It is combusted 
to produce steam and the steam used to turn a 
turbine generator to produce electricity . 
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And you talked about your Sterling facility but 
you also have others. But you said your 
Sterling facility is -- is 20 years old, 
approximately? 

LARRY D. RICHARDSON: It is. 

REP. HOYDICK: Uh-huh. 

LARRY D. RICHARDSON: It is. And since we acquired 
it in early 2011, we have invested over $10 
million in that facility to improve its 
efficiency, its environmental performance, and 
also to allow us to introduce biomass as part 
of the fuel mix there. 

The plant was originally designed to use tires, 
both whole tires and shredded tires as its 
primary fuel . 

REP. HOYDICK: Uh-huh. 

LARRY D. RICHARDSON: But as we diversify the fuel 
mix by introducing sustainable biomass into 
that fuel mix, you know, we are now producing 
electricity that will qualify for Class I 
Connecticut's RECs. The tires do not qualify 
for Class I RECs here in the state. 

REP. HOYDICK: And so you're burning wood. And part 
of the provision, when I -- I have to confess, 
I didn't get to see the amended language or the 
substitute language in time -- but you talked 
about the construction and demolition wood 
being removed as part of your fuel source. And 
is that -- that would, I -- I would imagine it 
would not only impact your business but also 
impact our land fuel -- fills, if that goes 
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LARRY D. RICHARDSON: Well, yes, it would. It 
would. The C&D fuel that we have been_using 
has -- out of Connecticut -- has been utilized 
at our, two of our power plants up in Maine, 
actually, that the -- the fuel that is the wood 
that is recovered from Connecticut construction 
and demolition debris by Connecticut 
processors, we serve as a market for that 
material that is recovered that would otherwise 
be land filled. We provide a market for that 
material, and that is part of the fuel mix at 
our facilities. 

REP. HOYDICK: And one last question, very similar 
to my question before. So you invested, you 
know, your own, your own investment, I would 
imagine; it's not public dollars? In your 
Sterling facility, you mentioned $11 million? 

LARRY D. RICHARDSON: Yes . 

REP. HOYDICK: And --

LARRY D. RICHARDSON: Yes. 

REP. HOYDICK: -- what -- what were those 
investments and -- and why did you make that 
investment? 

LARRY D. RICHARDSON: Well, we made the investment 
to -- to do the things that I described 
earlier, to take a plant that was old at the 
time, and we have invested now to bring it up 
to high performance levels in terms of 
environmental performance. You know, we made 
some significant improvements to the air 
quality control system there, since we've 
acquired the facility in early '11, as well as 
the combustion process and the fuel-feeding 
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process that, once again, allows us to 
introduce biomass into the fuel mix there. 

REP. HOYDICK: So it would seem to me, in 
Connecticut, renewables are kind of a success 
story for us. You're investing your own money. 
You have jobs. The -- the impact on the 
environment is smaller, and you're in 
compliance with all of our regulations. Is 
that correct? 

LARRY D. RICHARDSON: That is correct, yes. 

REP. HOYDICK: Thank you for testifying today. 

LARRY D. RICHARDSON: All right. 

REP. HOYDICK: Appreciate it. 

LARRY D. RICHARDSON: Thank you. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you . 

Representative Reed. 

REP. REED: Yes. So I mean I think it's always 
interesting when we find within energy there 
are worlds within worlds, so that there is this 
biomass world. And then within the biomass 
world, there are worlds within worlds. Are the 
Maine facilities that you referenced, do you 
own any of those and are any of those included 
in this larger construct that we're -- that's 
being proposed? 

LARRY D. RICHARDSON: Yes, we do own the power 
plants up in Maine. We own four power plants, 
and to date, three-of-the-four of those, in 
fact, have participated and currently 
participate as suppliers into the Connecticut 
Class I market . 
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REP. REED: So in the legislation that we have 
before us, there is making a distinction 
between squeaky clean biomass and legacy 
biomass to the point where you can say in the 
REC game if you do the offset with emissions 
payments, would that impact some of your 
companies in Maine? 

LARRY D. RICHARDSON: Well, the -- we have made 
investments at our facilities in Maine, not 
unlike what we have done at Sterling, to allow 
us to achieve those squeaky clean standards. 
And we do that on a day-in, day-out basis. So, 
you know, we believe that as a result, these 
are viable. They have been viable contributors 
of Renewable Energy Credits into the 
marketplace here, and they could and should, in 
fact, continue to be part of the marketplace, 
an open marketplace. 

REP. REED: And just one more, quick question . 

So when we•re talking about encouraging in
state resources and the potential of 
transitioning out the older biomass in Maine, 
that's an impact you don't want to see because 
those are your plants. 

LARRY D. RICHARDSON: Well, that is, that is 
correct. They, once again, they meet or exceed 
all of the standards. They are squeaky clean 
and we believe because of that and the fact 
that biomass is a base load renewable and 
therefore it -- that energy is available 24 
hours a day, 7 days a week, regardless of 
whether the sun is signing or the wind is 
blowing -- it makes biomass a unique dimension 
to a comprehensive and balanced renewables• 
portfolio . 
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~ REP. REED: Thank you for your testimony. 

~ 

~ 

LARRY D. RICHARDSON: Okay. 

REP. REED: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you. 

Any other questions? 

Representative Bowles. 

REP. BOWLES: Yes, thank you, Mr. Chair. 

I guess I had just a couple, quick questions. 
First of all, in terms of your use of tires and 
for this rejuvenated plant, what's the 
percentage of -- of fuel that you rely on in 
terms of the tires? 

LARRY D. RICHARDSON: Well, as I said, up until late 
last year when we completed some of our 
retrofit work, the tires were, in fact, a 
hundred percent 

REP. BOWLES: Right. 

LARRY D. RICHARDSON: -- of the fuel base. We are 
currently permitted by DEEP to substitute up to 
25 percent by weight of biomass into that fuel 
mix, and we, in fact, right now are in the 
process pf seeking approvals to increase that 
to 50 percent. 

REP. BOWLES: And a final question: What are the, 
what would be the impact once the Plainfield 
biomass project comes on-line, in terms of a 
supply? You talked about forest residue in 
eastern Connecticut. What -- what would be the 
impact of that plant coming on-line in terms of 
the overall supply, biomass supply to support 
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biomass plants in eastern Connecticut or 
Connecticut in general? 

LARRY D. RICHARDSON: Well, we certainly pay very 
close attention to that market-dynamic fuel 
supply ... -And we believe that there is more than 
sufficient material, wood fuel in the 
marketplace to supply both the Plainfield 
facility and the Sterling facility. 

REP. BOWLES: Does this include C&D? 

LARRY D. RICHARDSON: It would, yes. 

REP. BOWLES: Thank you. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you, Representative. 

Any other questions? 

Thank you, sir . 

LARRY D. RICHARDSON: Thank you. 

SENATOR DUFF: Jerry Bellikka, followed by Jim 
Ginnetti, followed by Sandi Hennequin. 

JERRY BELLIKKA: Mr. Chairman, Madam Chair, thank 
you for your time. Jerry Bellikka; I'm 
Government Relations Manager for Capital Power, 
and we own the Bridgeport Energy Center in 
Bridgeport. It's a 500 megawatt natural gas 
combined-cycle plant. We invested about $250 
million in the plant, a couple of years ago. 
We have approximately a hundred local 
employees, and we pay significant local taxes 
as well. 

Our colleagues at NEPGA, I understand, will be 
testifying momentarily, so I'm not going to get 
into a lot of details of some of the things 
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that they'll get into. I'll try and limit my 
comments to three-or-four key areas that we're 
concerned about, first of which Representative 
Becker mentioned earlier. With all respect to 
the commissioner and his excellent staff at 
DEEP who have worked very diligently on the, on 
the RPS standard, we're a little concerned 
about the process here. 

We've been told as stakeholders for several 
months that the RPS study would be coming out; 
Please hold your comments as stakeholders until 
you see the study. Yes, they've had some input 
at the early stages. But please hold your -
your information until you see the study -
until you see the study. Well, now the study 
has been out for a couple of hours, and we're 
being told that this thing has to be approved 
in the next 30 days, before the hearings really 
will be completed next month in order to have 
-- potential better qualify for production 
credits. So the cart before the horse has been 
used, but it's -- it's a question we have about 
the process and how this came through. 

The other question I guess we could also have 
would be along the lines of signing a 20-year 
contract without a competitive process. A key 
element to the marketplace for us as investors 
-- and we have, as I say, invested hundreds of 
millions of dollars in Connecticut -- is that 
we've invested in a marketplace that was 
supposed to be open, transparent, and 
competitive. 

And if we're going to pick winners and losers 
based on technologies, then -- then that's 
fine, but -- but have a process that involves a 
fair, open, and competitive RFP, where 
everybody gets a chance to bid on that, on that 
opportunity. And don't just sequester parts of 
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it and exclude other players who have invested. 

Public subsidies for out-of-state resources is 
another concern that we would have. You know, 
as a generating company throughout North 
America, we have a mix of fuels in our fleet. 
We have natural gas combined-cycle here in 
Connecticut and throughout New England. We 
have wind power in one, two, three, four 
markets throughout Canada and the United 
States, so we're very familiar with renewables. 
But when we invest in renewables, we invest in 
renewables based on building local generation, 
employing local people, as buying our products 
and procuring them from local suppliers, paying 
local taxes, and providing local benefits. The 
idea that we would go out-of-state and even 
out-of-country to procure a source of -- of 
generation seems to us to be unfair. 

And -- and the last, the last point would be 
about identifying the need. At this point, I'm 
not aware that ISO has identified a need for 
large-scale, additional generation in this 
market. And so the question would be: Why not 
go through that process to determine if there 
is a need for more generation and large-scale 
generation before we get to the point where 
we're awarding contracts and bringing it in 
without even determining the need? 

So thank you for your time. Those will 
conclude my brief comments. 

I'd be happy to answer any questions I'm able 
to. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you. 

Any questions? 
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REP. HOYDICK: Hi, Jerry; nice to see you again. 

JERRY BELLIKKA: Good to see you. 

REP. HOYDICK: You -- you said something in your 
last statement that just peaked my interests; 
why. Why are we going out for a long-term 
contract, which I -- I understand that part. 
But the cost that we're currently paying for 
renewables is much more than the commissioner 
talked about, and if we have an opportunity to 
reduce that cost, why wouldn't we do it? 

JERRY BELLIKKA: Well, I guess the question is at a 
time as -- you know, obviously we have, our 
plant is natural gas combined-cycle, so we 
wouldn't qualify for a hydro contract. But the 
-- the concern expressed to ourselves and many 
other generators in the state is about the cost 
of electricity. And the commissioner has just 
told us that the additional cost of the 
renewable energy that we're currently using is 
what, a hundred-and-forty to a hundred-and
sixty million dollars a year. 

As a generator, we're penalized for actually 
generating electricity in Connecticut to the 
tune of seven-and-a-half million dollars a year 
for one plant. If you look at the market in 
general, it's $70 million a year for 
Connecticut generators. So on one hand we're 
penalizing Connecticut generators, charging 
them more to create electricity; on the other 
hand, we would import power from an outside 
source and pay them the subsidy. It doesn't 
seem to balance for me. So those are the 
questions that we had . 
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If we're concerned about the price of power (a) 
why -- I know it's a finance issue -- but why 
do we tax local generators and then go 
literally hundreds of miles away to import 
power from somebody who doesn't have to pay the 
same tax on the same level playing field and 
pay them a subsidy? 

REP. HOYDICK: Excellent point. Thank you, very 
much. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you. 

Jerry, you run, your plant 1n Bridgeport runs 
full time; is that 

JERRY BELLIKKA: No. 

SENATOR DUFF: -- correct? 

JERRY BELLIKKA: It's a peaking plant --

SENATOR DUFF: It's a 

JERRY BELLIKKA: Senator. 

SENATOR DUFF: -- peaking plant? 

JERRY BELLIKKA: Yeah. 

SENATOR DUFF: Okay. 

JERRY BELLIKKA: It's a peaking plant, and we have 
to bid in the market, like anybody else. 

And not to drive home too fine a point, but at 
two hundred and -- two-dollars-and-fifty-cents 
a megawatt for tax, we get called very, very 
late in the queue. 

SENATOR DUFF: Right . 
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REP. REED: Jerry, just building on that, so -- so 
this peak shaving that's being talked about, 
going to Quebec and driving that price down, so 
you're afraid that your -- your plant will be 
left in irons, you know, in effect; that 
there'll be no calls from !SO-New England to 
fire up your plant? 

JERRY BELLIKKA: Well, we already feel handcuffed, 
Representative Reed, that the tax puts us 
farther back, as it is. And then to have no 
opportunity to bid on the contract, to actually 
secure a contract to get that, to supply our 
generation, yet have it awarded to somebody 
else at a much cheaper rate or at a rate that 
we are not allowed to compete with, really 
causes us concern. There's a huge inequity 
that we see there. 

REP. REED: Thank you. Thank you for your 
testimony. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you. 

And, also, I just want to clarify that that 
particular provision in the proposed budget is 
-- is not before this committee; that is in the 
Finance Committee. 

JERRY BELLIKKA: I and -- and 

SENATOR DUFF: But we understand that. 

JERRY BELLIKKA: -- like (inaudible) 

SENATOR DUFF: But we just want --
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JERRY BELLIKKA: -- Mr. Chairman. 

SENATOR DUFF: -- that that's --

JERRY BELLIKKA: And thank you for 

SENATOR DUFF: That's not a --

JERRY BELLIKKA: -- your time. 
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SENATOR DUFF: That's not a vote we'll be having 
here. 

Thank you, sir. 

Jim, followed by Sandi, followed by Michael 
Callahan . 

JAMES A. GINNETTI: Good morning, Senator Duff and 
Representative Reed, and members of the 
committee. I'm Jim Ginnetti. I'm a Senior 
Vice President for EquiPower Resources. 

I'm here and I'm going to reiterate much of 
what you've heard so far. We think the -- the 
allowing Canadian hydro, which is a very mature 
industry to count as a Class I renewable under 
any name is a bad idea. We, like Jerry 
Bellikka before you, wonder why this state 
which penalizes those of us who generate 
electricity here would then give an advantage 
to someone in the Province of Quebec. 

I -- I would urge you to add some language, if 
you decide to do this, to make sure that the 
energy they send is pure hydro. We have looked 
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at some studies that they did to justify a 
Northern Pass transmission line, and that 
indicated, their study indicated they had to 
import actually from Ontario Province in order 
to make deliveries into Connecticut. 

You should not be kidding yourself that energy 
from there will be inexpensive. That new 
transmission line will be something in excess 
of four-to-five cents a kilowatt hour, which is 
more than what you can buy the electricity for. 
So the rental of the transmission line may be 
what you can buy electricity for in New England 
already. 

And like many others, we really don't 
understand this wisdom, after the state 
ratepayers have paid $3 billion of stranded 
cost off in the last ten years, that you would 
enter into, again, 20 year of procurement deals 
that may well be uneconomic within a few. For 
example, it's not out of the realm of 
possibility that there be a breakthrough in 
solar and you may find that the deal you signed 
today for a 20-year renewable from somebody may 
be quite uneconomic. 

And, lastly -- and no one has brought this up, 
so I will do this -- but I -- I think there's 
quite a bit of a -- a potential conflict of 
interest. One of the electric distribution 
companies in this state has an affiliate trying 
to build the transmission line from Quebec, and 
to have them involved in a process to run the 
RFP and pick winners and losers and negotiate a 
contract seems to be a bit of an issue to us, 
that you may want to reconsider that. 

With that, I will be happy to answer any 
questions . 
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~ SENATOR DUFF: Thank you, very much. 

~ 

~ 

I, let me just clarify that last point you 
made. I don't believe the utility companies 
would be running the RFP; that would be being 
done by the procurement officer in the state, 
and they would then direct the power companies 
to purchase a certain amount of power. So the 
-- the power companies would not have their 
hands on -- on that part at all. So, but we 
may, we may agree to disagree, but my -- my 
understanding of it is we do not hand the power 
companies those keys for that. 

JAMES A. GINNETTI: I -- I just read the -- the text 
of the language said that the DEEP in 
conjunction with the electric distribution 
companies and procurement manager may solicit 
proposals. 

SENATOR DUFF: Right. Okay; well, we can clarify 
that but 

JAMES A. GINNETTI: I think that might --

SENATOR DUFF: -- that's not --

JAMES A. GINNETTI: -- be good. 

SENATOR DUFF: -- the way it's going to be. 

Any other questions or comments? 

Thank you, sir. 

JAMES A. GINNETTI: Okay. Thank you, very much. 

SENATOR DUFF: Sandi Hennequin. 

SANDI HENNEQUIN: Good morning, Senator Duff, 
Representative Reed, and members of the 
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committee. My name is Sandi Hennequin and I'm 
the Vice President of the New England Power 
Generators Association. We represent 
competitive electric generation companies, six 
members here in Connecticut, and we pay about 
$110_million in State, local, and generating 
taxes within the state. 

We have four main concerns with this bill: (1) 
We have concerns with the proposed RPS Class I 
concentrated tier. Many of my colleagues have 
already addressed this, but what I'd like to 
just emphasize is it's not the intent of the 
RPS to support mature technologies nor 
government-owned, large-scale, out-of-region 
technologies either; (2) We also have concerns 
with the contracting piece of this legislation, 
specifically section S(i). We don't feel 
there's a guarantee of a competitive 
solicitation process. We don't see guidance on 
what the size would be, what the price would 
be, or as others have noted, how the power 
would be used. 

Third, we have some concerns with some of the 
assumptions that are being made about certain 
infrastructure projects that would be built in 
the region. In our testimony, we specifically 
talk about the Northern Pass transmission line. 
I live in New Hampshire, and I can assure you 
this is one of the biggest issues facing the 
state. It was an issue during the 
gubernatorial election and the elections that 
were just held in the fall. 

If you look at the proposed line that would 
come down from Canada, there's three components 
of it. The first component is 40 miles of new 
right-of-ways. This was announced about two
and-a-half years ago. After this, the 
Legislature in the state passed an eminent 
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domain bill to make sure that they would 
protect the landowners who were going to be 
impacted by these 40 miles. At this point, H-Q 
had gone back to the drawing board. We've been 
waiting for two years to hear what this -- this 
first part of the route would look like. 

The second part are 10 miles that go through 
the White Mountain National Forest; this is 
hard to do. If you're going to do this, you 
need a special use permit. The last time this 
was awarded was for the expansion of an 
existing ski resort. It took 10 years to do 
'this. 

Then the third piece is 160 miles of existing 
right-of-ways. These are basically old utility 
right-of-ways that we used for the 
electrification of the state. There are about 
2000 properties that are affected by this, some 
of which don't even know yet they're affected 
-- so this process hasn't even started -- the 
first 40 miles, for about 50 -- 50 affected 
properties, so you could put that in, in 
context. 

And the reason that I bring this up is we've 
heard statements made that if, you know, if 
there's this ability to do the contracting, 
that this will help get some of these projects 
built. I can assure you this won't make a 
difference with the challenges that are being 
faced by those in -- in New Hampshire. 

And then, finally, I would just note the 
stakeholder process. We're disappointed that 
we're at a hearing on recommendations from a 
report that won't be finalized until May 13th. 

So with that, I'm happy to answer any 
questions, and I thank you for your time . 
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SENATOR DUFF: On that positive note, any questions 
from members of the committee? 

Thank you. 

REP. REED: (Inaudible.) 

SENATOR DUFF: Oh, Representative Reed. 

REP. REED: That's all right. 

SENATOR DUFF: Sorry. 

SANDI HENNEQUIN: I wanted 

REP. REED: I'll make --

SANDI HENNEQUIN: -- one question --

REP. REED: -- it 

SANDI HENNEQUIN: -- at least. 

REP. REED: I'll make it quick, Mr. Chairman. 

So there's also been testimony and a lot of 
discussion about the Maritime route as --

SANDI HENNEQUIN: Uh-huh. 

REP. REED: -- an alternate route. Do you -- are 
you taking any position on that, because that 
would capture wind and a lot of other --

SANDI HENNEQUIN: Right. 

REP. REED: -- hydro --

SANDI HENNEQUIN: I'm --
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SANDI HENNEQUIN: I•m not as familiar with that, and 
I want to be clear that I•m -- we•re not taking 
a position on the Northern Pass line or any of 
these transmission lines. Our concern with -
with many of these issues are we want a level 
playing field, and we -- and that•s why we•re 
very engaged in the Northern Pass transmission 
issue is -- is the issue of a, of a level 
playing field, which I think is an issue that 
-- that State today was talking about these 
changes that are being proposed to the RPS, 
where winners and losers are being chosen. So 
I•m not as familiar with that project. 

REP. REED: Okay; thank you for your testimony. 

SANDI HENNEQUIN: Thank you. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you . 

Any questions? 

Thanks, Sandi; appreciate it. 

SANDI HENNEQUIN: Thank you, Senator. 

SENATOR DUFF: Michael Callahan, followed by Kay 
Nelson, followed by Mark Lobel. 

If -- I apologize in advance if I get any of 
these names wrong; sometimes I have a hard time 
reading people•s handwriting. 

MICHAEL CALLAHAN: Thank you; good afternoon. 

My name is Mike Callahan and I•m here 
representing the Renewable Energy and 
Efficiency Business Association. REEBA is a 
trade association of renewable energy and 
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efficiency businesses with approximately a 
hundred members. Our mission is to promote 
sustainable deployment of renewable energy, 
demand-side management, and energy efficiency 
efforts in the State of Connecticut. 

Today, my testimony will address two 
perspectives. One is the timing and lack of 
opportunity for thorough review of the bill 
being considered as well as its relationship to 
the RPS, as well as the impacts both might have 
on a growing and new, renewable enterprises in 
Connecticut and the region. 

REEBA is recommending that this bill be 
rejected for a number of reasons, the first 
being the RPS and this bill are just recently 
available to the public for review and will not 
afford a critical review by impacted 
stakeholders. 

The second reason is the bill proposes to 
create a new RPS class that would include large 
utility-owned hydropower. And the impact, 
again, is really from our perspective not well 
understood. 

The third reason is the bill would limit 
renewable energy facilities' ability to sell 
RECs to other states or at least the bill 
appears to have that impact; and, again, we'd 
like an opportunity to further evaluate and 
understand those. 

And then the fourth reason is the bill reduces 
eligible -- eligibility of biomass and other 
current, renewable technologies, which may have 
a role to play. 

I will elaborate on some of these, just 
briefly. With regard to the timing of this 
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bill and the lack of opportunity for thorough 
review, we believe all stakeholders, 
particularly our members, truly do not have an, 
will not have an opportunity to first 
understand the impacts and then provide 
appropriate feedback for fine-tuning. This 
bill appears to make significant departures 
from the principles of the RPS program and the 
importance of our feedback to you and -- and 
DEEP and other important regulators may be 
missing. 

With regards to Canada hydro or the impact or 
hydropower, the key policy driver behind the 
RPS was the notion -- thank you. I'm sorry. 

SENATOR DUFF: You can wrap up if 

MICHAEL CALLAHAN: No, that's 

SENATOR DUFF: you want. 

MICHAEL CALLAHAN: That's fine. I've made my key 
points, again, being we'd like an opportunity 
for feedback, and the impact to our 
stakeholders is really unclear and may not be 
able to be resolved. 

SENATOR DUFF: Yeah. 

MICHAEL CALLAHAN: Thank you. 

SENATOR DUFF: We understand. Thank you. 

I think our, some of our concern of -- well, 
not our concern -- the concern of the, of the 
department would be the fact of trying to 
partner with other states, and if we were to go 
out to bid past what some other states will, 
what -- what would that leave us, I guess. Do 
you have any comments or about that? 
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MICHAEL CALLAHAN: Having listened to Commissioner 
Esty's comments, there -- there was many items 
to be considered and -- and I think valuable. 
We certainly understand the significance and -
and appropriateness of regional efforts. 

It seems to be a significant departure from 
past activities, and, again -- I drive home the 
point -- those endeavors, while on their own 
are very worthwhile and should be considered, 
the impacts on the -- the businesses over the 
last four and five years in alternatives in 
energy conservation could be significantly or 
could significantly undermine their business 
endeavors. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you. 

Any questions? 

Representative Reed . 

REP. REED: Just quickly, I notice that you talk 
about thermo renew -- other renewables, 
including solar, thermal, and that kind of 
thing. And I just want to assure you that this 
is not the only bill that's going out there. 
This bill has a level of urgency because of the 
regional relationship and the fact --

MICHAEL CALLAHAN: Uh-huh. 

REP. REED: -- that Massachusetts is going out in 
April. So we're trying to make that happen. 

But we have other legislation before us that 
involves very, you know, many of these other 
factors that you're concerned about. And we 
totally welcome your input and -- and 
hopefully, you know, there's some, there's some 
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very good things in there that you will very 
much appreciate. 

MICHAEL CALLAHAN: Good. Well, we appreciate that. 

Thank you. 

REP. REED: Thank you for your testimony. 

MICHAEL CALLAHAN: Okay. Thank you --

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you 

MICHAEL CALLAHAN: -- very much. 

SENATOR DUFF: sir. 

Kenny Nelson, Mark Lobel. 
I just 

KEN NELSON: No worries . 

SENATOR DUFF: Sorry about that. 

Ken -- I'm sorry. 

KEN NELSON: Thank you, Chairman Duff, Chairwoman 
Reed, and members of the committee. I'm Ken 
Nelson, and I am here today representing the 
Connecticut Thermal Renewable Energy Coalition 
or CT-REC. 

We recognize that Connecticut is undertaking a 
very extensive reform agenda and we applaud the 
vision to provide its citizens access to 
cheaper, cleaner, and more reliable energy; 
however, we must take exception that while both 
the comprehensive energy strategy as well as 
Senate Bill 1138 purport to address energy 
usage, across all of its forms, we see a 
glaring omission in that there is no support 
for the use of clean, alternative, thermal 
energy resources. In fact, this bill appears 
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to firmly reject any consideration of support 
for these technologies within the Renewable 
Portfolio Standard. 

Many representatives from renewable thermal 
companies around the state have had multiple 
discussions with members of this committee and 
have presented testimony in previous hearings 
that highlight the advantages of recognizing 
these thermal technologies. 

The five commonly recognized thermal 
technologies, geothermal, solar thermal, 
biomass, biogas, and bio heating oil have the 
potential to immediately increase the 
percentage of RPS funds spent within the state, 
immediately provide meaningful rate relief by 
increasing the supply of credits today, and 
immediately reduce the state's greenhouse gas 
emissions in accordance with the Global Warming 
Solutions Act . 

While Substitute Bill 1138 may have many long
term benefits as currently drafted, I would 
argue that it does not accomplish any of the 
aforementioned objectives in the near term. 
The bill focuses on regional procurement, Maine 
wind, and Canadian hydro, and does little 
beyond what is already in place with the ZREC 
and LREC programs to incentivize new resources 
in the state. 

The phasing out of existing renewable energy 
assets to be replaced by those long-term 
procurements has the potential to keep the 
ratepayer burden of the RPS exceedingly high 
during the transition period, and while their 
regional procurement holds some promise, we 
have to consider the cost of the transmission 
build-out . 
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And then while large-scale hydroelectric assets 
have many benefits over the long term, it is 
widely recognized that during the development 
phase they are significantly greenhouse gas 
positive. 

And to be clear, thermal RECs are not an 
unprecedented idea. CT-REC has submitted to 
the committee a list of 15 states that already 
recognize various forms of thermal technologies 
within their state credit programs. Within New 
England, New Hampshire has passed, 
Massachusetts has introduced, and Vermont, 
Maine, and Rhode Island are studying renewable 
thermal credit legislation. 

So let me finish by saying that there's a 
number of very exciting technologies here that 
have the potential within the state to create a 
number of credits that could significantly 
benefit the ratepayers as well as the 
environmental concerns . 

And I appreciate your questions. I'm happy to 
take them at this time. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you. 

Real quick, can you just give us an idea of a 
solar thermal and the costs of that compared to 
some of the other Class I costs that we have? 

KEN NELSON: Sure. Most of the technologies have 
looked at roughly a 25-to-35 dollar credit 
being required for the program installation. 
Of course, it gets into all the various forms 
of subsidy that a project qualifies for. So 
when you look at total cost and what is the 
required cost for the RPS piece, the -- you'll 
have to look at grant incentives and other 
things on the federal level as well. But most 
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of the budgeting that people have used for any 
of the technologies, whether they be a bio 
heat, biogas are somewhere in that 25-to-30 
dollar range. And right now, I think we know 
that credits are trading at roughly $55, 
significantly -- obviously we're significantly 
lower than the current program. 

SENATOR DUFF: All right. Thank you. 

Any questions? 

Thank you, very much. 

Mark Lobel, followed by James Schneider, 
followed by Janet Besser. 

A VOICE: (Inaudible.) 

SENATOR DUFF: James Schneider? 

JAMES S. SCHNEIDER: Good afternoon. I'm Jim 
Schneider and I'm with Kimberly-Clark. I'm the 
Corporate Manager for Energy Supply, and K-C 
New Milford is -- is one of the facilities I 
have responsibilities for. 

K-C thanks the members of the committee for the 
opportunity to express K-C's strong support for 
the Proposed Substitute Bill 1138 and LCO 4767, 
which proposes to change the definition of 
Class III resources by phasing out the 
ratepayer-funded conservation and load 
management projects beginning January 1, 2014. 

The prompt passage of 4767 is necessary, in our 
view, to introduce a change that will gradually 
and effectively alleviate the glut of Class III 
credits that jeopardizes the Class III market's 
viability. K-C supports otherwise preserving 
the Class III as is, including the price floor . 
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As this Committee is aware, K-C was encouraged 
by Act 05-01 to build a 35 megawatt Class III 
Combined Heat and Power system at our New 
Milford facility, which is proud to employ more 
than 300 people at family sustaining wages. 
The CHP unit plays a critical role for them in 
allowing the facility to control its energy 
costs and remain competitive within this state 
and competitive against our other facilities 
throughout the U.S. 

K-C's multi-million dollar investment decision 
relied upon projections that Class III credit 
revenues would defray some of the project's 
significant development and ongoing operating 
costs. Due to CHP investments by K-C and other 
Connecticut manufacturers, educational 
institutions, and medical facilities, prompted 
by effective public policy, Connecticut, in our 
view, has led the nation in CHP development. 
Continued success, however, has been 
increasingly threatened by the severe and 
worsening Class III REC imbalance, which 4767 
seeks to remedy. 

The Class III imbalance is due to a flood of 
credits produced by C&LM projects, which have 
saturated the market and transformed class -
the Class III developers' fear of not being 
able to sell the credits, even at the floor 
price, into a reality. The attachment to my 
testimony illustrates that point. So without 
this change, the Comprehensive Energy 
Strategy's recommendation for increased C&LM 
funding will likely worsen the situation. 

The present imbalance is a serious concern for 
businesses that relied upon Class III revenues 
to justify their investment and continue doing 
business in the state. This saturation level 
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also chills new investment now and into the 
future in new Class III CHP or even microgrid 
resources. In addition to providing business 
and industry an effective cost-management tool, 
CH -- Class III CHP will play an important role 
in the success of the Governor's proposed 
microgrid initiative. 

I'll stop there and take your questions. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you. 

Any questions from members of the committee? 

We appreciate your -- your testimony. I know 
we worked to try and address some of your 
concerns over at Kimberly-Clark and certainly 
with the help of Senator Chapin as well. 

Any questions from members of the committee? 
No? 

Thank you, very much. 

JAMES S. SCHNEIDER: Thank you for your time. 

SENATOR DUFF: Janet Besser, followed by Francis 
Pullara. 

JANET G. BESSER: Senator Duff, Representative Reed, 
members of the committee, my name is Janet 
Besser, and I represent the New England Clean 
Energy Council. We very much appreciate the 
opportunity to testify here today. 

The New England Clean Energy Council is a clean 
energy business association with over 100 
clean-energy business members, many of them 
here in Connecticut. They were drawn here by 
the progressive policies that have been place 
by this Legislature and by the Administration . 
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While we welcome policy improvements that 
continue to make progress on cost-effective, 
cleaner energy and contributions to the state 
and regional economy, stepping back from 
existing standards and goala.that are driving 
private investment may be a move in the wrong 
direction, and we're -- they're concerned that 
this is one consequence of Bill No. 1138. 

This bill seems to focus on two, separate 
issues. The first is making changes to what 
qualifies as a Class I resource and the second 
is implementing a long-term contracting 
process. We think the first, changing Class I 
eligibility is problematic, and we applaud the 
second, implementing long-term contracting for 
renewable and clean energy here in Connecticut. 

We do not support the changes to the Class I 
qualifications or eligibility to include a role 
for large hydro in Class I, particularly 
because it comes at the expense of existing 
clean energy. To the extent that you are 
reducing by about 140 megawatts, starting next 
year up to 350 megawatts, the demand for clean 
and renewable energy will undermine the 
objectives of the RPS, which were to not only 
develop these industries, bring them to scale, 
reduce their cost, but to benefit the local 
economy here in Connecticut. 

We're very glad to hear that the -- from 
Commissioner Esty -- that the intention is that 
large hydro will not be eligible for RECs. 
That would be adding almost insult to injury to 
be paying, as a number of people have said, 
large, commercial, already developed 
technology, another government, utility RECs. 

There seem to be a couple of implicit 
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assumptions here, which is that adding large 
hydro to the RPS will reduce the costs and that 
this will be less costly power. And that's one 
thing I want to challenge here, to point out 
that that's going to depend on the nature of 
the contract. I think Commissioner Esty 
mentioned a figure of around eight-cents-a
kilowatt-hour; I would note that wind projects 
in Massachusetts that have long-term contracts 
were corning in under ten-cents-a-kilowatt-hour. 

He mentioned, too, that the contracts for 
Hydro-Quebec power are often tied to fossil
fuel prices. That makes them eight cents when 
the fossil fuel prices are low, and we hope to 
enjoy that for many years to come, but there's 
no guarantee. In fact, long-term contracts for 
renewables that lock in prices under ten cents 
may be assure less receive that than a contract 
with the indexed to prices. So contract terms 
are going to matter. 

If I can take one more minute? 

We make some recommendations here: Maintain 
the Class I targets with existing renewables; 
create a separate no-REC class for contracted 
renewables, including large hydro; make sure 
that that's competitively bid, that there are 
no geographic or vintage limits. You want as 
much competition as possible there to keep the 
prices down; and make sure that the criteria 
are well defined. 

We have some further comments on some of the 
other elements of 1138. I will not go into 
those now but would be happy to answer my 
questions. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you, very much. We have your 
testimony as well; appreciate it . 
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SENATOR DUFF: Any questions from members of the 
committee? 

Representative Reed. 

REP. REED: Just quickly, it•s very nice to see you 
again. Thank you for y.our testimony. 

JANET G. BESSER: Thank you. 

REP. REED: And -- and these recommendations are 
very interesting. I -- so I'm wondering when 
we talk about Canadian hydro and how it's being 
positioned and not being mandatory, just being 
out there if the price is right, you know, just 
factoring it into the options. And given the 
sort of -- and -- and you, from the -- the New 
England Clean Energy Council, this sort of 
whole, sort of larger regional look at these 
things, is there anything that you find in that 
approach of just looking bigger for more 
options as attractive or desirable? 

JANET G. BESSER: We do think it would be attractive 
and desirable to look bigger and to certainly 
allow and encourage more large-hydro to be 
coming to support Connecticut, for lots of 
reasons, environmental reasons, reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

Our concern is that it should not come at the 
expense of other renewables. So our 
recommendations include the fact that you keep 
the Class I target at 20 percent by 2020 and 
you create this new class, which we call "a no
REC contracted tier•• that's additive to that. 
And that•s a class where, in fact, large hydro 
from the north -- I think we•ve heard earlier 
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maybe from the south, can compete to serve 
Connecticut customers. 

Again, if you broaden your pie, it increases 
competition; you don't have the vintage limits. 
One oE the arguments for including large hydro 
is that it's going to come from low-cost, 
existing hydro. I'm not sure why you care if 
it existed since 2003 or longer than that, if, 
in fact, it's low cost and existing and can 
serve Connecticut. 

So I think generally that bigger is better but 
make sure that you're not doing that at the 
expense of some resources here in Connecticut 
that -- that the Legislature's been very 
forward-looking in promoting to date. 

REP. REED: Thank you. We always look forward to 
your input. 

JANET G. BESSER: Okay . 

REP. REED: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you, Representative. 

Thank you, very much. 

Francis Pullara, followed by Seth Kaplan, 
followed by Jeff Bishop. 

FRANCIS PULLARO: Senator Duff, Representative Reed, 
and members of the committee, first, I'm 
grateful that I get to testify before lunch, I 
think probably a first for me at the Energy and 
Technology Committee, and for that I am 
grateful. 

Two points to the bill -- I have extensive 
testimony -- but two points that I'd like to 
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highlight. First, I'd like to offer RENEW's 
support for the long-term contracting 
provisions for Class I resources, in Section 5. 
As -- as Commissioner Esty rightly pointed out, 
there's a bit of a competition with us and 
Massachusetts, and, in particular, to get some 
of these cheap wind projects, which are 
eligible for production tax, federal Production 
Tax Credits which will expire this year; and 
and hence that's the reason for some of the 
urgency here. 

But in terms of the approach on how to do it, I 
would recommend actually not having a hundred
and-fifty megawatt cap, but as you'll see in -
in my testimony, I think we should have a long
term procurement scheme which looks something 
like what Massachusetts is doing. And it -- it 
tries to track the RPS, the Class I RPS growth 
over time. And it provides, I think, some 
significant benefits for those of us consumers 
here in Connecticut . 

First of all, it provides a hedge against 
rising or volatile energy and REC prices by 
having, say, half of Connecticut's Class I 
needs under long-term contract. You can dampen 
that volatility, because you're, in effect, 
taking half the market out of the equation with 
the long-term contracts. 

And I think, you know, Representative 
Steinberg, he raised that issue of getting into 
long-term contracts. Certainly I think the 
Administration could look into just how long to 
go with the contracts, but by not contracting 
for a hundred percent of the Class I 
requirements, I think it might strike the right 
balance between, you know, what we need to 
dampen our volatility but also address your -
your concerns about stranded costs . 
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The -- the second point that I'd like to make 
would be to oppose the use of long-term 
contracts for Canadian hydro to offset the 
current Class I or the expanded Class I RPS 
requirements. I understand, as -- as you 
pointed out, Representative Reed, that, you 
know, there's no REC eligibility for these 
projects. However, we•re still offsetting the 
Class I requirements, and that does have an 
impact on investor willingness to come into 
this market. 

But I think, more importantly, it really gets 
to what's the point of the RPS. And the point 
of the RPS is to get new resources built, as 
many others have -- have said before me. These 
resources already exist, are already under 
construction. They need no subsidies or 
incentives for -- for those projects to get 
built. 

And, with that, I'd be happy to answer any 
questions. 

REP. REED: Thank you, Mr. Pullaro. 

I think one of the things that we tangle with 
constantly is the price of renewables and the 
sort of idea that perhaps if Canadian hydro -
not necessarily Quebec hydro but the range of 
hydros -- and now we•re hearing there's 
Maryland hydro and there are all kinds of 
hydros that want to get in the game -- but just 
having that out there might help -- I don't 
know -- I don't want to say apply downward 
pressure, but sort of come up with some more 
realistic pricing points for renewables. 

Now, I know you•ve been talking about 8.6 cents 
for -- for wind now, that you're able 
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FRANCIS PULLARO: -- as -- as Janet just mentioned, 
under ten cents, but I've seen credible -
because the prices in Massachusetts were kept 
confidential, but some analysts have been able 
to figure out that it's probably about eight
and-a-half cents; that includes the energy, the 
capacity, and the REC value. So if you back 
out the RECs and then the energy is maybe at 
six-or-so cents. So I think it's -- it's 
pretty comparable. 

I didn't hear Commissioner Esty say it, but I 
heard Janet mention that Commissioner Esty may 
have mentioned the hydro contracts he expected 
might come in the eight-range; that's without 
any REC component, and I don't know where 
that's to be delivered or if there is capacity 
portion of that or not. So certainly, you 
know, I think, you know, from a large-wind 
developer perspective, you know, competition 
with large hydro, as long as the playing field 
is level, as long as Hydro-Quebec is required 
to show or anyone else is required to show that 
it's actually coming from -- from dams, because 
if you look at the Vermont contract, it's just 
system power. There's some brown power mixed 
in there. 

I think we need to know what we're getting. 
And if you address that and some of the other 
issues to make large hydro on this, put on the 
same playing field as wind, bring on the 
competition. But let's not call it something 
it's not and use it to -- to offset the RPS 
requirements, because there's plenty of large 
wind development opportunity out there . 
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And I think, and as Massachusetts has shown, 
with the appropriate long-term contracting 
scheme, we're not going to get to -- you know, 
you don't get to high ACP levels; you don't get 
to high REC prices; you don't have it all. So, 
and you can get pretty inexpensive wind power. 
And there's, you know, if you look at the !SO
New England queue, there's -- there's thousands 
of megawatts ready to, ready to go. They just 
need the -- the incentive to be built. 

REP. REED: And just one more, quick question. 

I'm -- I'm wondering about your opinion about 
the route that Quebec hydro might take, if -
if the Maritime route which would capture wind 
would appeal to you, that -- that you could 
sort of partner on transmission that would 
deliver both? 

FRANCIS PULLARO: Yeah, I mean, I think that's -
that's certainly one of the disadvantages of 
the Northern Pass Project; there are no on-and
off ramps. It's -- it's a direct current line. 
It just takes foreign hydropower and brings it 
into Southern New England. There's no 
opportunity, and if it were an AC line, for 
projects, wind projects along the way to be 
able to tap into that. 

And from what I've seen with some of the 
proposals coming from the Maritimes, that they, 
wind resources could tap in along the way. And 
I think that would provide some substantial 
benefits. And I think, again, that's, you 
know, that's the way to go, and I would also 
echo what SUEZ and others have said, why are we 
limiting hydro procurements to just large 
Canadian resources? Why shouldn't we try to 
redevelop the resources we have just here in 
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Connecticut? Why shouldn't they be eligible 
for a long-term contract if that would allow 
them to do environmental upgrades or repower? 

I mean, I -- I mentioned in my testimony that, 
you know, !SO-New England in their region 
system plan has pointed out that there's 
perhaps up to a hundred megawatts and just in 
Connecticut alone of further hydro resources we 
could develop. Why are we overlooking this? 
So I think others have said it's picking 
winners and losers, and I truly think it is. 

And I guess, you know, to the point about -
Senator Duff, you asked about Maryland -- I 
think the requirement should be that you have 
to actually deliver the energy and not just any 
type of an attribute. So if that Maryland 
hydro facility could get its energy into 
Connecticut, then for some kind of procurement, 
again, outside of the RPS, I -- I think that's 
a good direction to go . 

REP. REED: Thank you for your testimony. 

Are there any other questions? 

Representative Hoydick. 

REP. HOYDICK: Thank you, Madam Chair. 

Hi, Francis. You, as everyone's talked about 
is the contract length, the 20 years. 

FRANCIS PULLARO: Uh-huh. 

REP. HOYDICK: And I was wondering if you have any 
experience or you can tell us about what other 
states, how they're -- how they're managing a 
long-term contract, if it's laddered, if it's, 
you know, what have you seen? 
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FRANCIS PULLARO: And generally the New England 
experience is fixed price, I think, you know, 
the larger projects; they're -- they're just so 
low cost, there's no laddering. I know smaller 
projects -- we've seen them here in Connecticut 
-- they tend to have escalators. But if you're 
looking at the cheap, large-scale wind in New 
England, I'm sure that they're just fixed 
price. 

And it provides a great, I think, benefit to 
consumers. Because if you could lock in today 
at eight-and-a-half cents, do you think our 
electricity prices are still going to be at 
eight-and-a-half cents 10 or 15 years from now? 
Probably not. 

REP. HOYDICK: We might have said that about gas, 
probably, when-- when I was buying in 2007. 
So, you know, I -- I hesitate. I'm I'm 
nervous, just generally, because of my 
experience --

FRANCIS PULLARO: Sure. 

REP. HOYDICK: early buying electricity, so 
(inaudible) 

FRANCIS PULLARO: Yeah, well it's hard to, I mean, 
gas basically sets, it's on the margin and -
and the electricity markets; so it sets the 
price, and it's hard to imagine. It's just 
not, I mean, gas is already being sold below 
cost, in many instances, so it's hard to 
imagine things getting possibly cheaper. 

REP. HOYDICK: I -- I do and I do understand that, 
but having, you know, purchased blocks of any 
of the-day-ahead market, I really would not 
suggest that we do that again or do that here . 
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What's the length 
Do they --

FRANCIS PULLARO: They -- the Massachusetts' 

REP. HOYDICK: Is it 20 years? 

FRANCIS PULLARO: 
only ten. 

REP. HOYDICK: Okay. 

contracts I just mentioned were 

FRANCIS PULLARO: I think if you look at -- and I 
have some of my -- one of my members is coming 
up, and I think he'll be able to answer that 
question because he's actually in the business 
-- but from what I understand, sort of a seven
to-ten years is sort of the minimum to make the 
financing the -- the least cost as possible. 
So I think a ten-year contract is sort of a -
a minimum . 

REP. HOYDICK: Okay. 

FRANCIS PULLARO: And if you just look at what that 
does for the contract in terms of cents per 
kilowatt hour, I think it, you know, the longer 
you go, clearly you -- you drive down that -
that price. 

And it, again, someone else has mentioned that 
it helps put us on equal footing. I think 
Jessie Stratton said, you know, that Province 
of Quebec looks at their assets over cost 
recovery, over 50 years; you know, they should 
think about a 30-year mortgage versus a 15, and 
you could see how the monthly payments work 
out. So we're sort of competing against that 
from the optics too, so if you're only going to 
give wind ten, just keep in mind that any hydro 
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contract is, you know, being looked at in a 
different way. 

REP. HOYDICK: Okay; thank you. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you. 

Any other questions? 

A VOICE: No. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you, Francis. 

FRANCIS PULLARO: Thank you. 

SENATOR DUFF: Seth Kaplan, followed by Jeff Bishop, 
followed by Jay Fletcher. 

SETH KAPLAN: Good morning. My name is Seth Kaplan; 
I'm here from the Conservation Law Foundation, 
and I'm going to adopt and agree with pretty 
much everything Francis said. I'm on his board 
as -- as Jeff Bishop, who is coming up after 
me. 

So I wanted to immediately -- and somebody 
please tell him -- wholeheartedly agree with 
Representative Becker's comment at the outset 
of this hearing. Section S(h), in particular, 
of this bill is targeted to do the regional 
coordinated procurement for RPS-eligible 
renewables, which the other states are eager to 
do, and we are under a tight time schedule 
because what Congress did in the fiscal cliff 
deal around the Production Tax Credit. I would 
strongly suggest that the suggestion that 
Representative Becker made of a narrow bill 
that is noncontroversial and adopts that S(h) 
language and moves forward with authorization 
for regional procurement for Tier 1 could be an 
immediate thing on the to-do list . 
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I would want to just very quickly touch on 
three points in terms of global warming and 
point out this Legislature and this State has 
made an important commitment in this Global 
Warming Solutions Act. And the science has 
only gotten far more frightening since that law 
was adopted, and the need for action is sharper 
and clearer. And I think the citizens of this 
state are looking at you and insisting that 
Connecticut set a strong example and it act. 

And the last thing that we should do here in 
Connecticut, speaking as a native of 
Connecticut -- although I lived in Rhode 
Island, and I currently live in Massachusetts, 
and I spend a lot of time in a lot of other New 
England states -- the last thing we should do 
here is open the flood gates and be the first 
state to ratchet down a New England Renewable 
Portfolio Standard. 

You'll see in my testimony a chart that we drew 
up, off of the !SO-New England data, showing 
that the wind generation in New England is 
increasing exponentially, literally by the 
month, in terms of amount of power it is 
putting into the system on a daily basis, that 
projects that were waiting for decades are 
finally coming on-line. And we are just now 
reaping the full benefit of the Renewable 
Portfolio Standard, and we need to press ahead. 

Second point is about economic development. 
The Province of Quebec and the Nation of Canada 
has a smart policy of fueling their economic 
development by accessing the market price of 
power in New England and New York; it is very 
important to keep that in mind. Hydropower 
charges market price. It is competing with 
coal and it is competing with gas. It is 
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prices set by gas, in fact, as you know, 
Representative Hoydick. And what we need to do 
is embrace hydropower as an alternative to coal 
and to gas but not as an alternative to in
region, renewable energy that provides a 
powerful hedging benefitr as outlined in the 
other chart in my testimony. 

The last point I'll make is about process. One 
of my best friends is Gina McCarthy, worked 
with her for two decades. What I would 
describe as the McCarthy principle is the more 
people are involved thoughtfully in a decision, 
the greater the likelihood is that it will be a 
good decision; that's generally true. What we 
have here is a just-in-time delivery of a draft 
RPS study that apparently, since we're all 
reviewing it on the fly, poses several 
alternatives, one of which is in the bill. And 
the idea of departing from transparent-and-open 
process by moving forward with all the other 
parts of this bill before there has been 
thoughtful engagement of the RPS study and a 
full debate would be a major mistake. 

As I reference in my testimony, back in 2005, 
2006, I sat in rooms in Hartford watching other 
Representatives and Northeast Utilities make 
the same dire predictions about systemic 
shortfalls in meeting the RPS, the same ones 
that Commissioner Esty made this morning about 
the future now. They were wrong then and 
they're wrong now. We have some hope for the 
future, and I urge you to embrace that hope and 
to stay the course with the Renewable Portfolio 
Standard, as your constituents are urging you 
to. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you, Mr. Kaplan. 

I was just pushed back a little bit on the fact 
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that this is not an open-and-transparent 
process when we have 40 people or 30 people 
scheduled to testify today and we're sitting 
here in an open-and-transparent hearing and 
listening to everybody's (inaudible) 

SETH KAPLAN: Point well taken, sir. 

SENATOR DUFF: So, and also, you know, we're 
we're here listening, doing our best to to 
make -- make this the best product that we 
possibly can. So --

SETH KAPLAN: I -- I --

SENATOR DUFF: -- (inaudible) 

SETH KAPLAN: -- believe this committee is under an 
artificial time constraint, and there is no 
reason for the other components of the bill 
besides S(h) to be on this kind of time 
schedule, where the draft appeared when it did 
and for it -- and to be on the kind of deadline 
that you are facing. 

SENATOR DUFF: Okay. 

SETH KAPLAN: Thoughtful time --

SENATOR DUFF: Okay. 

SETH KAPLAN: is needed and debate is needed on 
the, on the other provisions. 

SENATOR DUFF: Well, we could view ourselves as 
thoughtful people, and we don't mind a --

SETH KAPLAN: I -- I believe you are 

SENATOR DUFF: -- little controversy . 
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SENATOR DUFF: And we don't mind a little 
controversy if we think it helps the ratepayers 
and the consumers of the state. 

Any questions from members of the committee? 

Thank you, sir. 

Jeff Bishop, followed by Jay Fletcher. 

JEFF BISHOP: Thank you for the opportunity to 
testify today. My name is Jeff Bishop, and I'm 
with EDP Renewables, and we have 3700 megawatts 
of utility scale wind energy across the U.S. 
We're the third-largest independent power 
producer, owning wind energy. 

We've been developing wind assets in Maine 
since 2003, and given the clear market signals 
of New England in the past year, we've 
redoubled our efforts and are prospecting our 
developing wind and solar all throughout 
Southern New England as well. 

I would like to make one, general point and 
then talk about two specific pieces of the 
legislation. First of all, on the cost side, 
in the seven years that I've worked at my 
company, the cost of wind energy as a whole in 
this market has dropped by half. Technology 
has increased to such an extent that formerly 
little-wind areas are now commercially viable. 
Competition is very expensive. If Connecticut 
were to come out with an RFP today, I think you 
would be pleasantly surprised. 

Regarding the draft legislation, first I 
applaud the long-term contracts. For a company 
like ours, we get revenue from three sources, 
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wholesale electricity rates, federal tax 
credits, and Renewable Energy Credits. What we 
can hedge and our financing partners can hedge 
against electricity prices and federal tax 
credits, Renewable Energy Credits, the market 
for them, is legislatively driven. I've seen 
in other states, and such as Ohio, where adding 
in a new technology took the REC market from 
$30 a REC, down to $3 a REC, just by the 
Governor signing the Legislation. 

Taking on that risk as a company is very hard 
to do whenever you're investing tens if not 
hundreds of millions of dollars. As such, the 
long-term contracts gives us the certainty in 
order to be able to invest and make sure that 
we can recoup our capital. The one thing that 
I do ask for on that is for more clarify for 
additional, long-term, contracting 
opportunities in the future and additional 
years. 

My last point is pairing hydro and renewable 
energy makes sense. It's very possible to take 
a very large wind farm in upstate Maine, add in 
some hydro, put it on a transmission line and 
get clean, cheap, and reliability energy coming 
into Southern New England. 

The one area, though, that -- that I do have 
issue is that in some outer years -- of how the 
current draft legislation is right now -- the 
contracted hydro, which supersede any other 
renewable energy getting built. As such, we do 
ask that the hydro component, the contracted 
hydro, if you move that, a Tier I, so that a 
Tier I is not cannibalized and more renewable 
energy can be built in Connecticut and the rest 
of New England. 

Thank you . 
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Any questions from members of the committee? 
No? 

Thank you, so much. 

JEFF BISHOP: Certainly. 

SENATOR DUFF: Jay Fletcher, followed by Chris 
Phelps. 

JAY FLETCHER: Good afternoon, Senator Duff, 
Representative Reed, and members of the 
committee. My name is Jay Fletcher, Director 
of Regulatory Policy for Northeast Utilities 
Service Company, on behalf of the CL&P. With 
me today is James Shuckerow, Director of 
Electric Supply for NUSCO. We submitted 
written testimony on Bill 1138, and we'll 
summarize that here today . 

The proposed bill makes several changes to 
Connecticut's Renewable Portfolio Standards• 
standards. We support this bill and believe 
that it is a good step forward in ensuring 
Connecticut, that Connecticut's clean-energy 
goals are met, while maintaining an eye on the 
prices that customers pay for such clean 
electricity. We look forward to working with 
the Administration to carry out the provisions 
of this bill. 

Section 1 of the bill creates a new subclass of 
-- of renewable energy, known as a Class I 
contracted-tier, renewable energy source. We 
support this provision and believe that 
Connecticut would be well served by allowing 
both Class I compliant generation and 
hydropower to fill a portion of Connecticut's 
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The Eastern Canadian Provinces have significant 
amounts of clean, renewable, hydropower. This 
power will not only help to clean our air but 
may also do so at a cost that is -- is 
anticipated to be lower than existing Class I 
resources. 

We appreciate the bill's perspective that 
hydropower is a renewable resource, as the 
source of its generation, water, is abundant. 
Let me emphasize, however, that hydropower 
should be viewed as a supplement to, and not a 
replacement for, conventional Class I 
resources. 

The recently published Comprehensive Energy 
Strategy notes a concern that Connecticut has 
the highest RPS targets in all of New England 
yet has the least potential for in-state 
renewable resources. The CES forecasts that 
the state will not have enough supply of Class 
I renewable energy sources to meet the state's 
goals, meaning that customers will have to pay 
the alternate -- Alternative Compliance 
Payment. The CES estimates that the cost of 
this noncompliance could reach $250 million per 
year, by 2022. 

Allowing contracted-tier resources to help meet 
Connecticut's clean energy goals should 
significantly lessen the impact of this 
supply/demand imbalance. Connecticut will 
still be reliant on development of both in
state and regional Class I renewable resources 
to meet its RPS targets. However, the 
inclusion of this new subclass to help meet the 
state's targets should lessen the potential for 
large bill increases to cover noncompliance 
with the targets if sufficient Class I 
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We support Section 5 of the bill and believe 
that a regional approach is beneficial to 
ensure that resources are acquired at the most 
reasonable cost possible. We look forward to 
working with the commissioner and the 
procurement managers to seek out these 
resources and to enter into a reasonably amount 
-- reasonable amount of fairly priced 
contracts. These solicitations will not only 
help Connecticut meet its goals, but may also 
provide the opportunity for significant 
resources to be acquired at a scale that would 
lower the overall cost. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide 
testimony, and we'll take questions. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you, Jay; appreciate it. 

Any questions from members of the committee? 

Thank you, very much. 

JAY FLETCHER: Thank you. 

SENATOR DUFF: Chris Phelps, followed by Stephen 
Molodetz, followed by Rose Chambers. 

CHRISTOPHER PHELPS: Afternoon, Senator Duff. 
Members of the committee, I apologize for my 
voice; I'm getting over the plague at the 
moment. 

My name is Chris Phelps; I'm State Director of 
Environment Connecticut. We're a member
supported, nonprofit environmental advocacy 
organization. We've worked on energy issues 
and renewable energy issues in the state for 
many years, as you know . 
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We submitted written comments in opposition to 
this bill. There are some provisions in the 
bill that, as we mentioned, are -- we think are 
-- are positive but unbalanced, in particular, 
because the proposal is to effectively water 
down and dilute our Class I RPS by displacing 
some incentive for the continued development of 
new renewables serving Connecticut and our 
region in favor of water-scale hydropower. But 
that really is a step backwards. As was 
mentioned earlier, we represent Connecticut 
being one of the first state -- the first state 
to move backwards on the commitment to new 
renewables and RPS. Excuse me. 

You've heard a lot of testimony on -- on these 
points today; I'm not going to rehash it. I 
would point out that, again, the -- the purpose 
of an RPS is -- in a Class I tier, in 
particular -- is to incentivize new, renewable 
generation, new wind, new solar and other clean 
renewables, serving Connecticut and our region . 
That is the, that is the policy function of the 
Class I tier of the RPS, pure and simple. 

And large-scale hydropower facilities have been 
talked about, Quebec hydro, the Maritimes, 
Maryland; we've heard a lot talked about today. 
These are not new, emerging technologies; 
they're existing resources. They're mature, 
commercial resources that are not the -- the 
purpose of the RPS is not to support those 
sorts of facilities, those sorts of 
technologies. 

In fact, Mr. Fletcher just said that hydropower 
should supplement not replace Class I, and I 
think that, in many ways, is the heart of the 
debate here, because the creation of this sub
tier and the carve-out of a proportion of the 
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Class I percentage for this sub-tier 
effectively does just that and puts a damper on 
the incentive for new, renewable generation 
serving our state and moving us off of a 
dependence on traditional fuels. 

I've submitted more written comments, more
detailed comments. I'm happy to answer any 
questions you have. But at this point, and 
given the way this bill is drafted, we very 
strongly oppose this -- this legislation. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you, Chris. 

Any questions? 

Thank you. 

CHRISTOPHER PHELPS: My voice thanks you for no 
questions. 

SENATOR DUFF: Stephen, followed by Rose Chambers, 
followed by Roger Smith . 

STEPHEN MOLODETZ: Well, good afternoon, Chairman 
Duff, Chairman Reed, members of the committee. 
My name is Steve Molodetz; I am the Vice 
President of Business Development for HQUS. 

We are the U.S. subsidiary of Hydro-Quebec. 
We're located right here in sunny, Hartford, 
Connecticut, right across the park. Our 
primary function is to market the excess power 
of Hydro-Quebec on the wholesale markets 
throughout the Northeast U.S. 

My, this morning, I have -- or excuse me -
this afternoon I have two, quick points I'd 
like to make. The first relates directly to 
the draft bill. HQUS is pleased that the 
proposed legislation recognizes hydropower 
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facilities as valued, renewable resources. A 
separate contracted tier in which a broader set 
of resources compete to help meet the state RPS 
requirement will create a much more balanced 
RPS program. 

There are two reasons for this; first, the 
combination of allowing the participation of 
new hydropower and offering long-term contracts 
will serve to bring more cost-effective 
resource into the program. And, second, 
because the contracted tier is limited, the 
integrity of the traditional RPS system of REC 
credits as the incentive mechanism for 
renewable development is maintained. 

Greater balance within the RPS also enables the 
proposed expansion of the program into 2025. 
Overall, the bill will improve Connecticut's 
ability to maintain a strong commitment to 
renewables at a lower cost to Connecticut 
ratepayers. HQUS is pleased that the bill 
clarifies Connecticut's ability to participate 
in a regional renewable procurement process. 

As one of larger states in the region, 
Connecticut's involvement will benefit the 
buyers and suppliers and is helping ensure that 
economies of scale are achieved. At certain 
quantities, a regional procurement could 
mitigate the adverse impacts of current and 
increased levels of natural gas reliance in the 
region. 

My second point relates to Hydro-Quebec 
resources. H-Q hydropower can provide 
significant value to the State of Connecticut 
beyond simply its renewability. Hydro-Quebec 
is cost effective because its abundance of 
natural water resources provides for the 
development of highly efficient generating 
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facilities. Our hydropower produces very low 
levels of greenhouse gas emissions per kilowatt 
hour of energy produced, so it can contribute 
to the State's C02 reduction goals. Our 
hydropower is highly reliable because it•s a 
system comprised of graphically diverse 
generating facilities and storage reservoirs. 

And, finally, H-Q hydropower is flexible, so it 
can respond to peak needs instantaneously and 
serve as a balancing resource for intermittent 
renewable resources. 

Thank you for your time. I'd be happy to take 
any questions. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you, so much. We appreciate 
it. I don•t have any questions. 

Are there any questions from members of the 
committee? No? 

Thank you, sir . 

STEPHEN MOLODETZ: Thank you. 

SENATOR DUFF: Rose Chambers, followed by Roger 
Smith, followed by John Sima. 

ROSE CHAMBERS: Chairman -- Chairman Duff, 
Chairwoman Reed -- microphone (inaudible) 

SENATOR DUFF: Turn on your microphone, please. 

ROSE CHAMBERS: (Inaudible.) 

SENATOR DUFF: Here you go; yeah. 

A VOICE: You're good. 

ROSE CHAMBERS: Chairman Duff, Chairwoman Reed, Vice 
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Chair Steinberg, Ranking Members, and members 
of the Energy and Technology Committee, my name 
is Rose Chambers, and I am a student at the 
University of Connecticut and a member of UConn 
PIRG. 

I am here today to speak in opposition of 
certain elements of _S.B. 1138, AN ACT 
CONCERNING CONNECTICUT'S GREEN [sic] ENERGY 
GOALS. It is UConn PIRG's opinion that the 
proposed bill gives an unfair advantage to 
well-established distributors and generators of 
large, more-conventional energy and renewable 
technologies whilst simultaneously putting 
smaller companies, such as renewable energy 
startups, local businesses, and providers of 
emerging technologies at a disadvantage. 

The largest renewable energy providers in the 
northeast region provide products such as 
hydropower on a regional basis. Increased 
support for hydropower projects would privilege 
out-of-state corporations over Connecticut 
businesses. We oppose granting further 
subsides to major regional providers of 
renewables who use hydropower as a major source 
of generation. We believe that hydropower is 
not a truly clean energy source and should not 
be classified as such. 

Previously, large-scale hydropower projects 
throughout the U.S. and Canada has drastically 
altered river flows, causing watershed damage 
and soil erosion by impeding the natural flow 
of sediment. Many species of aquatic and land 
animals are also harmed by such projects. 
Furthermore, hydroelectricity often comes at a 
cost to adjacent communities, not to mention 
the immense material cost of transporting power 
from the generating site to the marketplace . 
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Outsourcing our renewable energy needs to 
large, regional hydropower conglomerates fails 
to spur the creation of new, local-energy 
projects. If the definition of 
hydroelectricity is successfully expanded into 
Class I renewable energy source or a subsection 
thereof, such projects will receive state 
approval and subsidies. While supporting 
renewable energy may seem like a positive goal, 
we feel that the General Assembly should be 
cautious about which energy providers and types 
of sustainable technologies it supports. 

It is our position that the classification of 
Class I renewable energies ought to be 
preferential towards emerging technologies or 
providers that will help create jobs and 
businesses in this state. We believe that the 
function of the RPS is to spur experimental and 
emerging technologies which will not survive in 
the marketplace without the support of this 
bill . 

As you consider the goals that will shape the 
state's energy future, we urge you to support 
power-generation technologies which will 
benefit our state, both environmentally and 
economically. We believe the best way to do 
this is by supporting local, Connecticut-owned
and-operated businesses that contribute to a 
21st Century power grid that produces energy 
near to where it is consumed. 

Thank you. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you. We appreciate your 
testimony and your activism. 

Any questions from members of the committee? 

Representative Carter . 
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REP. CARTER: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

It's a funny question, but what exactly is the 
P-I-R-G group? 

ROSE CHAMBERS: PIRG; we're the Public Interest 
Research Group, so we're student lads and 
advocacy groups. 

REP. CARTER: Okay. So so you do all kinds of 
different industries? 

ROSE CHAMBERS: Yeah. I mean, I live in UConn and 
the campus. I'm responsible for the Go Solar 
CT campaign, which is why I'm testifying here 
today, because we're advocating embracing solar 
power. But we also work for affordable health 
care, affordable textbooks, lots of students' 
issues that --

REP . CARTER: Uh-huh. 

ROSE CHAMBERS: -- (inaudible) think are important. 

REP. CARTER: And -- and how do you expect this, 
will this bill affect your group specifically, 
the solar power? 

ROSE CHAMBERS: Well, solar power right now, we're 
focusing on the college campus matrix, so we're 
kind of trying to interact with students and 
faculty to get support for UConn administration 
to embrace solar power on the campus. I mean, 
that's difficult for us right now, because 
obviously UConn spent considerable amounts of 
money investing in natural gas. So they're 
reluctant right now to kind of engage with us 
on solar energy, but we feel that they could be 
successful by embracing solar energy and then 
selling back any excess energy to the grid . 
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REP. CARTER: So you feel restructuring the, you 
know, RECs and doing this will eventually harm 
their ability? 

ROSE CHAMBERS: Well, we just feel that the 
functions are a gap to spurring new 
technologies that really needs support right 
now and not to further support already 
established technologies. 

REP. CARTER: Okay. 

ROSE CHAMBERS: Also, we don•t feel that hydropower 
is the cleanest source that we could be 
embracing. 

REP. CARTER: Thank you, very much. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you, Representative . 

Any other questions? 

Thank you. Just turn off your microphone, if 
you would, please? Okay. 

Roger Smith, followed by John Sima, followed by 
Peter Ellner. 

A VOICE: (Inaudible.) 

SENATOR DUFF: Okay. Roger is not here. 

Okay. John Sima. John? 

Okay. Peter Ellner. 

All right. Pippa Bell Ader -- Ader -- Ader -
sorry. She•s not here either? 
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SENATOR DUFF: Okay. Roger, just hang on a second. 

Justin Haaheim here, please? No? 

A VOICE: Roger is here (inaudible). 

A VOICE: Roger's --

SENATOR DUFF: Yeah, I know. 

Roger, you want to come on up? 

I'm not sure if Marty Mador is here. I don't 
see him; he's next on deck. 

ROGER S. SMITH: Sorry. My -- my apologies for 
being out of the room. There's two committees 
hearing bills related to energy today . 

So my name is 

A VOICE: (Inaudible.) 

ROGER S. SMITH: Yeah. So my name is Roger Smith; 
I'm the Co-Director for Clean Water Action's 
Connecticut office. We're a nonprofit with 
15,000 members, and we've worked since 1997 on 
energy policy in Connecticut. 

So I'm here today to -- to oppose Substitute 
Bill 1138 as drafted; you know, we -- we have a 
variety of recommendations that I put in my 
written comments. 

I think, to take a step back, the big picture 
is that we can't sustain our current trend 
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which is real, really near-complete reliance on 
nonrenewable fuels, such as coal, oil, natural 
gas, and even uranium. In long run, we have to 
transition to clean, renewable sources in order 
to meet our -- our stat~'s goals for air 
quality, for global warming, and also to reduce 
price volatility as these fuels become 
increasingly scarce. 

We're concerned about the scope of this raised 
bill with really sweeping changes to almost 
every aspect of the Renewable Portfolio 
Standard in the state with really not adequate 
time for us to consider the ramifications of 
it. You know, I was told that during the day 
today, the actual study that these 
recommendations are based on was released; we 
haven't had time to actually see any of the 
underlying analysis that -- that underpins this 
bill. So we're concerned about the process, 
that there really isn't time to properly vet 
all of the changes that are being proposed, 
that some of the changes are fairly radical . 

So opening up the RPS for resources in a 
foreign nation is a massive change from where 
we've come since 1998. We're concerned that it 
would displace support for wind and solar and 
other renewables here in Connecticut and also 
in the other New England states. 

So our recommendations for this committee are, 
is that I think one area where there's likely 
broad consensus is around long-term contracts 
in Section S(h), as a way that doesn't change 
any definitions to the Renewable Portfolio 
Standard, doesn't change any of the 
percentages, the only thing it changes is how 
we procure them. And I think if we go out, we 
can procure contracts that are going to be 
lower than what we're currently paying for 
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renewable energy and actually get new projects 
built, which also I think there's strong 
consensus around. 

The rest of it, even though there are sections 
in here that we like and that environmentally 
are probably a positive thing, we don't fully 
understand the ramifications of all the changes 
to sustainable biomass, to methane, to small 
hydropower and to Class III and really need 
additional time to do proper analysis so that 
we•re not making sweeping changes that are 
going to affect the entire regional market for 
renewables without, you know, a full -- full 
study. 

And just one last comment is that I -- I think 
the sustainable biomass section is really 
emblematic of the problem as a whole, which is 
that while it makes a variety of changes, it 
seems to have been drafted hastily and doesn't 
really take a look at what sustainable bio 
biomass means. For example, there's no 
discussion of what does it mean to harvest in a 
sustainable manner. If we•re going to change 
the definitions, that should probably -- in 
there. There's very little about global 
warming emissions, and there's -- yeah -
sorry. And, you know, and so, anyway, so if 
we•re going the make major changes to it, it 
might as well fix it all at once. 

It seems that this is tweaking around the edges 
of some of these sections, but as we haven't 
had an opportunity to actually comment on 
DEEP's RPS study or -- or even see it at -- at 
this point, we can•t give the Legislature 
recommendations, you know, on this. 

So thank you for your time. 
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~ SENATOR DUFF: Thank you, Roger; appreciate it. 

~ 

~ 

I know it's a busy day here at the Capitol, so 
thank you for coming back. 

Any member, any questions? Nope? 

Thank you. 

ROGER S. SMITH: Great; thank you. 

SENATOR DUFF: Marty Mador. He's not here? No. 
We'll come back. 

Elise Willer, followed by Judith Allen. Okay. 

A VOICE: You said okay? I'm Justin Haaheim. You 
called me briefly, it was just moment ago. 

SENATOR DUFF: I did. Hang on one second. 

Fen [sic] Martin. 

A VOICE: (Inaudible) here. 

SENATOR DUFF: Okay. But but --

A VOICE: (Inaudible. ) 

SENATOR DUFF: Come on up. 

JUDITH ALLEN: I'm sorry. 

SENATOR DUFF: I hope -- what's your name, ma'am? 

JUDITH ALLEN: Judith Allen. 

SENATOR DUFF: Okay; yes. Elise just came in. So 
we'll have Judith and then we'll have Elise, 
and then --
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~ JUDITH ALLEN: Okay. 

~ 

~ 

SENATOR DUFF: -- we'll go back to Justin. 

JUDITH ALLEN: Thank you. Okay? 

SENATOR DUFF: Okay. 

JUDITH ALLEN: I appreciate the opportunity to speak 
about this really important issue. My name is 
Judith Allen and I'm a resident and voter in 
West Hartford. I'm part of the Inter-Religious 
Eco-Justice Network and the National Climate 
Ethics Campaign. 

As a person of faith, I care deeply about the 
health and well being of all. This bill is 
complicated and far reaching. It appears to 
slow our progress toward reaching important 
goals by weakening the Class I Renewable 
Portfolio Standards and opens the door to 
hydroelectric power in from Canada. 

The source of this Canadian hydroelectricity is 
a dam in Quebec which flooded lands belonging 
to Canadian First Nation's People. This 
project has had controversy from the very 
start. The cost of our energy is not just 
financial. The cost in environmental 
degradation, displacement of people, and our 
moral obligations are part of these costs as 
well. 

In West Hartford, our student in middle school 
and high school take part in challenges to 
reduce their energy use. They learn about 
energy resources, like sun and solar. West 
Hartford has been able to put solar panels on 
many of its town buildings and schools. We are 
doing much in West Hartford to do what we can 
to use renewable energy sources. We could do 
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much more, if more were invested 1n industries 
like solar. 

I have been able to install solar panels on my 
home. I used programs that avail -- that made 
it available and affordable for me to do this. 
Many of my neighbors would like to do the same, 
but the costs are prohibitive. We need to 
support renewable energy sources right here in 
our state. 

The new standards for the Renewable Portfolio 
Standards would not only reduce the current 
goal from 25 percent to 20 percent, it also 
mandates that a certain percentage of that 
total energy come from a contract-tier, 
renewable energy source, a standard that 
includes Canadian hydro. So in the Year 2020, 
4.5 percent of that 20 percent must come from 
power sources like Canadian hydro. This 
ensures that an industry power source from 
outside our country makes profits here . 

Thank you, very much. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you, very much. 

Okay; Elise, followed by Justin. 

Good afternoon. 

ELISE WILLER: Good afternoon. Senator Duff, 
Representative Reed, and distinguished members 
of the committee, thanks for the opportunity to 
speak today. 

My name is Elise Willer and I work for 
Connecticut Working Families, an organization 
dedicated to the economic livelihood of 
Connecticut working and middle-class families. 
I'm speaking today in opposition to House Bill 
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As an organization that cares about union 
workers, minimum-wage workers, the unemployed, 
we understand the very important commitment 
that this Legislature has made to jobs. We 
hear it all the time; it's jobs, jobs, jobs, 
jobs, jobs. But in this drive to create jobs, 
it's really easy to forget the bigger picture 
and to get swept away by policy decisions that 
might not be fully -- fully thought through. 

The Renewable Portfolio Standard Study 
Executive Summary was released yesterday; the 
actual study, itself, was released today. The 
technical meetings and the public hearings 
aren't actually scheduled until April. And in 
the notice of comments, tech, the technical 
meetings, hearings, et cetera, that DEEP -- the 
DEEP sent out with the Executive Summary, it 
specifically states, By way of this notice, 
DEEP will conduct a technical meeting to 
consider this matter fully. Yet how is that 
possible if we're sitting here today discussing 
legislation that is supposed to stem from the 
study that DEEP has done? 

By -- by forcing the issue today, by trying to 
make these decisions on this piece of 
legislation, we are cheating ourselves out of 
the democratic process of creating legislation. 
In addition, by rushing this process we are, we 
risk unintentionally burdening Connecticut job
seekers and taxpayers. 

Specifically, I'd like to talk about Canadian 
hydro. Canadian hydro sends Connecticut 
taxpayer dollars to another country for their, 
for their job development, instead of focusing 
on renewable projects here in the state of 
Connecticut, putting our workers here in 
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I would ask the committee to hold off on 
supporting this piece of legislation until the 
public comment process has passed, until the 
Connecticut citizen stakeholders have had an 
opportunity to weigh in to the democratic 
process, like DEEP and the Governor's Office 
have promised. 

I'll take any questions. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you. 

Any questions from members of the committee? 

Thank you, very much. 

Justin, followed by Ben Martin, followed by 
Todd Berch. 

JUSTIN HAAHEIM: Good afternoon. Senator Duff, 
Representative Reed, and distinguished members 
of this committee, my name is Justin Haaheim. 
I'm the Connecticut Regional Coordinator for 
350.org and a resident of New Haven, and I'm 
here to speak in strong opposition to proposed 
bill -- Proposed Substitute Bill 1138. 

350.org is an organization that has over 13,000 
members in Connecticut; we work to find 
solutions to the climate crisis. I'm here 
today with gratitude for this committee's work 
in this last year and years past but with 
particularly deep concerns about the process 
and policies surrounding 1138. I support and 
echo concerns raised by Elise, by Roger, and by 
others that work in this energy world, around 
the policies that are here. 

As dedicated Legislators who have strong 
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records in supporting clean energy in our 
state, I was surprised to see this bill 
language appear in the way it did, as 
substitute language submitted at the last 
minute and before the Governor's Renewable 
Portfolio Standard's study has actually.been 
completed or released to the public, which 
apparently it was -- it is to be released 
today. 

The substitute language proposes sweeping and 
backward-looking changes to Connecticut's 
Renewable Portfolio Standard, effective -
effectively scaling back our commitments to 
clean energy in favor of a sweetheart deal, 
essentially to Hydro-Quebec and Northeast 
Utilities, the company who will enjoy the 
profits from energy wasting transmission lines 
to bring our, to bring out-of-the-region power 
here to our region. This cannot possibly be 
considered a step forward for our state, and it 
puzzles me that this committee would propose 
such language . 

This committee knows well the challenges we 
face right now in our state, a sluggish 
economy, volatile energy prices, 8.2 percent 
unemployment, and all the while, increasingly 
in extreme weather beating down our door, the 
product of climate change that is -- climate 
that is rapidly changing. 

350.org's 13,000 people across Connecticut 
experience these challenges every day, and 
they're counting on their Legislators to do the 
right thing and build a real, honest-to-God, 
clean-energy future in our state, one that 
stimulates the economy, supports local 
business, and creates high-quality jobs, and 
one that insulates us from the roller coaster 
of fossil-fuel prices . 
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I know the members of this committee value 
those things, so I'm curious. What warrants 
rollbacks of this scale, at such a last minute, 
and with such a confusing and opaque process? 

The one piece of this legislation that 
represents a step forward is in Section S(h), 
which lays out the foundation for long-term, 
regional procurement of clean energy. I 
support the committee in taking action on that 
and giving due process and due deliberation to 
the rest of the measures, after the Renewable 
Portfolio Standard has been released and 
subject to public comment; 1138 as it is 
currently written is not good policy, and I 
oppose it. 

And I'm happy to take questions. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you, very much. Good timing . 

Any questions? 

Thank you, very much. 

JUSTIN HAAHEIM: You're welcome. 

SENATOR DUFF: Ben Martin; is he here? 

Todd Berch. 

TODD G. BERCH: Good afternoon, Senator Duff and 
Representative Reed, members of the Energy and 
Technology Committee. My name is Todd Berch, 
and I'm with the Connecticut AFL-CIO, here 
today to testify on the behalf of the 900 
affiliate locals, representing members from all 
169 cities and towns in Connecticut, in 
opposition to Raised Bill No. 1138, AN ACT 
CONCERNING CONNECTICUT'S CLEAN ENERGY GOALS, in 
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It is our belief that classifying Canadian 
hydropower as Class I renewable energy source 
to reach clean energy goals crowds out 
potential Class I renew -- renewable energy 
programs and projects that directly impact 
local investment and jobs. We believe all 
renewable energy proposals should seek to 
develop, generate, and create jobs for 
Connecticut. We believe these renewable energy 
jobs to be inclusive but not limited to the 
development of renewable energy technology, 
manufacturing of components, the construction 
of infrastructure here in Connecticut, in order 
to reach such renewable energy goals. 

We appreciate this committee holding this 
public hearing. 

We'd be happy to address any questions at this 
time . 

Thank you. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you, very much. 

I think that it is probably the committee's 
position that we do all want as much renewable 
energy here in the State of Connecticut, though 
that right now that's just not reality. 

We have a lot of our renewable energy that's 
outside Connecticut, and hopefully our policies 
going forward, maybe putting this will 
hopefully spur some of that action by driving 
down some costs and bringing on more 
investment. 

Any questions from members of the committee? 
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SENATOR DUFF: Duncan, I'm not going to get your 
last name right. 

DUNCAN S. BROATCH: (Inaudible.) 

SENATOR DUFF: Broatch -- thank you -- followed by 
Andrew Fisk. 

DUNCAN S. BROATCH: Good afternoon. My name is 
Duncan Broatch, and I'm Chairman of the 
Connecticut Small Power Producers Association. 
We're comprised of members who own or are 
developing or are interested in small energy 
projects in Connecticut, primarily renewable 
and primarily hydro, these people are, who are 
out there relying on the system and trying to 
put projects on-line, including myself. That's 
what it's all about . 

We believe that CSPPA represents the epitome of 
what the RPS and this committee is trying to 
promote. Personally, I'm also on the epitome 
of what the RPS and this committee is hopefully 
trying to support. I own two hydros in 
Connecticut. I've been doing this a hundred 
percent since 1979. Check out my web site, 
summithydro.com -- s-u-m-m-i-t hydro.com -- and 
you can learn a little bit about what a 
Connecticut business struggling and renewable 
energy business is all about. 

So why is this bill proposing to change the 
Connecticut Class I REC hydro requirement from 
run-of-river to must obtain a certificate from 
Low Impact Hydro Institute? That's line 11 of 
the bill . 
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Why are we doing this? We're just putting more 
of a burden on hydro by going from run-of-river 
to LIHI. This LIHI certification would put a 
major burden on hydro developers; it's 
unnecessary -- please -- please read my 
testimony to find out more about that -- this 
LIHI certification is unnecessary. It's a 
burden. Why are you doing that? It's another 
Band-aid. It's another thing to just make a 
project not feasible. 

These LIHI people, they're -- they're just 
people off the street; they're not, they're not 
from an agency. They're unregulated. They're 
-- they're arbitrary. They don't really know 
what they're doing. Please do not put the 
burden of LIHI on development of Connecticut 
resources. 

If you want to put another thing in there, you 
can in: Project must be in compliance with its 
existing FERC license or exception. Because 
FERC is doing a good job at regulating hydro 
right now; that's all we need. FERC is doing a 
good job at regulating hydro; please don't add 
any more Band-aids. 

Line 10 of the bill increased the hydro size 
from 5 megawatts to 10 megawatts. Why? You 
want to bring in out-of-state renewables? 
Because in Connecticut, I can tell you, I know 
every dam there is in this state, there's no 
more hydro to develop in Connecticut above 5 
megawatts. We just don't have that size of 
rivers and dams in Connecticut. 

Buy hydro from -- buy electricity from Hydro
Quebec, line 28. Why? Are we just trying to 
fill our RPS percentage requirement numbers 
that are out there? What's wrong with just 
lowering those percentage numbers? Let's --
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Why can we not 
and just keep the 

And, finally, the -- the way this whole thing 
__ is being handled is not too elegant. Let's -
let's slow down. Let's listen to all people 
involved before drafting any bill. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you --

DUNCAN S. BROATCH: Any questions? 

SENATOR DUFF: -- so much. 

Any questions? 

Thank you, very much. 

Let's see. Andrew Fisk. 

ANDREW C. FISK: Senator Duff, Representative Reed, 
thank you for the opportunity to speak today . 
My name is Andrew Fisk; I'm the Executive 
Director of the Connecticut River Watershed 
Council. And, also, thank you for your 
stamina. 

The council has been around since 1952. We 
have been engaged in hydropower development. 
Many of our original founders were hydropower 
operators. We fully support hydropower as a 
clean, carbon-free source of energy, but it 
needs to be done right. 

We are here speaking in opposition to the 
definition of Class I hydro that is in the 
bill, as well as some concerns with the 
existing definition of Class I hydro. Let me 
relate a few points; my testimony is, has been 
submitted to you . 

001799 



• 

• 

• 

118 
mhr/gbr ENERGY AND TECHNOLOGY 

COMMITTEE 

March 19, 2013 
10:30 A.M. 

First, the L-I-H-I certification, we agree that 
is not necessary; in fact, that process is 
broken. You can read the L-I-H-I web site, and 
they admit as much to them self. They have 
tried for many years to improve their process, 
and, frankly, it has been fits and starts and 
has stalled. An example: A certificate was 
issued to a dam in Vermont, over the objections 
of all state and federal biologists that were 
involved. 

So you don't need L-I-H-I; what you need are 
strong standards in the statute that can be 
administered by state fisheries' biologists. 
We feel that if the statute says Class I hydro 
has fish passage, ecological flow releases, is 
in compliance with its license, that is a 
sufficient standard. You don't need to rely on 
a third-party, broken process. 

The provisions of 5 versus 30, we really don't 
think it matters what size is there. It 
doesn't matter in the least. If you're going 
to be looking at regional hydro, make sure that 
it is good hydro. You're conveying a very 
significant premium through the RPS, so make 
sure it is, in fact, a premium facility; 5, 30, 
50, 70, it doesn't matter. 

We also appreciate the comments about 
eliminating the vintage cri~eria or a facility 
operating after 2003. Again, if it is a low
impact facility, it is a low-impact facility 
and should be eligible. 

I'll leave you with just one point. There is, 
in fact, a facility that has been given REC 
credits in Connecticut; it's a facility in 
Maine. An example with a problem of the 
existing definition that says only run-of-river 
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is the criteria, this small, hydropower 
facility, located on a tributary of the 
Penobscot River, significant habitat for 
endangered Atlantic salmon, has been out of 
compliance with its FERC license since 2002. 
It does not meet the obligations put on it by 
the FERC for fish passage and is, in fact, 
hindering a very significant ecological 
criteria. And the Connecticut ratepayers are 
subsidizing a poorly operating facility, for 
want of one criteria in statute that says have 
fish passage, as stipulated by state fisheries• 
biologists. 

There's some other items in our testimony. 

I'd be happy to answer any questions, and, 
again, I think I'm the last one. 

SENATOR DUFF: A couple more. 

ANDREW C. FISK: Okay . 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you for your testimony, and 
thank you for the last point; it's well taken. 

Any questions? 

Representative Hoydick. 

REP. HOYDICK: Thank you, Mr. Chair. 

Andrew, thank you for testifying today. 

Why -- well, I don't even know much about LIHI 
or L-I-H-I, but why do you think it's in the 
bill, if it's defunct, especially? 

ANDREW C. FISK: It -- it exists; it's just very 
problematic. It's in the bill because I think 
you can point to something that's a third-party 
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certificate that represents a process, so were 
something like that to work, a facility would 
go through this process. It would be evaluated 
for all of the environment criteria, and that 
body would give it a stamp of approval. 

For the DEEP to have that, if it worked, could 
be convenient; it doesn't work. And I think if 
you talk to fisheries' biologists, themselves, 
they would say we know how to make a decision 
on what's good and bad, let us give it that 
stamp and decide as the Connecticut State 
Fisheries' biologists, at DEEP, what qualifies 
and what doesn't. 

REP. HOYDICK: Okay. Thank you, very much. 

Thank you. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you, very much. We appreciate 
it . 

ANDREW C. FISK: Thank you. 

SENATOR DUFF: William Dornbos, with Environment 
Northeast, and then followed by John Murphy and 
Mark LeBel. 

WILLIAM E. DORNBOS: Good afternoon. Thank you for 
the opportunity to testify today. 

My name is Bill Dornbos; I'm the ENE 
Connecticut Director. Environment Northeast, 
as many of you already know, is a nonprofit 
research and advocacy organization that works 
on energy and climate change solutions in New 
England and Connecticut. 

There are five concerns that we have that are 
underlying or driving our opposition to this 
bill, and I just want to briefly list those . 
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But I'm going to focus on the first and the 
fifth, if you have my written testimony. 

The first is the issue that most folks have 
already testified about, which is the 
alteration of the Class I tier to allow for the 
inclusion of the large-scale, commercialized 
hydropower. 

Our second area of concern is the need for 
stronger standards for biomass eligibility, 
including a full definition for the key term, 
11 Sustainable biomass fuel. 11 

The third is an area that hasn't come up yet, 
as far as I know, but the -- the tangential 
involvement of the Regional Greenhouse Gas 
Initiative, in the provision in Section 3, 
concerning biomass fuel transportation 
emissions. That -- that, in particular, is 
going to cause some real complications, and we 
recommend that that -- that not be included in 
-- in any final, a final draft of this bill . 

The fourth concern is the elimination of the 
Class III RPS support for the State's energy 
efficiency programs. That's going to be a loss 
of about $2.5 million for the programs. And 
that's unfortunate, coming at a time when we 
still have not ramped up on our -- our 
efficiency spending. 

The fifth area of concern is the need to 
define, in statute, critical criteria and 
requirements for long-term contracts to ensure 
the lowest-cost energy resource procurement, 
particularly regarding the urgent issue of 
transmission cost. 

On the first point, I've heard quite a bit 
about backstopping in the last couple days, and 
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I think large-scale hydropower used in that 
sense -- and we don't accept that premise -- we 
think that role can actually still be played by 
direct procurement by the State, outside the 
context of the RPS. We urge the committee to 
divorce the issue of large-hydro procurement 
from the unrelated issue of RPS performance. 

In fact, a better, faster, lower-cost back 
start -- backstop for -- for Connecticut's RPS 
would actually be energy efficiency. It's 
available right now. It's an in-state 
resource. It's home-grown. ISO-New England 
has already forecast that for the next ten 
years Connecticut's energy consumption is going 
to rise only lightly and then plateau from 2016 
to 2022. This is a practically flat energy to 
demand curve, even without the full benefit of 
a ramp-up in efficiency investment. 

And I'm very eager to see the RPS study 
analysis, because if demand in, you know, in 
Connecticut is either turning flat or 
decreasing, then the RPS targets are going to 
be a function of that level of supply being 
consumed in the state, and those targets may 
actually reduce. So the 2017-to-2018 pinch may 
actually not happen and it may be pushed back. 
But I haven't seen the -- the study yet, so I'm 
-- I'm not sure what the analysis is on that 
score. 

So we would just urge the committee to make 
sure to pass House Bill 6360, which we think 
will help ensure that the ramp-up happens on 
efficiency. 

I have a bit more on contracting, but I'll -
I'll leave that to the written testimony. 
There's five or six criteria we lay out for 
what we think would need to be done to make 
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sure that long-term contracting is done in a 
way that is best for ratepayers. 

Thank you. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you, very much. 

Any questions? 

Representative Hoydick. 

REP. HOYDICK: Hi, Bill. 

WILLIAM E. DORNBOS: Hi. 

REP. HOYDICK: Can we talk a little about the CLM -
CL&M credits and the --

WILLIAM E. DORNBOS: Certainly. 

REP. HOYDICK: -- two-and-a-half million and the 
funding for the energy efficiency program, 
which we all get and we're very conscious of? 
So what's another way to get that funding 
source if we don't -- if -- if we put it in a 
different class in the RPS? 

WILLIAM E. DORNBOS: That's a great, that's a great 
question, and -- and actually the question also 
provides the solution, because we could, we 
could have CHP and energy efficiency not 
competing against each other in the same class. 

It's our viewpoint -- and I -- I spell this out 
a bit more in my testimony -- that energy 
efficiency is a superior resource to CHP, 
although we also support maximizing CHP -- its 
distributed generation -- so I really don't 
want to get into a conflict between the two 
resources. But I think what we would recommend 
is first ensuring that the all cost-effective 
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ramp-up happens, because then we're going to be 
getting the funding that we need through those 
revenue sources. And if we then lose the Class 
III REC funding for energy efficiency, that's 
not going to be perhaps the end of the world. 

But right now we're not in that funding 
environment, that funding reality. We -- we 
haven't seen the ramp-up happen, and it's been 
two years since that plan was essentially 
announced or at least the, there was intention 
to begin some kind of a -- a ramp-up in 
efficiency spending. So we're very concerned 
that the funding situation hasn't been sorted 
out for efficiency. 

And to lose this $2.5 million, while it may not 
seem like a great amount of money, I think that 
that would be a -- a disservice to the 
efficiency programs, simply because the payback 
on that is going to be quite substantial. 

I'm not sure if I answered your question --

REP. HOYDICK: Well 

WILLIAM E. DORNBOS: fully. 

REP. HOYDICK: Well you -- you sort of did. I mean, 
but if it was turned on its head and --

WILLIAM E. DORNBOS: Right. 

REP. HOYDICK: And the -- and you, we had to deal, 
while the program for two years hasn't been -
been funded, working, expedited, whatever, so 
now -- now we have these CL&Ms listed as out 
there someplace. What's the, what kind of 
market would that -- what is the -- well, what 
-- how does it enable you to create funding 
from when it's not a Class III anymore? 
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WILLIAM E. DORNBOS: I think what I might be 
suggesting is a separate tier within the RPS 
for energy efficiency funding to continue, so 
that it's not competing against CHP. 

But the problem with the, for the programs is 
that they have been relatively successful, so 
the REC value, they've, you know, they've 
flooded the class, the -- flooded the Class III 
REC market. And they're a victim of their own 
success, in that respect. So we have sympathy 
for the -- the CHP perspective as well. 

REP. HOYDICK: Does your testimony indicate the 
the separate class or the, it's another tier? 
Does it have that in there? I haven't read 
your testimony, so --

WILLIAM E. DORNBOS: I believe I do mention that, 
yes . 

REP. HOYDICK: Okay; great. Thank you, very much. 

WILLIAM E. DORNBOS: Thank you. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you, Representative. 

Thank you 

WILLIAM E. DORNBOS: Thank you. 

SENATOR DUFF: very much. 

REP. REED: Oh. 

SENATOR DUFF: Oh, I'm sorry, Representative Reed. 
Sorry. 

REP. REED: (Inaudible.) Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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I just had a question, because I think we were 
feeling pretty good about the -- the -- no, 
about the offset payouts for emission to RGGI. 
I think we were feeling that we were sort of 
transitioning those plants out of being stinky 
plants and kind of moving forward. And you 
just wholesale say get rid of that. Are you 
saying let them go as is or -- not sure what 
you're saying. 

WILLIAM E. DORNBOS: I think the -- the point that 
I'm, the concern that I'm raising is not that 
we are opposed to the concept of accounting for 
life-cycle emissions for the biomass resource. 
In fact, I think ENE, across the board, we'd 
like to see all energy resources have life
cycle accounting, life-cycle emissions' 
accounting. 

The problem is right now for RGGI, we've just 
gone through the program review and we're 
starting to set up the next program period. 
And we, thankfully, we've been able to win the 
$91 million cap lowering. RGGI is not 
currently structured with their -- to -- to 
deal with life-cycle emissions like this, like 
proposed in this bill. So it's a complication 
that's not really anticipated by RGGI at this 
time. We're a little bit worried that that 
would maybe throw a wrench in the works on the 
other issues around RGGI right now. We're -
we're very actively involved in the RGGI 
negotiations and just see this as perhaps a -
a kind of distraction to that. 

I -- I'm-- we're not opposed to the concept of 
the greenhouse gas life-cycle emissions; it 
just may not be the right time to make an 
effort like this and connect it to RGGI. But 
I'd be happy to talk more at length about it. 
And we also have an expert on our staff who 
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REP. REED: Thank you. I think that would be really 
helpful, because I think this is something, as 
you've stated, we really need to look at, this 
whole life-cycle component and if there's 
something within RGGI that might, you know, 
accept that kind of money as we transition 
forward, getting rid of some of the things that 
we've settled for. 

WILLIAM E. DORNBOS: Certainly. 

REP. REED: Thank you. 

WILLIAM E. DORNBOS: Thank you. 

REP. REED: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you. 

Thank you, very much . 

WILLIAM E. DORNBOS: Thank you. 

SENATOR DUFF: John Murphy, followed by Mark Bidell 
LeBel. I see John here; Mark here? 

MARK LeBEL: Hi. Thank you to the Chairs and to the 
rest of the committee. I'd like to apologize 
for missing my spot earlier. I was downstairs, 
in Commerce, being grilled for half-an-hour, 
but I'm glad to be here now. I'm here to talk 
about, well, only one bill up for discussion. 

The main message -- I -- I work for Connecticut 
Fund for the Environment, and our mission is to 
work to protect the land, air, and water of 
Connecticut and Long Island Sound -- the main 
message that I'd like to -- to give to you all 
today is that it's really important that you 
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don't dilute the incentives for wind and solar 
here in Connecticut and for our New England 
region. There are a lot of ways that you could 
accomplish various goals of the Governor and 
DEEP. 

With long-term contracting for wind, investment 
in energy efficiency helps lower the cost of 
compliance with the RPS by lowering the overall 
amount of electricity. And then you could have 
to procure fewer RECs because the percentage 
requirement decreases the number of RECs, the 
-- sorry -- you got, I think, the point there. 

But the -- the last way of meeting some of the 
goals of -- of DEEP and the Governor here in a 
manner that doesn't hurt the environment is 
that if you're going to exclude things like 
dirtier biomass facilities, facilities that are 
double-counted that -- the way that the market 
tier and the contract tier are set up, it's 
possible to phase out certain current sources 
that are less desirable and maintain the 
incentives for solar and wind. 

The way that this bill does, deals with those 
issues is rather complicated, and it deserves a 
lot of further study of whether the biomass 
exclusions, the exclusions of double-counting, 
would preserve incentives for wind and solar 
here in Connecticut. But it's very important 
that -- maybe the RPS study will address these 
issues, and if it doesn't, it's really 
important to understand exactly what kind of 
effects these exclusions and the effective 
nominal lowering of the standard over the next 
few years will have on renewable energy here in 
Connecticut. 

And it's important for our -- our broader goals 
here also. Compliance with the Global Warming 
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Solutions Act, the -- the Renewable Portfolio 
Standard is one of the main ways that we drive 
lower greenhouse gas emissions in the region 
and in Connecticut. And we should really think 
about how -- how these things impact both 
generation emissions here in Connecticut, in 
New England, and the broader region. 

And you're going to have, see slightly 
different pictures when you're, when you're met 
-- when you're having Canadian hydro, wind in 
Maine, and maybe solar and other types of 
renewables here in Connecticut. So you're 
going to have to understand all the different 
pieces here to get a proper picture of what's 
going on. 

So happy to take any questions you --

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you. 

MARK LeBEL: -- may have . 

SENATOR DUFF: We won't grill you for a half-an
hour. 

MARK LeBEL: Yeah. 

SENATOR DUFF: I promise. 

Representative Carter is going to grill you for 
about ten minutes then. 

REP. CARTER: Yes, and speak for yourself, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Thank you, very much, and I appreciate your 
testimony. 

You know, there's been, there's been a lot of 
talk about hydropower and the fact that it's 
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not clean and it's not environmentally 
friendly. Could you really make a -- a comment 
to help out a, the old pilot, like me, 
understand that concept? 

MARK LeBEL: Well, I mean it -- you -- you can rank 
things on a scale of how environmentally 
friendly they are. Solar and wind are probably 
the best, in terms of energy resources we 
currently use in the U.S. Coal is probably the 
worst. As far as hydro, you have to look at it 
a little bit facility-by-facility to see how 
much land you're flooding, what you're 
destroying; there are big land-use impacts 
here. But then things like biomass, you're 
you're cutting down forests, so you have to do 
some -- some case-by-case comparisons, to be 
frank. 

The -- the, I mean, it's clear in the case of 
wind and solar that -- some, well, some people 
complain about the noise impacts of wind and 
other, and killing birds -- but hydro has big, 
big land-use impacts that are, that are, 
have 

A VOICE: (Inaudible.) 

MARK LeBEL: 
fish. 

-- major, do harms and consequences to 

And this isn't exactly my area of expertise, 
and I'm sure you've heard a lot about this 
before, when I was downstairs. 

REP. CARTER: All right. Thank you, very much. 

MARK LeBEL: Sure. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you . 
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SENATOR DUFF: That's the last person on the list. 
Are there any other members of the public who 
would like to testify today? 

A VOICE: (Inaudible.) 

SENATOR DUFF: Eric, come on up. 

ERIC J. BROWN: Thank you, Senator Duff, 
Representative Reed. Leaders and distinguished 
members of the committee, my name is Eric 
Brown; I'm Director of Energy and Environmental 
Policy with CBIA . 

CBIA has submitted written testimony on the 
bill before you this morning; just wanted to 
make a couple of closing points. 

We've heard a lot of talk about the purpose of 
the RPS, whether it was environmental, whether 
it was to stimulate in-state renewables, less 
demand, less reliance on outside-state sources, 
whatever. From our perspective, as one who has 
to really stretch to try and argue that, at 
this point, the RPS program is not a failure. 

The latest statistics we saw from 2011, only 
four percent of our Class I renewables come 
from Connecticut. The majority of that is -
and the majority from overall is from out-of
state wood burning in New Hampshire and Maine. 
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So that's unfortunate. We think it's something 
to be, needs to be addressed, but here we are. 
Now we're starting to pay penalties for not 
making the RPS. And that's a 5.5 cents per 
kilowatt hour, and that's going to get worse, 
the studies show. 

So in the meantime, Connecticut remains at or 
near the top of energy costs in the country, 10 
percent, roughly, above the average New England 
cost, 60 percent above the average national 
cost, the latest statistics we've seen. 

So what we think really has to happen here, we 
have to get a little grounded in reality, that 
we're talking about our economy. We're talking 
about jobs. We're talking about being 
competitive with respect to the rest of the 
country. 

And this RPS, as it currently stands, is not 
doing it, so there has to be a change from our 
perspective. As others have said, the change 
is -- is kind of new; it's just sort of falling 
on people's desks yesterday and today, so we're 
still taking a look at it. 

But we are firmly behind the concept that 
large-scale, Canadian hydro has to be part of 
our energy future for a variety of reasons. 
There's a lot of ways to do that. Commissioner 
Esty has outlined a proposal. There's proposed 
language in your bill before you. We're not 
here to say that we found a perfect solution on 
how to do it in the language that you've got, 
but we absolutely think there has to be 
adjustments. We absolutely believe large
scale, Canadian hydro has to be part of that 
solution, and for that reason, we firmly 
support the intent of what is being sought 
after in this bill . 
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So thank you, very much, and I'd be glad to 
answer any questions. 

SENATOR DUFF: Thank you. 

Are there any questions·at all? 

Thank you. 

ERIC J. BROWN: Thank you. 

SENATOR DUFF: Okay; that does conclude -- any other 
members of the public who would like to speak 
or testify today? If not, we're going to 
recess the hearing until three o'clock today. 

Thank you, everybody . 
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Senator Duff, Representative Reed, Senator Chapin, Representative Hoydick and 

members ofthe Energy and Technology Committee, my name is Francis Pullaro and I'm here on 

behalf of Renewable Energy New England, Inc. ("RENEW"), its Executive Director, to testify in 

opposition in part and support in part to Proposed Substitute Bill 1138, An Act Concerning 

Connecticut's Clean Energy Goals. 

RENEW is a non-profit association uniting from New England the renewable energy 

industry and environmental public interest groups. Its mission involves promoting clean, 

renewable and environmentally responsible technologies for the region that will increase energy 

diversity, spur economic development, and improve environmental quality. 

The New England States Committee on Electricity's 2011 Request for Information and 

its 2012 Supply Curve analysis point to large scale wind plants- primarily onshore wind now and 

considerable offshore wind in the years ahead- as the predominant renewable energy resource for 

meeting New England's collective RPS goals. 

Recommendation Summary 

Recommendation One: RENEW recommends the ISO MW cap in the bill be removed in 
favor of contracting for 8 percent (the RPS requirements are measured in percent of MWh not 

MW) ofthe Class I RPS requirements by 2018, which will place at least half of Connecticut's 

Class I RPS goal under long-term contract giving consumers substantial benefits 
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Recommendation Two: For out-of-region Hydropower to provide the benefits of fuel 

diversity and a cleaner (than gas) energy supply, it is not necessary to weaken the Class I RPS 

requirements by allowing large hydropower resources into it. Contracts for the power alone are 
sufficient. RENEW recommends Section 4 be stricken from the bill to eliminate the ability of 

large hydropower to offset RPS requirements. 

The Good. 

In Section 5 ofthe bill, RENEW supports giving the Commissioner of the Department of 
Energy and Environment Protection ("DEEP") the authority to enter long term contracts with 

RPS Class I renewable energy developers. Long term contracting opportunities will enable the 
industry to make long term investments and reduce the cost of RPS com pi iance for Connecticut's 

consumers. 

The bill seeks to give DEEP the authority to act soon so Connecticut can complete an 

RFP process in time to secure long term contracts with wind energy developers having projects 

that are able to qualify for the federal wind energy tax credits, which lower the cost of wind 
development, before they expire at the end of this year. A key ingredient for success in getting 
renewable projects built is providing developers with the long term commitment from a 

creditworthy counterparty, such as the utility, for their products- energy, RECs and capacity. 

Today, renewable energy and even most traditional new generation are very difficult to finance 

without a long term contract due to the risks of relying on short term energy markets to recover a 
project's long term capital investment. 

Another benefit of long term procurements lies with giving the state the opportunity to 
coordinate its procurement of renewable energy with the other New England states (line 244). 

RENEW applauds Governor Malloy for his support of regional coordinated procurement at the 

2012 meeting of the New England Governors' Conference. The benefits from regional 

coordination will arise by capturing some of the economies of scale (like consumers at club 
warehouse stores) from larger scale renewable energy projects and potentially facilitating in the 

years ahead additional intraregional transmission capacity to deliver the energy from those 
resources. 

While some may be concerned about locking the state into long term contracts with wind 

resources, having a significant amount of the Class I RPS requirements under long term contract 
provides consumers with the benefit of hedging their exposure to volatile energy and REC 
prices. 

Although we are in a low natural gas price environment, wind can be a cost effective near 
term way to offset fossil fuel consumption with cleaner resources and, in the long term, provide 
hedge value. Conventional hedging instruments are unavailable or too expensive to lock in 
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natural gas prices over longer tenns. Only renewable resources with their unlimited "free" fuel 

can provide an effective long tenn hedge against electricity price swings caused by the volatility 

in natural gas and other fossil fuel markets. The lack of fuel inputs also allows them to be price 

takers in our regional electricity market. By bidding zero in the real time market, renewable 

resources make it unnecessary to dispatch more expensive resources with higher operational and 

fuel costs. The result is a reduction in wholesale market clearing prices. 

Long term contracts also provide an alternative to address concerns with REC market 

volatility and the level ofthe ACP. A Ionger-tenn contract that includes RECs will enable 

renewable energy developers to offer a price less subjected to short-tenn supply and demand and 

more reflective of the project's incremental costs. This will produce a flatter average price over 

time that will significantly reduce the risk that future supply shortages will lead to price spikes 
that will both negatively impact electricity customers and REC compliance. 

Recommendation One: Connecticut should provide for long term contracts with 

renewable energy developers to ensure the maximum amount of sustainable, renewable resources 

are developed at the least cost to meet Connecticut's RPS requirements. The current Class I RPS 

programs (largely from ZRECILREC) will meet less than a quarter of Connecticut's RPS 
requirements by 2018. The bi II provides for the procurement of up to 150 MW of Class I RPS 

resources at any point after March 31, 2013. RENEW recommends the 150 MW cap be removed 

in favor of contracting for 8 percent (the RPS requirements are measured in percent of MWh not 
MW) of the Class I RPS requirements by 2018, which at that point will place at least half of 

Connecticut's Class I RPS goal under long-tenn contract. By not limiting the size of projects 

eligible for contracts, as under the ZRECILREC programs, consumers can benefit through 

contracts with the least cost resources. 

The Bad. 

RENEW opposes the changes in Section 4 of the bill that allow large Canadian 

hydropower to offset a portion of the Class I RPS requirements. 

If the purpose of this change is to address the 2012IRP's projection of potential shortfalls 

for Class I RECs starting in 2017, and corresponding high long tenn REC prices, then it 

overlooks the potential of available state policy options, such as state directed long tenn 

contracting, to give Connecticut a stable, low-cost path to meet its RPS goals. Several recent data 

points suggest that Connecticut's current RPS goals are achievable and appropriate in light of 

future supply. For example, through its Request for Information ("RFI"), NESCOE concluded 

that developers could supply approximately 15,000 GWh/yr by 2017, or more than the regional 
RPS target for 2020. 
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The suggestion that "out-of-region" large hydropower might help meet Connecticut's 

Class I RPS requirements more effectively overlooks the sound reasoning behind the prior 
decisions by all state legislatures in New England that established an RPS to do just the opposite 

and establish Class I RPS requirements without eligibility for large hydropower. In the first 

instance, RPS requirements are intended to facilitate deployment of new, sustainable 
technologies that need financial incentives to be deployed at utility scale. Providing ratepayer 
incentives to existing large hydropower capacity would amount to sending ratepayer funding out 

of the country for a resource that is already economically viable and with questionable 

sustainability and clean energy attributes. 

The idea large hydropower imports will be cheap (as in "below market") and entirely 

clean is misplaced. First, any large-scale import from the Hydro-Quebec system will require 
new transmission inflating the costs of any such purchase, while simultaneously impairing its 
near-term viability. Second, an import from Hydro-Quebec will either need to be tagged to the 

qualifying resource of its origin, or it will be similar to the "system power" electricity that is 

provided to other jurisdictions like Vermont. 1 If it is the former, the cost ofthe import plus 
associated transmission is likely to be very high and prohibitive for the ratepayers of Connecticut 

given the cost of such resources at Hydro-Quebec. If it is the latter (i.e., an import of"system 
power" from Hydro-Quebec), the power simply cannot be considered fully clean nor renewable. 

The reason for this is straightforward: As has been noted by Hydro-Quebec, it operates a system 

with large storage capacity associated with reservoirs, and has significant intertie capacity with 

its neighbors. To optimize this system, Hydro-Quebec frequently imports power from 

jurisdictions reliant on fossil fuel generation during lower-priced hours, and then exports this 
power to markets in need, including New England. As a result, any import of this "system 

power" from Hydro-Quebec is likely to include fossil-fuel derived non-renewable energy rather 

than electricity generated entirely by hydropower.2 While smaller-scale hydropower resources 
that are tagged to their unit of origin should qualify for the Connecticut RPS, imports of Hydro

Quebec "system power" clearly do not meet the intent or objectives of the program. 

As for the cost to Connecticut for system power from Quebec under a long term contract, 

it likely will not be cheap, particularly given the current period of low natural gas prices, nor 

below market based on recent evidence with the Quebec-Vermont long term contract for energy. 

That contract started in November, 2012, at $58/MWh and "after the first year, the price of 
power under the HQ PPA is derived by a formula based on regional electricity prices and the 
movement in general of price levels observed across the U.S. economy, subject to a damping 

feature that limits the change from the prior year's price."3 In other words, the contract started 

1 See Vermont Public Service Board, Docket 7670, Order of 4/15/11 at 3 
2 See "Electricity Market Impacts of the Northern Pass Transmission Project," PA Consultmg Group, June 2012, 

available at ' 
<http //www nepga.org/files/hbrary/pa _report _electricity_ market_impacts _ of_the _northern _pass_ transmission_ 
proJectjune_11_20!2.pdf> 

3 Vermont Public Service Board, Docket 7670, Order of 4/15111 at II. 
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above market this past fall (average price in Vermont for a comparable "7x 16" peak product over 

the last 12 months, Oct 2011- Sep 2012, in both day-ahead and real-time wholesale electricity 

market was approximately $38/MWh) and in subsequent years adjusts upwards or downwards 

based on the market price for energy subject to a price volatility smoothing feature. 

The biggest beneficiary of Connecticut giving large hydroelectricity resources above 

market contract for its energy will be the government of Quebec as the single shareholder of 

Hydro-Quebec. Its state-controlled hydroelectric projects have been, and new projects will be, 

built regardless of whether the RPS Class I definition is modified to include large hydroelectric 

facilities. Since 2005 alone, Hydro Quebec has commissioned over 2400MW of new 

hydroelectric facilities. Construction is now underway for an additional 1700MW. Allowing 

large hydropower resources to benefit from above market contracts provides economic benefits 

to the people of Quebec, at the expense of Connecticut ratepayers, for building hydroelectric 

dams _that need or needed no encouragement or financial support to be built. Even Northeast 

Utilities, which is looking to facilitate the importation of Canadian hydroelectric power through 

their Northern Pass transmission project, submitted to the Massachusetts Department of Public 

Utilities that the RPS was designed to "support the development of renewable generation that is 

unable to compete on price with conventional generation. Large-scale hydroelectricity is not 

viewed as needing these types of subsidies because it may be the lowest cost source of clean 

power available." DPU Docket 10-170, Information Request DPU-02, Q-DPU-NU2-005, Filed 

February 11,2011. In sum, large hydropower's environmental impacts and ability to compete 

without RPS incentives make it unsuitable for RPS eligibility and REC revenue. 

Large hydropower does not rise to the high level of sustainability of wind or solar 

resources. The redirecting of rivers and flooding of vast amounts of land that comes with 

building large hydroelectric projects has significant negative environmental impacts. It harms 

fish, displaces native peoples and releases mercury into the environment. A recent Synapse 

Energy Economics report, Hydropower Greenhouse Gas Emissions· State of the Research, 

concludes that the new reservoirs created by hydroelectric dams emit greenhouse gases, relative 

to the forests and wetlands they flood (which often take greenhouse gases out of the atmosphere). 

In the first several years after a reservoir is created, large amounts of newly inundated organic 

material decompose, emitting carbon dioxide that diffuses through the water into the atmosphere. 

As a result, a reservoir's net emissions in its early years are very high- starting out even higher 

than emissions from a natural gas power plant per unit of power generated. In this regard, new 

Canadian hydroelectricity resources will not contribute to the requirement of the Connecticut 

Global Warming Solutions Act to reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 10 percent below 1990 

levels by January 2020. Public Act 08-98, An Act Concerning Global Warming Solut1ons. Even 

when emissions are projected over their lifetimes, newly flooded Canadian reservoirs may emit 

nearly two-thirds of the greenhouse gases emitted by natural gas power plants - far more than 

renewables like wind, solar, and run of river hydropower. 
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RENEW does see a potential important role for all hydropower including Canadian 

hydropower. According to the New England States Committee on Electricity, land-based and 
offshore wind resources will be largely responsible for meeting the region's renewable energy 

goals and transmission upgrades will be needed to make larger quantities of wind energy 

deliverable in the years ahead. State planning for these transmission upgrades should evaluate 
whether imports of Canadian hydropower and state support and incentives to expand existing 
dams in Connecticut4 and the region can lower the cost of these improvements by "firming" the 

lines during times of lower output from variable resources. ~oday, flexible gas-fired generation 
is seen as a reliable and cost-effective solution to firming intennittent renewables generation. 

Canadian hydropower may have a large part in making long distance transmission upgrades 
more economic, improving the reliability of the power system by diversifying the type of 
resources able to respond to the variable nature of many renewable resources, and providing that 

reliability benefit with carbon emissions that, in the long tenn, are lower than natural gas 
resources. State contracting policies alone can facilitate the importation of Canadian 

hydropower; it does not require large Canadian hydropower resources also to be eligible for REC 

revenue and/or to satisfy RPS requirements. 

Recommendation Two: RENEW supports a contracting-only tier for hydropower 

resources for the reasons described in lines 272-275 of the bill but it should not be limited to only 

large hydropower resources in Canada. The bill's definition of large-scale hydropower resources 

as a "Class I contracted tier renewable energy source" excludes existing older-vintage small
scale hydropower resources. This is contrary not only to the environmental goals of the RPS, the 
policy of the administration to not "pick winners and losers," but also our desire to generate 

more renewable energy in-state and reduce the cost burden on Connecticut consumers. Pre-2003 

small-scale hydropower can have operating characteristics that are substantially beneficial to the 

environment, but also increase their operating costs. These increased operating costs are relative 
to their low generation output, which without appropriate recognition, can result in difficulty 

keeping the facilities viably operating. A long term contracting tier for all hydropower types 
should ensure we also develop, maintain, and make more sustainable New England's own 
hydropower resources. What Massachusetts' Commonwealth Hydropower Program, for 

example, does through grants to increase the output of ecologically-approP,riate projects 
hydropower assets might be accomplished in Connecticut through long term contracts with these 

resources. 

4 A recent DOE study shows that 247 MW (68 MW in Connecticut) of hydro generation m New England could be 
developed at non-powered dams, which currently do not produce electricity but provide a variety of services, 
such as water supply and mland navigation. Over 80% of the conventional hydro dams in New England have 
some water storage capability that allows for peaking and ponding hydro plant operation. Source ISO New 
England 2012 RSP 
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Economic Development Benefits of Wind for Connecticut 

While large Canadian hydropower may potentially be a cost-effective energy resource for 

Connecticut, it will not produce any economic development opportunities. Unlike in the rest of 

the region where Connecticut companies are developing and operating large wind facilities, 

Quebec's proposed wind projects, for example, totaling over 4000 MW, will not provide any 

opportunities for Connecticut companies due to the province's protectionist local content 

restrictions. We should not forget the benefits wind power can provide to our state. 

Connecticut's renewable energy industry benefits from RPS policies throughout the 

region even if projects are sited outside the state. Several wind developers and operators have 

headquarters or offices in Connecticut. The Old Saybrook office of Quantum is developing wind 

projects in New England including a 37.5 MW project in Maine having a long term contract with 
Northeast Utility's Western Massachusetts Electric. Connecticut is directly connected to wind 

turbine manufacturing. Torrington-based Optiwind makes innovative small and mid-sized 

turbines ana Fairfield headquartered GE is a global leader in the large wind turbine classes. One 

of the top construction contractors in the country, Cianbro, has completed large wind projects 

outside the state using its regional office in Bloomfield. As a contractor for large scale wind 

projects, the Bloomfield facility can benefit from Connecticut's support for large wind projects 

outside the state. Scores of Connecticut-based companies, beyond solar installers, are part of the 
renewable energy manufacturing supply chain in areas such as construction, electronic 

equipment, gears and bearings, metal fabrication, trucking, wire and cable; and they provide 

project finance, legal services and insurance. 

The construction of proposed offshore wind projects totaling more than 1 GW in the 
waters beyond Block Island and onshore transmission infrastructure can boost the economy of 

southeastern Connecticut by using its ports and drawing upon its skilled labor force. One 

offshore wind developer, Deepwater Wind, has even proposed bringing its offshore wind power 

to Connecticut through undersea transmission to Bridgeport Harbor and/or Millstone 

(Waterford). The state's maritime sector and the other economic activity it generates already 

produces more than $5 billion in output and more than 30,000 jobs. Offshore wind can build on · 

these impressive figures. 

Conclusion 

Addressing our energy and environmental challenges cost effectively requires predictable 
policies, a long-term perspective, and recognition that additional support for large projects can 
lower development costs because of the more efficient production associated with larger wind 

turbines and a higher number of turbines per project. Establishing a program of state directed 

long term contracting and support for regional coordinated procurement that spurs large scale 
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resource development will enable the industry to make long term investments and reduce the cost 
ofRPS compliance for consumers across our region. 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before you today. 

Contact: Francis Pullara 
Executive Director 
RENEW 
PO Box 383 

Madison, CT 06443 
Voice: 646-734-8768 
Email: fpullaro@renew-ne.org 

Web: www.renew-ne.org 
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PUBLIC HEARING TESTIMONY OF. JAMES S. SCHNEIDER 
ON BEHALF OF KIMBERLY-CLARK CORPORATION 

ON PROPOSED SUBSTITUTE BILL NO. 1138 (LCO NO. 4767) 

Good afternoon. My name is Jim Schneider, and I am the Energy Supply 

Manager for Kimberly-Clark Corporation's ("K-C") U S. facilities, including K-C's 

mill in New Milford, Connecticut. 

K-C thanks the members of the Energy & Technology Committee ("Committee") 

for the opportunity to express K-C's strong support for Proposed Substitute Bill 

No. 1138, LCO No. 4767 ("LCO 4767"), which proposes to change the definition 

of "Class Ill sources" by phasmg out ratepayer-funded Conservation and Load 

Management ("C&LM") projects, beginning on January 1, 2014. The prompt 

passage of LCO 4767 is necessary to introduce a change that will gradually and 

effectively alleviate the glut of Class Ill credits that jeopardizes the Class Ill 

market's viability. 

As this Committee is aware, K-C was encourage by Public Act 05-01 to build a 

35 MW Class Ill Combined Heat and Power ("CHP") system at K-C's New Milford 

Mill, which is proud to employ more than 300 people at family-sustaining wages 

The CHP unit plays a cntical role in allowing K-C to control its energy costs and 

remain competitive in the State. K-C's multi-million dollar investment decision 

relied upon projections that Class Ill credit revenues would defray some of the 

project's significant development and ongoing operating costs. 

Due to CHP investments by K-C and other Connecticut manufacturers, 

educational institutions, and medical facilities prompted by effective public policy, 

Connecticut has led the nation in CHP development. Continued success, 

however, has been increasingly threatened by the severe and worsenmg Class 

Ill imbalance, which LCO 4767 seeks to remedy. 

The Class Ill Imbalance is due to the flood of credits produced by C&LM projects, 

which have saturated the market and transformed Class Ill developers' fear of 

not be1ng able to sell credits, even at the floor price, into a reality. The 
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PUBLIC HEARING TESTIMONY OF JAMES S. SCHNEIDER 
ON BEHALF OF KIMBERLY-CLARK CORPORATION 

ON t:'ROPOSED SUBSTITUTE BILL NO. 1138 (LCO NO. 4767) 

attachment to my testimony illustrates this point. The Comprehensive Energy 

Strategy's recommendation for increased C&LM funding will likely worsen the 

situation. 

The present imbalance is a serious concern for businesses that relied upon 

Class Ill revenues to justify their CHP investment and continue doing business in 

the State. This grave saturation level also chills investment - now and into the 

future - in new Class Ill CHP resources. In addition to providing business and 

industry with an effective cost-management tool, Class Ill CHP will play an 

important role in the success of the Governor's microgrid initiative. 

For Class Ill CHP to remain a viable option to support Connecticut's microgrid 

initiative and promote economic development, the supply-demand imbalance 

must be corrected to provide the incentives needed to stimulate investment. 

Immediate action, as set forth in LCO 4767, is necessary. Taking prompt action 

will dispel the cloud of regulatory uncertainty over the Class Ill market and give 

market participants time to respond to these changes. 

Thank you for your consideration of K-C's testimony on LCO 4767 and the need 

to take swift action to implement its proposed changes to Class Ill. K-C truly 

appreciates the Committee's efforts to remedy the serious Class Ill market 

imbalance. I am available to answer any questions. 
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Senator Duff, Representative Reed and Members of the Energy and Technology 
Committee: 

The New England Clean Energy Council (NECEC or Council) greatly appreciates the 
opportunity to comment on E!:QQosed Substitute Bill No. 1138 (LCO No. 4767), An Act 
Concernmg Connecticut's Clean Energy Goals. 

The New England Clean Energy Council is a clean energy business association whose 
mission IS to accelerate New England's clean energy economy to global leadership by 
building an active community of stakeholders and a world-class cluster of clean energy 
companies. The Council's members and sponsors include clean energy businesses, 
services and technology companies, venture investors, major financial institutions, 
universities, industry associations, utilities, labor and large commercial end-users. They 
span the broad spectrum of the clean energy sector, including energy efficiency, 
renewable energy (e.g., solar, Wind, hydro, anaerobic digestion), combined heat and 
power (CHP), biofuels, advanced and "smart" technologies (e.g., smart gnd, fuel cells, 
storage, batteries, materials}, among others. 

A cross-section of our members are operating and investing in Connecticut and more 
are interested in doing so. Connecticut's Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS}, the 
advances made with the reorganization of energy and environmental agencies under the 
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP}, and creation of CEFIA 
have led a number of our members to invest in facilities and h1ring in Connecticut, and 
have also brought down the price for recently procured renewable and clean energy. 
While we welcome policy improvements that continue to make progress on cost-effective, 
cleaner energy and contnbutions to the state and regional economy, stepping back from 
standards and goals that are driving private investment is a move in the wrong direction, 
and we are concerned that may be one consequence of Bill No 1138 

The New England Clean Energy Council notes that B1ll No. 1138, An Act Concernmg 
Connecticut's Clean Energy Goals, focuses on two separate issues: (1) changing the 
definition of renewable and clean energy resources that qualify as Class I and (2) 
allowing for long-term contracting for Class I resources. The first of these - changing 

New England Clean Energy Counol 1125 Summer St., Suite 1020 Boston. MA 02110 I www cleanenergycounctl org 



what qualifies as a Class I resource under the RPS - is problematic. The second -
establishing long term contracting for Class I resources - is very pos1tive. 
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Specifically, Sections 1-3 change the definition of the energy resources that qualify as 
Class I under Connecticut's RPS. Section 1 Introduces a new "Class I contracted tier" 
that includes large hydro. Related to the new definitions, Section 4 adjusts the RPS 
targets to accommodate this new tier. Section 5 then allows for long-term contracting for 
both the "traditional" Class I resources and the new "contracted t1er." 

THE DEFINITION OF CLASS I RENEWABLE AND CLEAN ENERGY SOURCES 

The New England Clean Energy Council does not support the changes to the 
definition of Class I renewable and clean energy sources in Bill No. 1138 that 
would create a new class for large hydro by reducing the RPS targets for Class I. 
While we believe that there is a role for large hydro to play in meeting Connecticut's, and 
other New England states' greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions reduction goals, it should 
not come at the expense of developing renewable and clean energy technologies and 
the local economic, energy diversity and enwonmental benefits they are delivenng for 
Connecticut energy consumers. B1ll No. 1138 would reduce the target for these 
renewable and clean energy technologies from 20% in 2020 to 15.5% in order to 
accommodate large hydro in Class I. This reduction equates to approximately 145 MW 
1n 2014, increasing to about 340 MW in 2020, significantly reducing the market for these 
technologies. Including large hydro in this manner not only limits the development of 
these technologies but also reduces local economic activity because many of these 
projects are bUJit locally, affecting the workers who build them, the businesses that install 
them, and the broader economy that benefits from more dollars circulating in state and in 
region. 

In addition, support for large hydro should not come at the dollar expense of makmg it 
eligible for Renewable Energy Certificates (RECs). Large hydro has been part of 
Connecticut's and New England's electricity mix for over twenty years. There IS no 
rationale to support providing RECs to large hydro Renewable Portfolio Standards w1th 
credits for emerging renewable generation were established in Connecticut and 1n a 
majority of U.S. states to meet two important goals: (1) a recognition that we need 
targets for investment for cleaning up our electncity system and reducing greenhouse 
gas emissions; and (2) that many of the renewable and clean technologies are highly 
distnbuted, leading to the creation of local and regional JObs, adding to the diversity of 
our energy mix and stability of long term energy bills, and reducing fuel and energy 
purchases which send dollars out of the regional economy. The RPS and RECs are 
also an acknowledgement that while these renewable and clean generation technologies 
are more costly today than large-scale mature fossil generation, they are rap1dly 
declining in cost through consistent investment in scale-up and technological and 
financial innovations. Consistent standards are needed to continue to drive investment 
and cost-declines. RECs are designed as a transitional (not permanent) mechamsm to 
support emerg1ng technologies. They should not be applied to already commercial and 
scaled technologies, particularly large hydro. 

There seem to be two 1mphc1t assumptions underlying the argument for including large 
hydro in the RPS. The first IS that large hydro will reduce the costs of compliance w1th 
the RPS because it is less expensive than other renewable and clean energy sources. 

New England Clean Energy Council 1 125 Summer St. Swte 1020 Boston. MA 02110 1 www cleanenergycounc1l org 2 
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The second is that large hydro is needed to meet RPS targets because there are not 
enough other renewable and clean energy resources expected to be available. The first 
assumption is not necessarily correct. While 1t is true that electricity can be generated at 
low cost from large hydroelectric facilities 1n Canada (including many fully or partially 
depreciated facilities), the cost of large hydro to Connecticut consumers, and whether 
such purchases will prove cost-effective, will depend on the terms of the exported power 
contract(s) plus the cost of new transmission to deliver the power to Connecticut. New 
England states have had experience with contracts for large hydro, with pricing t1ed to 
fossil fuels, which have not been as attractive as initially anticipated. 

With respect to the concern that there will be insufficient renewables to meet RPS 
targets, the inclusion of large hydro in the RPS IS likely to make that a self-fulfilling 
prophecy. By reducing the demand for new renewable and clean energy and hence the 
value of REGs and the financial support to bring these resources to market, the inclusion 
of large hydro will underm1ne achievement of the objectives of the RPS -encouraging 
deployment of new renewable and clean energy sources using market mechanisms that 
increase competition and bring about pnce declines, along with local economic 
development benefits. 

LONG TERM CONTRACTING FOR RENEWABLE AND CLEAN ENERGY 

Bill No. 1138 includes a better and proven way to reduce the costs of renewable and 
clean energy and to ensure that RPS targets are met than including large hydro 1n the 
RPS- that is, long term contracting for the energy, as well as the REGs, produced by 
renewable and clean energy. The New England Clean Energy Council strongly 
supports long term contracting, similar to the provis1ons in Section 5 of the bill, to 
reduce the costs of renewable and clean energy development. Competitively bid, long
term contracts have been so successful in encouraging renewable and clean energy 
development for Massachusetts that the program was expanded and the term of 
contracts extended to 20 years last year Further increasing the scale by enabling long 
term contracts in conjunction with other states, should further reduce costs for customers 
by reducing financing and transaction costs for renewable and clean energy developers. 1 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR AMENDMENTS TO BILL NO. 1138 REGARDING LARGE 
HYDRO AND LONG-TERM CONTRACTING 

To enable Connect1cut to achieve its clean energy goals and the Comprehensive Energy 
Strategy's objectives of cheaper, cleaner and more reliable energy for Connecticut's 
future, the New England Clean Energy Council recommends the following changes to 
Bill No. 1138 

Maintam the RPS targets for Class I at current levels a1med at 20% by 2020. 
Create a separate "No REC contracted" class that includes large hydro (and 
Class I renewable and clean energy sources that choose to participate) and set 
targets for this class at 2o/o for 2014, 3% for 2017, 4.5% for 2020, and 7.5% in 

1 See New England Governors Conference, Inc Resolution No 205, A Resolution D1rectmg The 
New England State Committee on Electnc1ty (NESCOE) to Implement a Work Plan for the 
CompetitiVe Coordinated Procurement of Reg1ona/ Renewable Power 

New England Clean Energy Counc1l !125 Summer SL Swte 1020 Boston, MA 02110 1 \VWW.cleanenergycounc1l org 3 



- --001831--

2025, in line with the targets for the contracted tier in the current version of Bill 
No. 1138, but do not make large hydro eligible for REGs. 
Determme eligibility for the new "no REC contracted" class to include any Class I 
renewable and clean energy sources that choose to participate and large hydro 
defined broadly to ensure that multiple sources are eligible to compete to enter 
into long-term contracts. For example, hydro from the Atlantic Provinces to 
Ontario should be eligible for this new class if it can be delivered to Connecticut. 
(Also, if the objective of creating this class is to tap mto potentially low cost, 
existing hydro, there is no need to set a vintage for existing projects.) 
Establish long-term contracting authority for both Class I eligible sources and the 
new "No REC contracted" class including large hydro, where half of Class I and 
all of the "No REC contracted" class can enter into long-term contracts. Further, 
should DEEP forecast that Connecticut will not meet its RPS targets, long-term 
contracts should be required for half of Class I targets. 
Require competitive solicitations and establish critena for selection of contracts, 
based on delivered price, consistency with policy goals, including, but not lim1ted 
to, peak load shaving, and promotion of wind, solar and other renewable energy 
technologies. 

The New England Clean Energy Council will offer legislative language consistent with 
these recommendations. 

OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS 

In Section 1, Bill No 1138 increases the size of eligible hydropower facilities from 
five to 30 MW. Thanks to economies of scale, large hydro has proven it can 
operate economically. Providing additional REC revenues would simply mcrease 
the profit of the owners without providing an additional benefit to Connecticut 
customers. Conversely, by limiting Class I eligibility and REGs to projects of 5 
MW or less, customers can be assured _that REC revenues are going to facilities 
that need the funds in the short term to develop a long term sustainable source of 
renewable energy. 
In addition we question the value of requiring in law that new hydro projects be 
certified by the Low Impact Hydropower Institute ("LIHI"). Projects built within the 
last 1 0 years have already gone through a rigorous federal and state review 
process based on current environmental and scientific knowledge about the 
impact of hydropower on the environment. 
Sect1ons 1 and 3 also change the eligibility requirements for biomass. The New 
England Clean Energy Council recommends that any change in biomass 
eligibility be phased in so that projects already under way or with financing and 
contracts 1n place that rely on REGs remain eligible for a reasonable penod of 
time under the terms by wh1ch they originally qualified. 
In Section 1, Bill No. 1138 deletes the reference "from landfills" following 
methane gas. We understand that th1s language change is intended to make it 
clear that anaerobic digestion is an eligible Class I energy source. However, the 
present reference to "methane gas" is too broad. It would include landfill gas and 
gas from anaerobic digestion but potentially also fossil fuel-derived natural gas, 
which is also composed of methane. Clearly, this 1s not the intent of the 
legislation. Therefore, the New England Clean Energy Council recommends that 
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the language "from landfills" be retained and that a specific reference to 
anaerobic digestion be added immediately following it, so that the list of eligible 
energy sources would read, in part, "(IV) methane gas from landfills, (V) 
anaerobic digestion, (VI) ocean thermal power. . "with the numbering of the listed 
items adjusted accordingly. 

The New England Clean Energy Council notes that the Executive Summary of the RPS 
Restructuring Study was released late in the day on Monday, March 18, 2013, and 
notice was given that the Study itself will be released on March 19, 2013. As a result, 
we may supplement this testimony once we have had a chance to review the Study. We 
would also be glad to answer any questions the Committee may have now or later after 
it has had an opportunity to review the Study. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments and recommendations. The 
New England Clean Energy Council looks forward to working w1th you as you enact 
legislation to implement policies to support the development of clean energy and capture 
its econom1c, energy and environmental benefits for Connecticut. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Peter Rothstein 
President 

Janet Gall Besser 
VP, Policy and Government Affairs 

New England Clean Energy Counc1l 1125 Summer Sl . Swte 1020 Boston. MA 02110 1 www cleanenergycouncll erg 5 
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1. Connecticut should provide competitive solicitations for long term contracts with Class I renewable 
energy developers under a portfolio approach (no limit on project size} that does not pick winners to 
ensure the maximum amount of sustainable, cost-effective renewable resources are developed to meet 
Connecticut's Class I RPS requirements; 

2. Allowing Canadian hydro to offset a portion of Class I is incompatible with the very purpose of a 
Renewable Portfolio Standard approach which is to develop new renewable resources not subsidize fully 
amortized resources or ones that needed no incentives to get built; 

3. Rather, Connecticut should explore opportunities for all hydro to provide base-load generation as well 
as the potential for load-following electricity. Canadian hydro can make new transmission for distant 
variable resources more economic by "firming" the line during times of their lower output. All hydro 
improves the reliability of the power system by diversifying the type of resources now becoming 
dominated by natural gas. This can partly justify paying "above market" for Canadian hydro; 

4. Large-scale renewable penetration in New England will result in substantial reductions in harmful air 
emissions. New large hydroelectricity facilities are a large emitter of carbon dioxide in the early years of 
operation. Even over their lifetimes newly flooded Canadian reservoirs may emit nearly two-thirds of the 
greenhouse gases emitted by natural gas power plants. Imports from Hydro-Quebec, now untagged as to 
the origin of the resource or "system power", include fossil-fuel derived electricity which lowers its price 
while weakening its environmental attributes; and 

5. Connecticut's renewable energy industry benefits from regional RPS policies regardless of whether 
projects are sited within the state or across New England. Scores of Connecticut-based companies are part 
of the wind and solar energy manufacturing and services supply chains. Connecticut contractors and 
developers even build New England wind projects. By contrast, Connecticut companies are unlikely to 
benefit from new Canadian renewable energy projects due to provincial local content requirements. z 
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The principal goal of an RPS is to drive new renewable resource 
development. Quebec hydro resources needed no incentives outside 
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Resources with Large Hydro 

Proposed Class I 

offset- max. Proposed Class I 

Canadian large offset - min. 

Year Class I Existing Class I Proposed hydro existing Class I 

2013 10 10 0 10 
2014 11 11 2 9 
2015 12.5 12.5 3 9.5 
2016 14 14 3 11 
2017 15.5 15.5 3 12.5 
2018 17 17 3.5 13.5 
2019 19.5 19.5 4 15.5 
2020 20 20 4.5 15.5 
2021 20 21 5 16 
2022 20 22 5.5 16.5 
2023 20 23 6 17 
2024 20 24 6.5 17.5 
2025 20 25 7.5 17.5 
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Proposed New England capacity from renewable resources in the ISO 
Generation Interconnection Queue. Source: ISO New England 2012 RSP. 

150 MW of wind (a small fraction of proposed wind plants) will produce 
enough energy to meet the this year's increase (from 9 to 10 percent) 

in Connecticut's Class I RPS requirement. 
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RENEW Large Wind Versus Solar; Longer Term 
Contracts; and Expiring Federal Tax Credits 
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Federal Incentives on RE Premium (gap) 
Illustration of Impact of Policy, Revenue Stability, Finance on l 

RE Economics for Sample 50 MW Wind Farm 

DNoPTC 

•4D~Gof PTC 

Full PTC 

Iii ITC/Ca~h Grant 

? 
.~----------------------; /' 

/ 

so 
5 yr contract 15 yeJr contract 20 vr contract 

accelerating 
targets 

minimize 
ratepayer 

costs? 

Projected 
Mar~et 

Value 
Range 

/ 

Connecticut Sec. 
127 solar 
procurement in 
2012 for 10 MW 
(2 projects) of 
energy and RECs 
under 20 year 
contracts 
starting at $157 
and $190 MWh 
escalating each 
year to end at 
$229 and $333 
MWh. 

Sustainable Energy Advantage RPS Webinar 4/4/11 83 

Massachusetts "Green Communities" large onshore wind procurement by 
NSTAR Electric in 2011 for 109 MW (3 projects) of energy and RECs under 
a 10 year contracts with a fixed price of around $85 MWh. 
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Value of Wind in Hedging Energy Prices 
L.l ~ 

Only renewable resources with their "free" fuel can provide an effective long 
term hedge against electricity price swings caused by the volatility in natural 
gas markets which generally set the price of electricity in New England. 

140 
Range of recent EIA gas scenarios* 
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Wind PPA sample includes only those signed in 2011 or 2012: 36 PPAs totaling 3,678 MW 
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•Fuel cost projections are translated from $/MMBtu into $/MWh terms usmg average heat rates unplied m the NEMS modelmg output 

Source: M. Bollnger,"Revisiting the Long-Term Hedge Value of Wind Power in an Era of Low Natural Gas Prices," Lawrence Berkeley 
National Laboratory, LBNL-6103E (March 2013). 

-

7 

0 
0 
~ 
00 
UJ 
~ 



e 

~Gl9p 
~~ ~RENE e~j ~~ Ronowablo Eoe-N w t;.J \;) ••1 IW EnglAnd 

e 

Long-Term Contracting Proposal for 
Connecticut to Meet Class I RPS Goals 

25% ~--------------------------------------------------------~ 

20% 

~RPS Class I(%} 

15% 
-tii-ZREC/LREC 

~BIII1138- 150 MWs 

10% 

~RENEW 8% Plan 

~~ZREC/LREC + RENEW 8% 
5% 

0% 

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

The current Class I RPS programs (largely from ZREC/LREC) will meet less than a 
quarter of Connecticut's RPS requirements by 2018. RENEW's 8% Plan aims to have at 

least half of Connecticut's 2020 RPS goal under long-term contracts by 2018. Large scale 
wind resources are cost-effective and provide value by hedging energy and REC costs. 
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do Murtha Culllna LLP I C1tyPiace 11185 Asylum Street I Hartford, CT 061031 B6D-240-6131 

TESTIMONY OF 

THE RENEWABLE ENERGY AND EFFICIENCY BUSINESS ASSOCIATION, INC. 

Energy and Technology Committee 

March 19, 2013 

RE: PROPOSED SUBSTITUTE BILL 1138: AN ACT CONCERNING CONNECTICUT'S 
CLEAN ENERGY GOALS 

Good morning. Senator Duff, Representative Reed and members of the Energy & Technology 
Committee. My name is Paul R. Michaud and I am the Executive Director and Founder of The 
Renewable Energy and Efficiency Business Association ("REEBA"). REEBA is a trade association of · 
renewable energy and efficiency businesses with over 100 members. REEBA's mission is to promote 
the sustainable deployment of renewable energy, demand-side-management, and energy efficiency in 
Connecticut. On behalf of REEBA, I thank you for this opportunity to offer comments today on 
Proposed Substitute Bill No. 1138. For the following reasons, REEBA strongly opposes this bill. 

Lack of Transparency 

At the outset, I would like to discuss the lack of transparency and failure to ensure an open 
dialogue on the part of the'Departrnent of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP) regarding this 
critical energy matter. Little more than four months ago, DEEP released its draft Comprehensive 
Energy Strategy. In that draft, DEEP discussed the commissioning of an RPS Study, which would 
consider-in REEBA's view-some extreme changes to the state's RPS. Understandably, many in the 
renewable energy business community sought to comment on, and provide input to, the RPS Study. 
DEEP itself has acknowledged the value that such stakeholder input provides in the policy making 
process. During a November 2012 DEEP technical conference regarding the draft Comprehensive 
Energy Strategy many stakeholders sought to present testimony on the proposed changes to the RPS 
outlined in the draft Comprehensive Strategy. DEEP, however, requested stakeholders hold all 
comments related to the RPS Study, and indicated that DEEP would make available an alternative 
process for stakeholders to provide input on the RPS Study later. 

After four months of silence, today marks the first opportunity for the renewable energy 
business community to provide input on the results of the RPS Study, which we still have not seen yet. 
This bill was publicly released just this past Friday, and the RPS Study has yet to be released. 
Obviously, all stakeholders understand the time pressures that DEEP faces. Additionally, stakeholders 
such as REEBA also understand the economic risks associated with the uncertainty inherent in, 
regulatory programs such as the RPS. However, th1s bill proposes a dramatic departure from the 
principles of the RPS program. These measures will have a huge financial impact to fledgling 
renewable energy companies in this state. Hurrying such measures through the legislative process 
prohibits valuable public input and stymies a well thought-out and reasoned approach to these issues. 
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In REEBA's view, the rush to push these measures through Committee without input from the 
renewable energy business community undermines the credibility of the measures. 

Despite the unavailability of the RPS Study to the public, REEBA has had an opportunity to 
review this bill. Put simply, this bill proposes striking and unprecedented changes to Connecticut's 
RPS and has the potential to obstruct considerably the development of renewable energy in the state. 
REEBA strongly urges the Committee to reject this bill. Among other things, this bill first aims to 
create a new RPS class that would include large utility-owned Canadian hydropower. Second, it would 
limit a renewable energy facility's ability to sell renewable energy credits (RECs) to other states, or 
else lose its Class I eligibility in Connecticut. Third, while broadening Class I to include utility-owned 
hydro, this bi11 simultaneously reduces the eligibility of biomass and other currently eligible renewable 
technologies, and excludes renewable thermal sources altogether. 

Canadian Hydro Power 

REEBA strongly objects to the inclusion of large utility-based Canadian hydropower in the 
RPS. More than a decade ago, this Committee took a commanding step forward in encouraging the 
development of renewable energy by establishing the RPS. The key policy driver behind the RPS is 
the notion that renewable energy technologies would benefit from economic subsidies to compete with 
traditional forms of energy. Recognizing this, the RPS provides needed revenue streams, through REC 
payments, to renewable energy projects that would otherwise be uneconomical. Without the RPS, 
many renewable energy projects would be unable to compete with traditional fossil-fuel fired 
generation. With this understanding, the Connecticut RPS has provided much needed economic 
incentives to the fledgling renewable energy industry, as it jockeys to gain a footing in the state's 
energy portfolio mix. Unlike traditional forms of energy, the economic incentives the RPS provides 
currently plays a critical part in ensuring that renewable energy projects move forward and will 
eventually enhance the ability of such projects to economically compete with fossil-fuel fired energy 
in the future. 

In contrast, utility-owned Canadian hydropower does not need any economic incentives for 
commercial viability. In fact, utility-scale hydropower is fully financeable on its own accord. 
Traditional electric utility companies constructed many large-scale hydropower projects decades ago 
without the economic support of programs such as the RPS. In addition, today, these Canadian 
hydropower projects continue to remain economic, despite any additional revenue provided by REC 
payments. Thus, this bill proposes for the first time m the history of the RPS to provide economic 
incentives for a well-established and already competitive energy generating technology. 

Instead of seeking to enter into long-term contracts for out-of-region hydropower, Connecticut 
should be seeking to enter into long-term contracts for in-region renewable energy generation that is 
critically dependent on economic support. Unlike utility-scale Canadian hydro, the renewable energy 
industry critically relies on the economic incentives provided by the RPS. Redirecting this money 
away from the renewable energy community and towards utility hydropower is the wrong policy 
choice for Connect1cut. 

2 
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In-State Only REC Trading 

This bill also makes many significant changes to the RPS that will result in the elimination of 
many currently eligible sources of renewable generation. For example, lines 23 through 27 of this bill 
provide: 

" ... on and after January 1, 2014, any renewable energy source descrzbed under thzs 
subparagraph used for compliance with renewable portfolio standards or renewable 
energy goals in another state shall not be considered a Class I renewable energy 
source ... " 

This language not only unfairly, and perhaps unconstitutionally, discriminates against interstate 
commerce; such language also threatens current renewable energy facilities that choose to sell their 
RECs to other states with competitive REC markets. REEBA fails to see any justifiable policy 
r.ationale for excluding these types of resources. 

Limitations on Biomass 

The bill also targets biomass. Lines 100 through 103 seek to eliminate eligibility for biomass 
projects that were constructed prior to 2003. This provision unfairly targets a number of potential 
renewable energy facilities located right here in Connecticut. As this Committee is well aware, many 
of Connecticut's older generation sources must ultimately be repowered. Biomass conversions offer a 
great way to develop renewable resources in Connecticut. 

Other Renewable Thermal Energy Sources 

The bill also excludes the fledgling renewable thermal energy industries like the geothermal 
heat pump, solar thermal, and biodiesel industries. These sources of renewable energy provide 
benefits to homeowners and businesses through reduced energy costs, while providing jobs, business 
opportunities and tax revenue here m Connecticut. In addition, businesses are ready to measure, 
aggregate and trade thermal RECs using methods that are consistent with the established NEPOOL 
Generation Information System methods. 

Conclusion 

Proposed Substitute Bill No. 1138 should be rejected because (1) the RPS Study supporting the 
bill is unavailable to the public making the bill lack any transparency, (2) the bill proposes to create a 
new RPS class that would include large utility-owned Canadian hydropower, which does not need an 
RPS mandate to thrive, (3) the bill would limit a renewable energy facility's ability to sell RECs to 
other states, or else lose its Class I eligibility in Connecticut, which may be unconstitutional, and (4) 
the bill reduces the eligibility of biomass and other currently eligible renewable technologies, and 
excludes renewable thermal sources altogether, making it more difficult for Connecticut to meet its 
RPS obligations. 

On behalf of REEBA's 100 members, I thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony on 
Proposed Substitute Bill No. 1138. 

3 
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Good morning. My name is John Shue and I am Vice President of Operations -New England for GDF 
SUEZ Energy Generation North America, NA. Our parent company, GDF SUEZ Energy North 
America (GSENA), maintains a strong portfolio of energy-related businesses including power 
generation, retail electricity sales, the importation, storage, and delivery of liquefied natural gas (LNG), 
and renewable energy development. 

GSENA's diverse New England generation fleet mcludes both run-of-river and traditional hydro-electric 
facilities, pumped storage hydro-electric facilities, natural gas powered facilities, and a solar farm. Our 
company is the largest owner of hydro-electric generation in Connecticut with facilities located 
primarily on the Housatonic, Shetucket, and Quinebaug Rivers representing hundreds of millions of 
dollars in investment and with direct employment of approximately forty people in the State. 

I am offering testimony today regarding concerns we have with Bill No. 1138 which was filed late last 
week. GSENA's initial examination of this legislation concludes that a number of its provisions would 
negatively impact our facilities and our ability to compete in the renewable energy market, in addition to 
potentially harming the renewable energy marketplace both in Connecticut and New England. 

As an owner of hydro-electric facilities in Connecticut that has invested significant capital dollars 
ensuring these aging units remain operational, we are troubled that this bill not only fails to give proper 
incentives to existing hydro units in the State to qualify as a Class I resource, but, as written, would 
actually eliminate the eligibility of three of our facilities. Until now, these facilities were either receiving 
Class I Renewable Energy Credits dollars or were in line to qualify based on planned investment and 
upgrades. 

Furthermore, by creating a new Class I tier that basically provides a subsidy for large-scale, state-owned 
hydro resources in Canada, Connecticut is considering a policy path that rewards projects outside of the 
country at the expense of in-State or even in-region projects. In short, Connecticut will be paying more 
for Canadian hydro-power than hydro-power generated right here in Connecticut. 

Also of concern is a provision that would yield the right to determine which hydro facilities qualify as 
Class I renewable energy based on a review from an out-of-state, non-governmental agency, the Low 
Impact Hydropower Institute (LIHI). According to its website, not a single member of its staff, 
Governing Board or Advisory Panel is from Connecticut, and its offices are not even in New England, 
they are based in New Jersey. 

While GSENA appreciates the bill's, and LIHI's, intent to identify and provide incentives to 
environmentally friendly hydro-units, it should be pointed out that the goals of LIHI certification and 
those of the State's RPS program do not always run hand-in-hand. LIHI is concerned only with 
certifying environmentally sound hydro-electric facilities based upon established criteria while an RPS 
program has a multi-pronged goals that include providing consumer subsides to support emerging 
renewable energy sources, encouraging economic development in the renewable energy sector, 
stimulating future investment in renewables, and reducing emissions. 

Moreover, there may not be enough benefit from CT Class I REC certification to just1fy the costly 
investments, such as the installation of fish ladders, that are required to meet LIHI standards. In many 
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cases, some improvements that would be required to qualify for LIHI are even outside our immediate 
control. Because of the way in which LIHI criteria are established, projects could be disqualified not 
due to decision they may make as an operator, but due to decisions made downstream or upstream 
regarding the operations of a competitors' projects. 

We would also question why Class I contracted tier renewable energy sources do not have to meet LIHI 
standards before qualifying for RECs. Again, the bill is rewarding a Canadian source of power at the 
expense of domestically produced energy. 

As you may be aware, even a minor alteration to the State's RPS qualifications and requirements can 
have major market and financial implications for a variety of stakeholders. These implications are only 
multiplied when evaluating the sweeping RPS changes contained within this legislation, especially in 
regards to biomass. 

First, the bill contemplates retroactive biomass changes which will wreak havoc on the many investment 
decisions companies are making right now to qualify for CT RECs and to improve the environmental 
characteristics of their plants. Millions of dollars are potentially in play and with these proposed 
changes companies must meet a moving target which does nothing but discourage investment in the 
future. In addition, the characteristics of qualifying biomass fuel are likewise a moving target- in this 
bill sustainability is not well defined, nor is old growth timber stands. 

And contemplated future changes regarding offsetting RGGI credit for fuel transportation do not seem to 
capture that transportation of fuel and power generation are two distinct operations within the biomass 
industry. Among the questions this produces: Who must purchase the RGGI credits? How is that 
reconciled within the RPS construct? 

Finally, while GSENA certainly appreciates the opportunity to testify before the Committee today, we 
are nevertheless very concerned with the limited amount of time given for public discussion and limited 
stakeholder input on these important public policy issues. 

The Connecticut Department of Energy and Environment Protection (CT DEEP) even stated in its draft 
Comprehensive Energy Strategy (CES) that any major changes to the RPS would be examined in a 
separate RPS Study. Communications with the CT DEEP indicated there would be an opportunity for a 
robust stakeholder comment period. With the draft Study just coming out today and the Plan scheduled 
to be finalized in less than two months, there simply will not be the level of input needed to produce 
thoughtful legislation. 

GDF SUEZ Energy NA urges the Committee to examine much more closely many of provisions 
contained within Bill No. 1138 and evaluate the potential harm they could cause to in-state and in-region 
resources and the ability for companies to make sound fmancial decisions regarding renewable energy. 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify. I am happy to answer any questions you may have. 

Submitted by: 

John Shue 
Vice President, Northeast Generation 
GDF SUEZ Energy North America 
March 19, 2013 
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Mr. Chairman; Madame Chairwoman; members of the committee: My name is Larry Richardson and I am 
Chief Executive Officer of ReEnergy Holdmgs LLC. I am here today to testify in oppos1t1on to Bill1138. 
ReEnergy owns and operates facilities that use biomass and other residual fuels to produce renewable 
energy in three states in the Northeast, including a facility in Sterling, CT. 

ReEnergy's 31-megawatt facility m Sterling employs approximately 30 local residents and supports many 
more indirect jobs within Connecticut. ReEnergy made a substantial investment in the Sterling facility so 
that it could co-fire biomass and qualify as Class I eligible. As of last fall when we started generatmg 
electricity using sustainable biomass, we had full expectations that our Sterling facility would become the 
f1rst utility-scale power plant m the state of Connecticut to generate m-state Class I RECs from biomass. In 
fact, we are in the process of increasing the ability of the facility to generate even more in-state RECs from 
local biomass. This bill would without warning kill those expectations and threaten the viability of this 
Connecticut facility. 

We are deeply troubled by some of the provisions of Substitute Bill1138: 

1. Our facility in Sterling, CT would be harmed by the provision that any biomass facility not certified as 
Class I eligible as of December 31, 2012 not be eligible as Class 1 unless it began operation on or after 
July 1, 2003. Our company chose to invest millions of dollars in recent upgrade.s to the Sterling facility 
so that it could be certif1ed as Class I eligible. These investments occurred after receiving a Declaratory 
Rulmg on May 11, 2011 statmg that the facility would be eligible if the retrofits were made. The Sterlmg 
facility met all standards in the fourth quarter of 2012 and is currently awa1ting certification from 
PURA. Not only would this provision hurt the employees and vendors at our eastern CT facility; it would 
limit new supply and remove important in-state generated RECs from the market. There are other 
facilities where similar investments have been or are being made in reliance on the existing 
Connecticut eligibility requirements. 
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2. The provision that would elimmate C&D as an eligible resource for some facilities would create an 
artificial advantage for the Plainfield plant in the use of recovered C&D wood as a fuel and send 
Connecticut backward in its work toward meeting REC targets. It also would harm recycling companies 
here in Connecticut-- like Willimantic Waste- that have had these facilities as an option for several 
years and would likely result in increased fees and harm the environment by creating a disincentive for 
recycling in the state. 

3. Regarding the provision that beginning January 1, 2014, biomass facilities must purchase RGGI 
allowances to offset emissions related to transportation of such fuels to eltgible Class I facilities: Full life 
cycle accounting of carbon from wood residue power generation has already been completed, with the 
result that the process is carbon neutral. Therefore, this provision appears to be arbitrary. 

4. This bill also creates a new sub-tier in the Class I standard called the "Class I contracted tier renewable 
energy source." This new energy source definition tncludes any and all hydro (including large-scale 
reservoir-based hydro) that has been constructed since 2003. While not strictly generating Class I RECs, 
these facilities have the ability to supplant Class I REC sales in increasing increments from 2014 through 
2025. This new type of renewable carve-out stunts renewable investment in Connecticut by shifting 
demand away from Class I sources and creating additional uncertainty in the REC market. 

In all, we estimate that this legislation would destabilize the market and needlessly remove new supply for 
RECs at precisely the time when we are all searching for ways to meet the "cleaner, cheaper, more reliable" 
challenge. It would harm many CT-based renewable energy companies all along the supply chain, which 
represent a significant number of Jobs. 

We believe strongly in the importance of diversity of energy sources participating in the REC market, 
including bioenergy. This legislation would harm the bioenergy sector of the renewable energy industry, in 
addition to other sectors. Wholesale changes such as those presented here damage market stability for 
RECs and, in light of the substantial investments that have already been made in reliance on the existing 
RPS eligibility criteria, will have a chilling effect on the ability to attract capital to finance new projects that 
this legislation purports to promote, as institutional investors will lose all faith in the long term integrity of 
the RPS program. 

In closing, we share others' concerns about the hurried nature of this hearing and the anticipated timetable 
of the committee's consideration. We urge the Legislature to exert due diligence, and to allow t1me for 
appropriate stakeholder tnput, public scrut1ny, consideration of the legislation's significant ramifications, 
and full review of the RPS study that has yet to be issued by DEEP. 

Thank you for considering our views. If we can be of any further assistance, please don't hesitate to contact 
us. 

443B990v1 
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COMMENTS OF EQUIPOWER RESOURCES CORP. 

ON PROPOSED SUBSTITUTE BaL NO. 1138 (LCO 4767) 

AN ACT CONCERNING CONNECTICUT'S CLEAN ENERGY GOALS 

EquiPower Resources Corp. (EquiPower), a Hartford based competitive power generation company 

established in May, 2010, owns, manages ~nd operates highly efficient, natural gas fueled power plants with 

a capacity of5,700 megawatts (MWs) in 5 major geographic regions of the country. In New England, 

EquiPower has I, 792 MWs of generating capacity, 1,360 MWs of which are located in Connecticut. 

EquiPower is the second largest generator of electricity in the State. We offer testimony today on Proposed 

Substitute Bill No.II38 (LCO 4767), An Act Concerning Connecticut's Clean Energy Goals. 

Albert Einstein is quoted as saying that "insanity is doing the same thing over and over and expecting 

different results." Once again, there is a bill before you that purports to benefit ConnectJcut electricity 

consumers but that will, in fact, not only do nothing to decrease the electric bills of consumers in this State, 

but will instead once again burden Connecticut consumers with unnecessarily inflated electric rates. Much 

has been written lately about the fact that electric rates in Connecticut have decreased 12% over the last two 

years. However, because of actions taken by the State, such as the Generation Tax, even with the recent 

reductions, which are largely the result of a decrease in the cost of natural gas, Connecticut continues to have 

the highest electric rates in the country. Connecticut has also lost ground against the other New England 

states as prices in Connecticut, on average, remain over 10% higher than the average prices in the rest of 

New England and are 22% higher than the prices paid by neighbors just across the state line in Rhode 

Island 1• Connecticut has also lost ground on a national level as average pnces in Connecticut are nearly 60% 

higher than the national average. 

This Substitute Bill, which has been foisted on this Committee at the eleventh hour, would allow large scale 

hydroelectric power from a large, government-owned utility in Quebec, Canada, known as Hydro Quebec 

(HQ), to qualify as a Class I renewable resource. More importantly, this Substitute Bill would allow the 

electric distribution companies (EDCs) in Connecticut to enter into 20 year contracts for this electricity from 

HQ While allowing large scale hydroelectricity from HQ to count as a Class I renewable resource is a 

mistake, allowing 20 year contracts with Connecticut EDCs for this electricity is completely unnecessary and 

far more dangerous. As explained in more detail below, this proposed legislation is just plain bad public 

1 US Energy Information Administration, Form EIA-826, Monthly Electric Sales and Revenue Report with State 
Dtstnbutions Report. 
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policy. Does it reduce electricity prices? No. Does it provide a long tenn reliable source of electricity? No. 

Does it add jobs in Connecticut and support those companies that have invested in power generators in 

Connecticut? No. Does it reduce overall emissions of air pollutants? No. What this legislation does is 

burden Connecticut taxpayers/ratepayers with unnecessary costs, puts jobs in Connecticut at risk, and makes 

Connecticut dependent on a long tenn, unreliable, foreign source of electricity. We ask this Committee to 

question the reasons for this late breaking change to the Proposed Bill including who actually benefits from 

the proposed legislation. 

The Renewable Portfolio Standards (RPS) were adopted in Connecticut to encourage and support the 

development of nascent renewable technologies, such as solar and wind, and to a very limited extent small 

hydro due to its inability to compete on an even playing field, by providing subsidies. However, unlike 

solar, wind and small hydro power, large scale hydroelectric generation is one of the oldest technologies used 

to generate electricity and does not need a subsidy from the consumers of Connecticut. If electricity from the 

additional hydroelectric generation being developed by HQ is economic, consumers will choose to buy it, but 

they should not be forced to subsidize it through the RPS mechanism or any other means. In addition, there 

is some question as to the extent to which hydroelectric power generation is actually "renewable." For 

example, a study conducted in late 2010 wh1ch was commissioned by the proponents of the Northern Pass 

Transmission Project (NPTP) showed that delivery of energy by HQ via NPTP would drastically reduce 

exports to the Province of Ontario well below historical levels and in some years HQ would need to become 

a net importer from Ontario in order to make the energy deliveries to New England. Therefore, many 

question whether the energy that would be delivered from HQ would be truly "renewable" or whether it 

would simply be energy generated from fossil fuels in Ontario and repackaged by HQ in wrapping that is an 

off shade of"green." 

Although HQ has not released a price for the electricity it proposes to sell, it will undoubtedly contribute to 

h1gher electricity rates here in Connecticut. More specifically, the price paid by Connecticut consumers for 

the power generated by HQ will include not only the cost to generate the power, which, according to press 

clippings from Quebec will be more than 10 cents per kilowatt hour, but will also include the cost of the 

transmission line needed to deliver that power to Connecticut. Last June, the New England Power 

Generators Association (NEPGA) released a report which showed that the cost of the new NPTP 

transmission line will be as much as the price at which electricity from generation sources within New 

England can be purchased. When the costs to produce the electricity from HQ are added to the costs of the 

transmission line needed to deliver it to Connecticut, the result is nearly 14 cents/kilowatt hour. which is 

2 
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approximately three times the price of electricitv that is generated by existing facilities in New 

England. The only parties that would benefit from these inflated prices that would be paid by Connecticut 

consumers would be HQ and Northeast Utilities, the entity that is trying to build the NPTP through New 

Hampshire. 

When Connecticut deregulated its electric industry in the 1990s, the legislation provided that the EDCs sell 

their power generation assets at market prices and allowed those companies to recover the difference 

between the market price of those assets on the open market and the amount that those companies had 

invested in the assets - the stranded costs. Electric customers in Connecticut have just recently finished 

paying off more than $3 billion in such stranded costs, which were the product of cost overruns and 

uneconomic investments by the regulated monopoly EDCs. This Substitute Bill would once again allow 

those same companies, one of which is an affiliate ofthe entity that seeks to build the NPTP and significantly 

benefit from it, to enter into a 20 year contract, the risks of which would be borne by captive ratepayers in 

Connecticut. In addition, in recent years, customers of the EDCs who take Standard Offer Service from the 

EDCs have paid far above market rates for their generation supply because purchases made by the EDCs on 

their behalf were far more expensive than current supply cost due to the dramatic drop in the cost of natural 

gas. These examples of Connecticut customers paying for the investment mistakes of the EDCs should serve 

as a lesson and guide your vote against permitting the same EDCs to enter into a 20 year contract, with total 

revenues of approximately $6 billion, that will likely end up being very uneconomical for Connecticut 

consumers in the years to come. 

In order to incentivize HQ to commit its precious, indigenous hydro resources on a long term basis to the 

State of Connecticut, a substantial premium above cost will almost assuredly have to be paid by Connecticut 

consumers. HQ is building these new hydroelectric facilities for its own long term needs and one day it will 

need this energy for its own customers in Canada. At that time, HQ will cease selling this power to 

Connecticut and once again consumers in Connecticut will be behind the eight ball even after suffering with 

higher electricity rates as a result of overpaying for the HQ energy for years. The proposed legislation is also 

very perplexing given the fact that HQ has publicly said that it does not need renewable subsidies, long term 

contracts and/or other types of subsidies. 

Lastly, and perhaps most perplexing about this Proposed Bill, is the fact that while the State is 

recommending that Connecticut consumers bear the burden of providing subsidies to a foreign, government

owned company for reasons difficult to understand, it is also proposing to renew a very onerous and unfair 
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tax that increases electricity prices from companies who invested in power generation, built companies and 

created jobs here. in Connecticut without requesting any assistance from the State, and who did so at the risk 

of their investors and not Connecticut taxpayers/ratepayers. In addition, the Proposed Bill would create an 

unlevel playing field for the rest of us who compete to generate electricity and who have helped produce the 

lowest wholesale prices for electricity in New England in the past decade. 

Your constituents need you to vote against this bill so that the consumers of Connecticut are not 

unnecessarily subsidizing or being strapped with the burden of long term contracts for large scale 

hydroelectric power generation from Canada. 

Submitted by, 

Jim Ginnetti 
Senior Vice President 
External Affairs and Markets 
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Good morning and thank you for the opportunity to testify. My name is Sandi Hennequin 

and I am the Vice President of the New England Power Generators Association, Inc. 

("NEPGA"). NEPGA is the largest trade association representing competitive electric 

generating companies in New England. NEPGA's member companies represent 

approximately 26,000 megawatts (MW) - or nearly 80 percent - of generating capacity 

throughout New England, and over 7,300 MW of generation in Connecticut, 

representing the vast majority of the electric generating capacity in the state. Overall, 

NEPGA's Connecticut companies pay approximately $110 million annually in state and 

local taxes, including the state tax on electricity production. Our member companies 

provide over 1,500 well-paying and skilled Connecticut manufacturing jobs, while 

contributing over two million dollars to charitable endeavors throughout the state. 

NEPGA's mission is to promote sound energy policies which will further economic 

development, jobs and balanced environmental policy. 

NEPGA's Position 

NEPGA has significant concerns with the proposed amendment to Senate Bill 1138 

(LCO 4767).1 As currently drafted, LCO 4767 creates a new sub-tier, "Class I contracted 

tier renewable energy sources," which provide an avenue for resources such as large

scale government-owned Canadian hydro to qualify for subsidies under the state's 

Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS). This amendment further provides the 

Commissioner of the Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP) with 

the authority to solicit proposals from Class I and Class I contracted tier renewable 

energy developers for 20-year long-term contracts without competitive solicitation. 

NEPGA believes much of this amendment is motivated by a desire to grant a contract -

in this case a no-bid, single-source contract- to Hydro Quebec (HQ). This is extremely 

problematic as the state would effectively be discriminating against in-state industrial 

employers such as NEPGA's members who have invested billions in Connecticut by 

excluding them from an opportunity to bid on a competitive Request for Proposal (RFP) 

while forcing them through the generator tax to pay higher taxes than the companies 

benefitting from the sole-source contract. As NEPGA has testified before this 

1. 
1 The v1ews in th1s testimony reflect the views of the New England Power Generators Assoc1at1on and not 

necessarily the positions of each individual member. 
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Legislature and in written comments at the DEEP, before any such broad fundamental 

market change is made, these policy proposals warrant robusCstakeh-older input and 

open discussion which unfortunately has not occurred. 

To more fully explain our position on LCO 4767, the remainder of NEPGA's testimony 

will focus on four main areas: 

• Concerns with the proposed Class I contracted tier renewable energy source; 

• The role of Purchase Power Agreements (PPAs) in the competitive electric market; 

• The uncertain prospects for the Northern Pass Transmission (NPT) project; and 

• The lack of an adequate and thorough stakeholder process. 

The policy changes proposed in LCO 4767, and the DEEP RPS Study Executive 

Summary released yesterday, are significant. They warrant informed and deliberative 

discussion by a// impacted market participants. 

Concerns with the Proposed RPS Class I Contracted Tier 

As drafted, NEPGA has significant concerns with the creation of the Class I Contracted 

Tier Renewable Energy Source and opposes this policy direction. As NEPGA noted in 

its December 2012 comments regarding DEEP's draft Comprehensive Energy Strategy 

(CES), the Connecticut RPS has been in existence for many years, thus there is some 

merit in conducting a review of the RPS to gauge its success in meeting its policy goals. 

However, we cautioned· against making widespread changes that minimize the 

regulatory certainty necessary for the RPS to be successful. We further noted significant 

concerns regarding a change in the definition of an eligible resource in a manner that 

undermines the very purpose of a RPS. The new Class I contracted tier does just that. 

Our specific concerns include: 

• Large-Scale, Government-Owned Hydro Should Not Qualify for Connecticut's 

RPS. The primary goal of an RPS is to provide a consumer subsidy to support 

emerging renewable energy sources that may not be economical when compared 

directly with current commercial technologies and which may not be developed 

without that support. Large-scale, state-owned hydro resources, however, already 

3 
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are subsidized by rate-payers in Canada and further are a commercially-proven 

resource, not an emerging technology. It does not require an additional RPS-type 

subsidy by Connecticut consumers that will be used to hold down power prices in 

Canada, while making it harder for Connecticut's economy to compete. Canadian 

hydro resources are certainly capable of competing in the Connecticut market 

without a RPS-type subsidy. These resources already compete over existing 

transmission lines through New Hampshire and New York; it is not clear why they 

now need a subsidy. In fact in other venues such as in Maine, HQ has noted it does 

not seek to get into the New England RPS program, but rather to "co-exJst" with the 

RPS.2 

• Canadian Hydro Does Not Necessarily Meet RPS Environmental Goals. 

Including imports of large-scale government-owned hydro resources into the RPS 

does not necessarily meet the environmental goals of the RPS. This is particularly 

true for large-scale imports of hydro power from Hydro-Quebec (HQ), which are 

typically provided to New England today as "system power" resources This means 

that they are not unit specific and not automatically tracked to any specific 

generation facility from which the power originated. Given the large storage capacity 

and strong interties of the HQ system with other, higher-emitting jurisdictions, it is 

highly probable that a substantial portion of energy will have actually originated from 

fossil-fuel generating facilities from such neighboring jurisdictions. The "system 

power'' form of sale would not support accurate accounting to assure the same 

hydro megawatt-hours are not sold to more than one party, a critical element of the 

Generator Information System (GIS) administration of New England REC markets. 

This would clearly undermine the environmental objectives of the RPS. 

• Large-Scale, State-Owned Hydro Does Not Meet RPS Policy Goals. The 

purpose of a RPS is to provide policy and financial support to energy sources that 

may not be economical when compared directly with current commercial 

1. 
2 HQUS Presentation before the Ma1ne Legislature's Jo1nt Committee on Energy, Ut1ht1es and 

Technology, January 22, 2013 
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technologies and which may not be developed withOut RPS support. It is difficult to-

see how the inclusion of these hydro resources in the Connecticut RPS will affect 

the development or operation of hydro facilities which will be built based on the value 

of their energy and capacity (and portfolio requirements of their province), not a 

subsidy from Connecticut consumers. In contrast, more local renewable resources 

depend, to a very real degree, on REC revenues for both development and 

continued operation .. Since many of these resources are distributed technologies 

they also tend to be developed within the State of Connecticut, paying local taxes 

and supporting local employment. Given this goal, eligibility for consumer subsidies 

through REGs should not be extended to energy sources that do not satisfy 

environmental and policy criteria, or that do not face the economic challenges of 

other renewable technologies, such as large-scale provincially-owned hydro. 

• The Current Proposed Definition Excludes Some Potential Resources. If 

cha_nges are going to be made to the RPS, it is important to weigh all alternatives, 

not arbitrarily pick winners and losers, and make sure all changes are made at the 

same time. It is important that any proposed changes to the RPS include an 

evaluation, and an informed discussion, of all alternatives, not a presupposed 

outcome. It is particularly ironic that this proposal provides explicit exclusions to local 

resources (such as those with Low Impact Hydro Institute certification) which would 

not specifically apply to foreign resources through the Class I contracted tier. 

• A Successful RPS Needs Regulatory Certainty. A successful RPS needs to 

provide a degree of regulatory certainty that rules and definitions for all fuel types 

whether they be hydro, biomass, solar, wind or fuel cells are not subject to sudden 

or continual change. This allows contractual arrangements to be made in the market 

to meet the RPS requirements. Enticing firms to make investments and create jobs 

in Connecticut with a RPS program simply will not work if the program is modified in 

ways that undermine the reasonable expectations of investors. Policy consistency 

and certainty is critical for long-term investments in any industry and espec1ally true 

in one as regulated as electricity. 
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The Role of Power Purchase Agreements in a Competitive Electric Market 

NEPGA also has significant concerns with the proposal to give greater authority to the 

DEEP Commissioner to solicit proposals from Class I or Class I contracted tier 

resources. As drafted, there is no requirement for an analysis of the need for these 

resources before soliciting proposals nor assurances that either imports over existing 

infrastructure or internal New England resources would be able to fairly compete. 

Further, there is no requirement for utilizing a competitive solicitation process to procure 

needed generation resources. Instead, this LCO would give the electric distribution 

companies (EDCs), one of which is an affiliate of the entity that will be greatly benefitted 

from the building of the transmission line over which this HQ energy would flow, the 

ability to sign a 20-year single-source, no-bid contract with HQ. This contract would be 

paid for by all Connecticut consumers, regardless of whether it is economic or not. The 

proposed legislation would put the risk of these contracts squarely on the back of 

consumers again. 

At the same time, the Governor is proposing to aggregate and auction all remaining 

standard offer customers of the EDCs off to retail suppliers. NEPGA supported the 

Governor's proposal and if it is enacted it would call into question how the purchased 

power would be used. What would the EDCs do with the power that they just purchased 

if they no longer serve a critical mass of power consumers? Further long-term 

commitments, such as those considered here, should not be made until there is more 

policy certainty over the role that EDCs will continue to play in Connecticut's electricity 

market. 

NEPGA believes that state-sponsored PPAs are not the best way to promote resource 

development at the lowest cost and risk for consumers. Rather, properly designed 

electricity markets should provide sufficient incentives for the financing and 

development of all generation resources, including renewables. To the extent that these 

markets are not working accordingly - and NEPGA agrees that sigmficant 

improvements to these markets would be beneficial - work should be pursued through 

the Independent System Operator New England (ISO-NE), the New England Power 

Pool (NEPOOL) and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) to affect 
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necessary market improvements. 

If, after exhausting efforts to achieve market improvements, DEEP determines that 

these markets are not working as designed, and makes a policy decision that additional 

generation is necessary for system reliability or to mitigate the cost of renewable 

energy, it would then be imperative that PPA recipients are selected through a 

competitive procurement process open to all resources, new and existing. Any 

procurement of generation resources should be done through an open, transparent and 

competitive process, consistent with prior legislative acts. 

In July 2005, the Connecticut General Assembly passed Public Act 05-01, the Energy 

Independence Act, which contained a number of incentives for reducing congestion 

costs, and for expanding the development of customer-owned generation and 

increasing energy efficiency. In particular, the legislation provided for a Request for 

Proposals (RFP) process for new generation and demand reduction resources. In July 

2007, the General Assembly passed Public Act 07-242 which included a package of 

provisions to encourage energy efficiency and conservation, incentives for renewable 

energy, and incentives for other generation resources. Both pieces of legislation relied 

upon a competitive RFP process administered by regulators and open to all market 

participants. This competitive RFP structure initiated substantial development of 

generation under a procurement process that assured only the most competitive bids 

were selected. In response to the 2006 RFP, over 80 projects totaling 8,000 MW were 

submitted. The 2007 peaking RFP led to the submittal of 11 proposals totaling 1 ,800 

MW. Both generation procurements were done through an open, fair and transparent 

competitive bidding process. This approach expanded the consideration of generation 

development to a wide range of companies, allowing a competitive process to deliver 

the desired generation, at the lowest costs to ratepayers. 

During 2011, the Legislature passed Public Act 11-80 which opened the door for utilities 

to own up to 10 MW of renewable generation and required that the vast majonty of 

renewables once again be competitively procured. In an RFP issued in December 2011 

- with only one week of notice - 21 proposals were submitted and two projects were 
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selected to provide 10 MW of solar generation. Even under a rushed timeline robust 

competition was evidenced in the RFP process. As noted by Governor Malloy 

commenting on the RFP's results, "This selection process validates our new approach 

to energy policy in Connecticut. .. The fact that 21 projects - representing 70 MW of 

clean renewable power- applied under this program is a clear sign that entrepreneurs 

and clean technology innovators are excited about the new approach Connecticut has 

taken."3 

Connecticut's experience with competitive procurement should be contrasted with 

Massachusetts' experience of not using competitive procurement. Western 

Massachusetts Electric Company (an NU company) is in the process of building two 

utility-scale solar facilities with financing on a regulated monopoly basis. These projects 

are both slated to cost over $5,220 per kilowatt.4 While every development is different 

and component costs for solar projects have continued to fall, these two projects are 

each nearly three times as expensive as the per kilowatt cost of the comparably-sized 

facilities that were the result of the 2011 Connecticut RFP.5 No market test was put to 

work for the Massachusetts projects taking away the opportunity for consumers to judge 

whether cheaper or more efficient options were available. This example illustrates the 

dangers of pushing through rate-based investments in which all the risks and costs are 

borne by consumers, in sharp contrast to the efficiencies, innovation and reduction in 

consumer costs that result from robust competition. 

The Uncertain Prospects for the Northern Pass Transmission Project 

Underlying much of the proposed policy in LCO 4767 is the belief that certain 

infrastructure projects, such as the troubled Northern Pass Transmission (NPT) project, 

will be built on time, if at all. In determming whether to include out-of-region, large-scale 

hydro as part of Connecticut's RPS it is vital to weigh the likelihood of this infrastructure 

1. 
3 Department of Energy and Environmental Protection Press Release, "Governor Malloy Announces 

Procurement of Cheaper and Cleaner Energy For Connecticut" December 23, 2011 
4 See http·//www.huffingtonpost.com/201 0/11/15/largest-solar-power-

plant_n_783502 html#s182357 &tltle=Solar_Energy_Piant and 
http· 1/www mass live. com/news/mdex. ssf/20 11/0 1/western_massachusetts _ electnc_ 3.htm I 

5 A conserv"!tive calculation for the Massachusetts proJects of a 20% carrymg charge.rate and 20% 
capac1ty factor results in nearly 60 cents/kWh Th1s 1s contrasted w1th the 22 2 cents/kWh announced 
for the 2011 Connecticut RFP results. 
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being built to deliver the power to New England. The challenges that have confronted, 

and continue to plague, the troubled NPT project in New Hampshire provide an example 

of this concern. In October 2010, NU and HQ announced a proposed 180-mile route for 

the NPT, including 40 miles of new right-of-ways through northern New Hampshire and 

10 miles through the pristine White Mountain National Forest (WMNF), as well as 

announcing an alternative route. The proposal was immediately met with opposition, 

with 29 towns unanimously passing resolutions in March 2011 that they did not want the 

project to come through their towns. 

Since that time four more towns have passed resolutions opposing NPT, most recently 

the town of Deerfield which is expected to be a prime financial beneficiary of NPT. 

Several bills were introduced in the New Hampshire House seeking a moratorium on 

applications for elective transmission siting until enhancements are made to the state 

Site Evaluation Committee (SEC) process. In response to a recent comment from the 

New Hampshire SEC Chair that the "system was at a breaking point" (referring to the 

SEC process), the Senate sponsor of a bill to reform the SEC process has announced 

that she will introduce an amendment tomorrow for a one-year moratorium on all energy 

projects starting the state sight evaluation process, a significant setback for the already

troubled NPT project. 

In early 2011, NU and HQ announced they would develop a new proposed path for the 

NPT project, due out in June 2011. Dunng the 2011 New Hampshire legislative session, 

a bill to prohibit NU and HQ from using eminent domain to acquire land to build the 

proposed line from Canada was introduced The Legislature overwhelmingly passed it 

and Governor John Lynch signed the bill into law in March 2012. The proposed route 

announcement has been delayed numerous times and is still outstanding. Increasing 

skepticism over the project's future is being expressed by the investment community, 

with Bloomberg analyst Andrew Weisel noting after NU's 3Q 2012 investment call that 

the "outlook for the company's transmission unit. .. is 'increasingly uncertain' given the 
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problems and pushback in New Hampshire." Weisel predicted an in-service date at best 

in late 2017.6 

If and when the new route is secured, there are three main regulatory hurdles the 

project must pass. First, it must secure a Presidential Permit through a Department of 

Energy (DOE) process to allow it to cross the Canadian border into the United States. 

Second, it must obtain ?pproval from the New Hampshire Site Evaluation Committee 

(SEC). Finally it must secure a Special Use Permit to allow it to cross over the White 

Mountain National Forest (WMNF). The last Special Use Permit approved for the 

WMNF was for an expansion of an existing ski resort. This approval process took nearly 

10 years. The NPT project has already been delayed several years and with the 

regulatory hurdles left to confront, it is likely that the project will, at the very least, 

experience more delays. 

Other similar transmission projects that have been proposed over the last few years for 

the Northeast including the Champlain Hudson line through New York and the 

Northeast Energy Link have also experienced opposition and potential delays. 

Connecticut policy-makers should. be mindful of this opposition and factor in the 

likelihood of these transmission projects actually being built before making widespread 

significant changes to state policy and the RPS. Basing the state's energy policy on a 

project such as NPT that is several years delayed and in peril is not sound policy. 

The Lack of An Adequate and Thorough Stakeholder Process 

A theme throughout NEPGA's testimony is the need to thoroughly analyze the options, 
I 

consider alternatives and solicit input from impacted market participants. While the 

DEEP has done its analysis, and talked with certain members of the Legislature, the 

stakeholder input on the RPS issue has simply not occurred: NEPGA appreciates the 

Energy and Technology Committee's public hearing process but believes strongly that 

the stakeholder process -promised by DEEP - needs to occur before the Legislature 

can be asked to take action. As the Legislature is holding its public hearing, the draft 

1. 
6 "Wall Street Skept1cal About Northern Pass," Concord Momtor, November 1, 2012. 
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Executive Summary of the RPS Study was released only 19 hours prior to the start of 

the hearing. The full draft and technical materials were not available. 

The draft CES was released in October 2012 and a key recommendation in the draft 

was that the policy issues in this bill - widespread changes to the RPS - would be 

examined and evaluated in the separate RPS study. During the November 2012 DEEP 

Technical Session on the draft CES electricity sector strategy recommendations, many 

participants addressed the RPS study and offered a host of perspectives. One common 

shared perspective of all participants was the necessity for stakeholder input into the 

development of the RPS Study. Many participants pre-registered for the November 15 

session in order to address concerns on the RPS study and during the technical session 

were asked to hold their comments until the RPS Study process. The DEEP noted that 

it was "early in the RPS study process" but hoped to have a report done for the 2013 

legislative session. As NEPGA wrote in its December 2012 comments on the CES draft, 

we shared the concerns expressed during the technical session that this compressed 

timeframe does not allow for a robust stakeholder process. NEPGA also supported the 

sentiments expressed by many that not only should there be a stakeholder role but it is 

essential that stakeholders be afforded an opportunity to comment prior to the 

completion of a draft report. This clearly did not happen. Given the DEEP's strong focus 

to date on stakeholder input in its proceedings, it was our hope that DEEP's process will 

continue with adequate time for meaningful stakeholder perspectives. In interactions 

with DEEP since that time, market participants were assured there would be adequate 

stakeholder input. This simply did not happen, and g1ven the compressed timeframe for 

review, does not appear to be happening. 

Four months after the DEEP technical session, and less than 24 hours before this 

hearing, stakeholders were still wondering when the RPS study would be done. And 

would it be done as a draft or a final version? Would there be stakeholder input as 

promised? As these questions were being asked, LCO 4767 emerged and was set for 

today's hearing. While a legislative public hearing is an opportunity for stakeholders to 

comment, this is not the venue for the promised robust stakeholder conversation on the 

RPS. The fact that the RPS study (the Executive Summary) was released less than 24 
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hours before the already scheduled hearing - is also troubling. Asking the Legislature to 

act on the significant policy changes suggested in LCO 4767 while rushing the promised 

robust stakeholder review of the draft RPS study is not good public policy. 

Conclusion 

NEPGA appreciates the opportunity to offer these policy considerations on LCO 4767. 

Our comments provide the unique perspective of the region's generation community on 

the impacts of this legislation on the existing competitive electric market in Connecticut. 

NEPGA asks the Committee to not act on tis bill at this time. The RPS study which 

serves as the basis for this conversation was just released yesterday and only the 

Executive Summary, not the full study or the technical analysis. The request to provide 

input before a draft was completed was not provided. Many stakeholders such as 

NEPGA are strongly opposed to the inclusion of government-owned, large-scale hydro 

in the Connecticut RPS and believe it undermines the very purpose of an RPS. The fact 

that this change is predicated on a challenged infrastructure project such as the 

Northern Pass Transmission is troubling and not a strong foundation upon which to 

base a state's energy policy. Considering a detour from the successful competitive 

procurement processes that the state has utilized over the last decade to secure 

generation resources is a significant policy shift that should be not taken lightly. For all 

these reasons, NEPGA strongly urges the Committee to exercise caution and not act on 

this proposed legislation at this time. Instead the State should allow the stakeholder 

. process on the RPS study to occur and consider recommendations from that process at 

a later time. 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before you today. I would be happy to answer 

any questions from the Committee. 
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Members of the committee, thank you for the opportunity to present this testimony 

today. My name is Daniel Allegretti and I am a Vice President for State Government 

Affairs with Exelon Corporation ("Exelon"). Exelon opposes Proposed Substitute Bill 

No. 1138 and encourages the Committee not to pass the measure. 

Exelon 

By way of introduction, Exelon is a Fortune One Hundred company, headquartered in 

Chicago, Illinois, with operations and business activities in 47 states, the District of 

Columbia and Canada. Exelon owns Commonwealth Edison Company, the Baltimore 

Gas and Electric Company and PECO Energy Company, which combined own electric 

transmission and distribution systems that deliver electricity to approximately 6.6 million 

customers. Here in Connecticut, we are best known through our retail brand, 

Constellation NewEnergy ("Constellation"), which provides electricity directly to 

thousands of Connecticut businesses and residents and to over a million customers 

nationwide. Exelon is also the largest competitive power generator in the U.S., with 

approximately 35,000 megawatts of owned capacity comprising one of the nation's 

cleanest and lowest-cost power generation fleets, that includes over 3000 megawatts 

here in the New England region. Exelon is a developer of distributed solar generation 

projects in conjunction with our Constellation New Energy retail electric business and is 

actively pursuing projects here in Connecticut and across the U.S 

Long Term Contracts 
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New Sections 16-245a (h) and (i) of the bill authorize the Commissioner of the 

Department of Energy and Environmental Protection and the Procurement Manager to 

direct the electric distribution companies to solicit and enter into 20 year power 

purchase agreements. Specifically, the distribution companies may be directed to 

purchase power from renewable resource owners to comply with all or part of the 

renewable portfolio standard ("RPS") obligations of the electric suppliers and electric 

distribution companies. These provisions will impose unnecessary risks on _consumers, 

including the exposure large amounts of stranded investment if renewable generation 

costs continue to decline over the 20 year period, will disrupt the retail electric market 

and will undermine the effectiveness of the RPS. 

First, it should be understood that electric distribution companies have no long term 

need or use for the power that would be purchased. Today only about 30 percent of the 

electricity consumed in Connecticut is sold by the electric distribution companies to 

retail customers through Standard Service. This quantity is decreasing every year and 

various pending measures, such as the municipal aggregation pilot program and the 

Governor's budget proposal, will inevitably accelerate the migration of customers away 

from Standard Service to third party electric suppliers during the next several years. 

Under this bill, over time electric distribution companies will find themselves buying 

power for which they have no customers, leaving them no option but to resell it 

immediately into the wholesale market, potentially at a loss. This may serve the 

financing needs of resource developers but it does not serve consumers. 
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Second, the bill undermines the inherent consumer protections that an RPS affords. 

With an RPS long term renewable resource investment risk is borne by project 

developers and their investors. Consumers are insulated from poor investment 

decisions through the ability to choose their own supplier. Locking consumers into long

term contracts based on projected prices could generate the same negative 

consequences that arose from the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act of 1978 

("PURPA"), which should be avoided. Under PURPA, utilities were required to enter 

into long-term contracts with the express intent to incent the development of renewable 

energy technologies and cogeneration. These requirements resulted in consumers 

being locked into paying billions of dollars above market prices for energy under 

PURPA contracts. Requiring electric distribution companies to procure Class I 

renewable energy through long-term contracts and recover those costs from all 

consumers in order to incent development of renewable generation creates the same 

risks of repeating the PURPA debacle. 

If Constellation's renewable power supply is too expensive our customers will switch to 

our competitors. Under an RPS suppliers are able to manage risk by negotiating with 

power producers and assembling their own cost-effect1ve portfolio of supply, tailored to 

meet the needs of their customers at the lowest available cost. Customers under an 

RPS are also protected by the alternate compliance payment ("ACP") mechanism. The 

ACP functions as a de facto price cap and represents the price point at which the 

Legislature has decided that the costs of meeting Connecticut's target renewable goals 

exceed the benefits to customers and that consumers should at that point be shielded 
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from paying any greater amount. If Sections (h) and (i) are adopted this critical 

consumer protection feature will be circumvented and consumers could face an 

uncapped liability for more than 20 years. In 2012, the ACP costs for full compliance 

with the State's Class I and Class II targets was more than $150 million in above market 

costs. This is not a tnvial amount and customers should be aware that this cost could 

be much higher without the benefit of the ACP. 

Third, the bill creates enormous uncertainty for retail electric suppliers with regard to 

how the long term procurement will be used to offset their RPS obligations. Suppliers 

are left not knowing how much renewable energy they need to secure to meet the RPS 

obligations and how much will be procured for their customers through the long term 

contracts. Without advance clarity, transparency and an adjustment methodology that 

is fair and non-discriminatory to all customers and suppliers the procurement will almost 

certainly inject a large measure of commercial costs and havoc in the retail electric 

market. 

Moving to a central, long term state-run procurement strips away important protections 

that exist with an RPS and transfers investment risk from project developers to captive 

distribution ratepayers. It gives consumers less control over their energy costs and robs 

suppliers of the capabilities and incentives to compete with one another and help 

consumers manage those costs. It undermines the value of a competitive retail electnc 

market and marks the return to a more regulated command and control approach. 
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A better way to meet Connecticut's renewable resource development goals is to st1ck 

with the RPS which is a more efficient, least-cost, competition-friendly and consumer

friendly approach. To the extent that additional financing support is required by 

renewable resource developers the Connecticut Energy Finance Authority has already 

been created to fill this need. In short, long term contracts put all risks on consumers 

and are neither a preferred nor a necessary policy measure for Connecticut to achieve 

its renewable energy goals. 

Canadian Hydropower 

The bill modifies the current RPS Class I category by adding a new subtier, known as 

"Class I contracted tier renewable energy source." This subtier includes all Class I 

eligible resources, as well as large scale hydropower from parts of eastern Canada not 

currently eligible. The bill also makes changes to the RPS percentages. 

Allowing a broader category of resources to qualify for Class I compliance purposes 

should lower the cost of electricity to Connecticut consumers. Unfortunately, the 

expansion of eligibility under this bill applies only to a very small number of generation 

owners located in eastern Canada. This will result in little, if any, significant increase in 

competition to supply Class I resources and likely will not produce any meaningful 

reduction in costs to consumers. 

A better approach would be to expand eligibility to add not only resources in certain 

Canadian provinces to the north but the PJM wholesale power trading region to the 
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south as well. This would allow domestic large scale hydropower facilities to compete 

with facilities in Quebec and Labrador, creating more competitive prices for the newly 

created Class I contracted tier resources. In fact inclusion of the PJM region as a source 

of eligible renewable power is already included in another bill before you, Raised Bill 

6532 (LCO 3849), and I encourage you to review the testimony Exelon submitted in 

connection with that bill as it was heard on March 7, of this year. The PJM region has 

over 8,000 MWs of hydropower facilities that could compete to provide domestic 

renewable energy credits. In addition, PJM independently manages a Generation 

Attributes Tracking System ("GATS") 1 that would provide the State with a transparent, 

auditable trail so the full environmental attribute of this zero carbon source would be 

realized by Connecticut. 

The bill also Includes an arbitrary limitation which excludes hydropower resources 

developed prior to 2003. While this may again benefit particular resources, 1t is 

unnecessarily discriminatory, limits hydropower resource competition for no discernible 

reason and will lead to higher costs for Connecticut consumers. For example, Exelon 

would be unable to compete with Canadian resources by offering clean power benefits 

from its 570 megawatt Conowingo Dam hydropower plant in Maryland. We therefore 

urge the Committee to consider allowing all existing hydropower resources within a 

reasonable proximity to compete within the new Class I contracted resources tier. 

Other Modifications 

1 http·//www.pjm-eis.com/getting-startedlabout-GATS aspx 
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Finally, the bill makes a number of other modifications to the RPS that warrant some 

additional consideration by the Committee. 

With regard to Class Ill resources, the bill removes from eligibility certain resources that 

receive funds from ratepayers or proceeds from the auction of regional greenhouse gas 

emission allowances. This narrowing of eligibility makes sense and will help to address 

the oversupply of Class Ill certificates currently for sale in the market. That market has 

been functioning poorly for some time now due to the combination of robust supply and 

a statutory price floor that prohibits the sale or purchase of Class Ill certificates at any 

negotiated price less that $10 each. This price floor creates a game of "musical chairs" 

in which sellers rush to find buyers at the floor price before suppliers have procured all 

of the certificates required for compliance. Any certificates left unsold "when the music 

stops" end up simply being discarded. A more rational market would allow prices to fall 

until only the most cost effective supply remains in the market to meet the demand. 

Allowing prices to fall causes development to slow until demand catches up. Lower 

prices for suppliers also mean lower prices for consumers. Finally, although Exelon 

complies at all times with the price floor requirement we are unaware of any effective 

mechanism for enforcing it and cannot speak for the conduct of others. For all these 

reasons we urge the Committee in considering any changes to the RPS to include an 

elimination of the Class Ill certificate price floor. 

Lastly, the bill introduces the innovative concept of requiring certain biomass facilities to 

procure reg1onal greenhouse gas emission allowances as a condition of qualification. 
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While Exelon does not support the Proposed Amendment as a whole, we do believe 

this aspect of it is a creative and market-based approach to meeting environmental 

policy goals at least cost and we encourage the Committee to adopt this provision in 

more appropriate legislation. 

Thank you. 
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Proposed Substitute Senate Bill No. 1138 -AN ACT CONCERNING CONNECTICUT'S CLEAN ENERGY 

GOALS (LCO No. 1467) 

Thank you for the opportunity to present testimony regardmg Proposed Substitute Senate Bill No. 1138 
- AAC Connecticut's Clean Energy Goals (LCO No. 4767). The Department of Energy and Environmental 
Protection (DEEP) offers the followmg test1mony. 

DEEP strongly supports the concepts within th1s bill. These concepts are cons1stent w1th DEEP's draft 
2013 study of Connecticut's Renewable Portfolio Standard, ent1tled "Restructunng Connecticut's 
Renewable Portfolio Standard," wh1ch was released for pubhc comment this mornmg. 

Substitute Senate B1ll No. 1138 proposes several modifications to Connecticut's current Renewable 
Portfolio Standard (RPS) that would (1) extend and expand the RPS requirements from 20% renewable 
by 2020 to 25% renewable by 2025; (2) recognize the value of renewable resources like large-scale 
hydropower that do not need the type of Renewable Energy Credit (REC) support provided by a 
traditional RPS; and (3) limit the likelihood that Connecticut ratepayers will incur large costs while 
receiving httle benef1t. The bill further enables Connecticut to take immediate steps to take advantage 
of federal support- in the form of the Production Tax Cred1t (PTC)- and regional economies of scale to 
procure a significant amount of new Class I wind renewable generation. 

The b1ll's proposed updates to the RPS build upon Connecticut's long standing commitment to 
promoting clean energy resources. When passed in 1998, the RPS sought to enable new, clean 

renewable power to be financed and developed by guaranteemg a market for the power from these 
sources even though it would be more expensive than non-renewable generation To some degree that 
has happened, but 15 years later, we now see that the RPS is not fully living up to 1ts onginal VISIOn of 
supportmg the cleanest possible renewable power. DEEP estimates that 1n 2010, a total of 76% of 
Connecticut ratepayer's mvestment in Class I resources went to support biomass plants located 
primanly 1n Mame and New Hampsh1re. These plants are among the least "clean" Class I resources. 
Another 13% of Connecticut's Class I requirement 1n 2010 was supphed by landfill gas projects pnmanly 
located 1n New York. When the RPS was onginally enacted in 1998, few would have anticipated that 
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more than a decade mto the program, biomass and landfill gas would constitute the bulk of 
Connecticut's investment in renewable resources. 
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In add1t1on, rather than supporting the development of new resources, the existing RPS construct 
provides ongoing financial support to facilrt1es that have long since been paid for- and in many cases 
existed prior to the enactment of the RPS. For example, DEEP estimates that in 2012, 37% of 
Connecticut's Class I obligation was being met by biomass plants that were built before 1998. Similarly, 
8% of the RPS was being met by landf1ll gas projects that already existed in 1998. The supply from th1s 
legacy biomass, legacy landf1ll gas, some smaller legacy hydropower facilrt1es (that converted to run-of
river technologies), and a legacy Vermont wind project comprised an estimated 43.5% of Connecticut 
Class I supply in 2012. All of this "legacy" generation is only Class I eligible m Connecticut. In sum, DEEP 
estimates that only slightly more than half of the 2012 Connecticut Class I target is encouraging the 
development and construction of new reg1onal supply-- which seems contrary to the orrgmal intended 
purpose of the RPS. 

Sections 1 and 3 of th1s proposed substitute b1ll seek to begin red1rectmg Connecticut's RPS ratepayer 
support to new, cleaner renewable supply that is better-aligned with Connecticut's stated objeCtives, 
and IS better-aligned with the original intent of the RPS. By requirrng biomass and landfill gas plants to 
1m prove their environmental performance to remain eligible for Class I, the proposed bill not only 
furthers the original goals of the RPS but also improves conformity with the Class I qualif1cat1ons of other 
states in our region. DEEP and the General Assembly should solicit input from interested stakeholders in 
the com1ng weeks regarding the timing of when these new emissions requirements on b1omass and 
landfill gas plants should be phased m. Some factors to cons1der include the pract1calrty of makmg 
Improvements to these facilities, as well the availability of new Class I supply if these biomass and 
landfill gas facilities ult1mately become ineligible in Connecticut. 

To further reduce costs associated with trans1tionmg to cleaner non-fossil fuel generation, Sect1on 1(B) 
creates a "Class I contracted tier renewable energy source" within which both Class I sources and large 
scale hydropower would be elig1ble. But, unlike the traditional Class I resources (wmd, solar, small scale 
hydropower), large scale hydropower in the contracted tier would not be eligible to receive REC 
payments through the New England Power Pool (NEPOOL) Generation Information System (GIS} trading 
system. 

The new RPS of twenty-f1ve per cent by 2025 in Sect1on 4 would incrementally allow some portion of 
each year's RPS obligation to be filled by the new contracted t1er that includes large scale hydropower, 
though 1f cost competitive, these obligations could also be met by other Class I resources. Begmn1ng 
with two percent m 2014 and rampmg up to up to seven and one half per cent in 2025, contracting for 
some amount of large hydropower would further the state's clean energy and greenhouse gas reduction 
goals, provide continued support for Class I renewable development, and lower overall costs. 

Section S(h) of the proposed substitute bill would enable the state to seize upon a very limited 
opportunity that could result in the development of significant wind resources in the reg1on. The 
federal PTC which provides a 2.2-cent per kilowatt-hour (kWh} benef1t for the first ten years of a 
renewable energy facility's operation w1ll expire at the end of 2013 and while it may be extended again, 
there IS no guarantee that it w1ll be. As a result, the economics of new renewable developments such as 
wind will become significantly less attract1ve once the PTC exp1res. For a developer to take advantage of 
the PTC they will need to begin construction th1s year, which in turn means that the long term power 

2 of 3 
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purchase agreements necessary for a project to get fmanced will need to be s1gned in the next couple of 
months. 

Sect1on S(h) therefore authorizes DEEP to work w1th the electric distnbution compames, the Public 
Utilities Regulatory Authonty's (PURA) Procurement Manager, and other states m the reg1on to see 1f we 
can take advantage of th1s t1me-limited opportumty to support the development of sigmf1cant wind 
resources withm the reg1on. If prices for these long-term contracts (up to 20 years in duration) are 
sigmficantly lower than they have been for comparable renewable resources, Connecticut could 
potentially procure as much as 150 MW of wind on behalf of all customers m the state to meet the our 
RPS obligations. 

Section 5 (i) of the proposed substitute bill would authorize DEEP- in conjunct1on w1th the electnc 
d1stribut1on companies and PURA's Procurement Manager- to enter into similar (but less time urgent) 
contracts for large scale hydropower resources from the Independent System Operator New England 
(ISO NE) region or Quebec, the Maritimes, Labrador or Nova Scotia w1th incrementally mcreasmg 
amounts of this supply eligible to meet some port1ons of the proposed increased RPS requirements. As 
w1th the potential regional wind purchases env1sioned in Section 5 (h) described above, these purchases 
would be made on behalf of all customers m the state in order to meet our RPS obligations. 

In order to avoid potent1al confus1on and clarify the legislation's intent, DEEP requests that the 
committee cons1der the following changes: 

• On line 6, msert biologicallv derived before "methane" and replace "gas" w1th or bioqas; 

• On line 24, insert Megawatt hours of electricity (rom a before "renewable" and replace "used 
for "w1th counted toward; 

• On line 37, after "area," insert and delivers such power into the NEPOOL GIS eflqtbtlity area; 

• At the end of line 39, after "act" insert or to trade in the NEPOOL GIS REC market; 

• On hne 52, after "programs" msert ar measures undertaken by third parties for clanf1cat1on 
purposes; and 

• On line 98, after "lmtiative" msert or other mechanism as proscribed by the commissioner and 
implemented by PURA. 

In sum the changes to the RPS proposed in th1s substitute bill w1ll have numerous benef1ts for 
Connecticut and 1ts ratepayers. The proposed bill will diversify the mix of clean renewable energy 
resources which increases reliability and prov1des a hedge against rising fossil fuel generation; sh1ft 
ratepayer support from legacy "renewables" with less than optimal em1ssions to new in-state and 
regional resources; and reduce cntena pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions- all at a lower cost to 
Connecticut's citizens and businesses than would be incurred if these changes are not enacted. 

Thank you for the opportunity to present test1mony on th1s proposal. If you should requ1re any 
additionalmformation, please contact DEEP's leg1slat1ve liaison Robert LaFrance at (860) 424-3401 or 
Robert LaFrance@ct gov. 

3 of 3 
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Chairman Duff, Chairwoman Reed ~nd Members of the Energy and Technology Commrttee: 

The Conservation Law Foundation (CLF) appreciates the opportunity to comment on 
ProQosed Substitute Bill No. 1138 (LCO No. 4767), An Act Concerning Connecticut's Clean 
Energy Goals. 

CLF rs nonprofit, member-supported organization, founded in 1966, that protects New 
England's environment for the benefit of all people. Using the law, science and the market, 
CLF creates solutions that preserve natural resources, build healthy communities, and sustarn 
a vibrant economy region-wide. 

Summary: 
• CLF is deeply opposed to the revrsion to Tier I of Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) 

that would lower the longstanding RPS requirement and insert a new "Class I 
contracted tier" - effectively reducing the current Tier I and replacrng it with imported 
hydroelectnc power, an unprecedented and shockrng retreat from a clean energy goal; 

• CLF supports the effort to craft a mechanism to bnng in cleaner "firmrng power" like 
hydroelectric pqwer that can displace coal generation and help balance and support 
wind and solar in a complementary and additive manner; 

• CLF strongly supports the effort to put rn place a region9l coordinated procurement 
mechanism firmly grounded in state law that allows the states to "buy rn bulk" and 
maximize therr collective efforts to foster clean renewable energy generation. 

) 

CLF has long worked to build a clean energy future for New England and was at the forefront 
of the effort to restructure the electric industry and change the energy resources that supply 
this key energy system. During the last 15 years CLF has been deeply involved rn the design 
and implementation of Renewable Portfolio and Energy Standards across the region. These 
efforts not only are building a critical new sector of the economy but they are key steps in 
burldrng a cleaner system that brings our society closer to the much-needed goal of reducrng 
our greenhouse gas emissions to the level that scrence tells us is needed 
Th1s history means that we are uniquely positioned to descnbe how the story of the RPS, in 
Connecticut and across the region, has been a powerful and effective narrative of consistency 
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- a model of how government can induce action by sending a clear and cons1stent signal and 
providing the k1nd of regulatory certainty that business needs to thnve. The provisions of Bill 
No. 1138 that would, for the first t1me, reduce the RPS requirement of one of the New England 
states threaten to the upset this record of success. 

The idea that we need to back down our comm1tment to clean in-region renewable power in 
order to 1mport hydroelectric power the embrace of a false choice. We need, as a state and 
reg1on, to cont1nue to send the clear resource-building message of the RPS while des1gn1ng 
and deploying a separate and well designed mechanism for procuring "firming power'' from 
hydro, which is not a zero emissions power source but certainly is cleaner than coal, and over 
the long term cleaner than natural gas. 1 

THE NEW ENGLAND RPS EXPERIENCE: A MODEL OF SUCCESS 

As they say, a picture is worth a thousand words. And the image below shows that in the 
short t1me that has elapsed s1nce January 2009 the daily energy flowing into the New England 
wholesale electnc system from w1nd generation has radically increased 

Dally Energy from Wind in New England in Megawatt/hours- 150-NE Data 

loo:xl --. ·- -~-- . ---~---·- --·- . - ----- -- ··'-- . ---·-

elf 

6000 ~--·-. --·-·-

.-----·- ---

1 For information on the actual emissions associated with large boreal (as in Quebec) 
hydropower see the February 2012 report prepared by Synapse Energy Economics which 
is discussed and presented here. 

-2-
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And this nsing trend is only the beg1nning of the story. Across the region wind and solar 
projects are at the very end of permitting or under construction because of the RPS and RES 
standards of our states. 

This Connecticut native can recall sitting in meetings here in Hartford in 2006 where Northeast 
Utilities presented doomsday scenarios about the lack of RPS qualified renewable and the 
need to modify those requirements. They were wrong then, as shown by actual experience, 
and they (and those lobbying on the1r behalf) are wrong today when they claim that the RPS 
will fail. The Chicken Little argument about the current RPS is quite clearly nothing but an 
argument for subsidization for their Northern Pass transmission project and the hydroelectnc 
power that would utilize that line 

It is important to recognize that hydroelectric power from Quebec has, and can continue, to 
serve as a cleaner source of market rate power- going up and down with fossil fuel prices. 
This is the role that it plays in Vermont - as recognized by the Department of Public Serv1ce 
(the utility commission 1n that state) in 2011 when in an Order dated 4/15/2011 in Docket 7670 
they noted that under the contract with Hydro-Quebec they were approving· "After the first 
year, the price of power under the HQ PPA is derived by a formula based on regional 
electricity pnces and the movement in general of pnce levels observed across the U.S. 
economy, subject to a damping feature that limits the change from the prior year's price." 

Th1s is a very different animal that the inherently "hedging" quality of wind power offered under 
a contract w1th pre-determined price terms. Indeed, as noted in a very recent study by 
Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory a conventional wind contract offers an energy pnce 
hedge against natural gas driven power prices that is s1mply not available in the financial 
markets. As the following chart demonstrates it is simply a matter of time until the gas-driven 
market prices rise up to, and pass, the power prices from wind power. 
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Indeed, this projection is very conservative in that it does not factor 1n any reduction in the cost 
of w1nd generation as technology improves - and all historical evidence tells us that th1s 
reduction w1ll occur. 

The successful addition of long-term contracting to the RPS program in Massachusetts, 
beefed up just last year by a new energy law just now being implemented, harnesses th1s 
hedg1ng power for the benefit of customers - and a joint effort between the states that 1s 
jo1ned by Connecticut can harvest this benefit in greater amounts and even more broadly 

BIOGAS AND BIOMASS 

We note, with some confusion, the dec1s1on to remove the words "from landfills" from the 
definition of electricity generated by "methane gas from landfills". It appears that th1s is an 
attempt to more clearly allow anaerobic digestion to qualify for RPS credit. If that 1s the case 
the language proposed w1ll need to be more carefully drafted. Clearly, the bill does not Intend 
to give RPS credit to all generation based on the burning of methane (the primary component 
in natural gas) and must be clarified to not accidentally give that indication. 

Additionally, the des1re to institute more ngorous em1ssions limits for biomass generation 1s 
laudable. However, s1mply putting in place a particulate matter lim1t of .02 pounds per million 
BTU of heat input, is not a very significant step. Biomass generation constructed over the last 
five years have permits requiring much tighter particulate emissions levels- as low as .01 
pounds per million BTU of heat 1nput. Moreover, there is an intense need to look at full life 
cycle em1ssions from biomass, particularly where greenhouse gas emissions are concerned 
and to put in place emissions monitoring equ1pment at biomass plants to make the emissions 
limits regarding NOx and Part1culate Matter very real and effective. 

NEXT STEPS 

Enabling Connecticut to maintain a clean energy leadership role and to achieve its clean 
energy goals and the Comprehensive Energy Strategy's objectives of cheaper, cleaner and 
more reliable energy for Connecticut's future w111 require careful thought and act1on This 
means· 

• Maintaining and preserving the current definition and structure for Tier I of the RPS; 

• Put in place long-term contracting authority that allows for JOint procurement with other 
states and tracks the growth in the RPS, allowing a sigmficant percentage of the RPS 
demand to be met through such contracts; 

• Address the biogas and biomass issues ra1sed above including more narrowly tailoring 
any expansion 1n methane-based RPS eligibility and application of ngorous emissions 
standards With real momtoring of emissions from biomass generation that is coupled 
with life-cycle emiSSions limits on biomass, with a special focus on greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

-4-
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Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments I apologize that we have not had 
sufficient opportumty to address the entire bill and all the issues raised by 1t and the RPS 
Study (which has not yet been fully released). However, I would note that this is due in large 
part to the truncated schedule and limited time available to engage this complex subject 
matter The t1ming being forced on th1s Committee and the citizens is regrettable- and I 
would urge the Chairs to ensure that there is enough t1me to appropnately consider these 
1ssues and shape an appropriate legislative vehicle. 

CLF looks forward to work1ng w1th you as you to craft and Implement policies to support the 
development of clean energy and seek chances to develop as much of those solutions as 
possible in Connecticut. 

Sincerely, 

Seth Kaplan 
Vice President, Policy and Climate Advocacy 

-5-
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@ 

Good afternoon. My name is Jay Fletcher, Director of Regulatory Policy for Northeast Utilities 

Service Company. I am appearing on behalf of The Connecticut Light and Power Company. With 

me is James Shuckerow, Director of Electric Supply for NUSCO. 

The proposed bill makes several changes to Connecticut's renewable portfolio standards ("RPS"). 

We support this bill, and believe that it is a good step forward in ensuring that Connecticut's clean 

energy goals are met, while maintaining an eye on the prices that customers must pay for such 

clean electricity. We look forward to working with the administration to carry out the provisions of 

this bill. 

Section 1 of the bill creates a new sub-class of renewable energy, known as a Class I contracted 

tier energy source. We support this provision, and believe that Connecticut would be well served 

by allowing both Class I compliant renewable generation and hydropower to fulfill a portion of 

Connecticut's RPS standards. The Eastern Canadian provinces have significant amounts of 

clean, renewable hydropower, a portion of which can be brought into the New England and 

Connecticut markets. This power will not only help to clean our air, but may also do so at a cost 

that is anticipated to be lower than existing Class I renewable resources. We appreciate the bill's 

perspective that hydropower is a renewable resource, as the source of its generation, water, is 

abundant and will continue to be available. We also appreciate the perspective that hydropower 

should be viewed as a supplement to, and not a replacement for, conventional Class I resources. 

The baseload nature of hydropower makes it an appropriate supplement for the more variable 

nature of other Class I resources. 
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Section 4 of the bill modifies Connecticut's RPS targets to allow these contracted tier energy 

resources to meet a portion of the State's clean energy targets. The recently published 

Comprehensive Energy Strategy notes a concern that Connecticut has the highest RPS targets in 

all of New England, yet has the least potential for in-state renewable resources. The CES 

forecasts that the State will not have enough supply of Class I renewable energy sources to meet 

the State's goals, meaning that customers will have to pay the alternative compliance payment of 

5.5 cents per kWh for each kWh that Connecticut falls short. The CES estimates that the cost of 

this non-compliance could reach $250 million per year by 2022. 

Allowing contracted tier resources to help meet Connecticut's clean energy goals should 

significantly lessen the impact of this supply/demand imbalance, and should reduce these 

alternative compliance payments. Connecticut will still be reliant on merchant development of 

both in-state and regional Class I renewable resources to meet its RPS targets. However, the 

inclusion of this new sub-class to help meet the State's targets should lessen the potential for 

large bill increases to customers to cover non-compliance with the targets if sufficient Class I 

resources are not developed. 

Section 5 of the bill allows the Commissioner of DEEP to solicit proposals, either on their own, or 

through a regional process, for Class I and hydropower resources. We support this section, and 

believe that a regional approach is beneficial to ensure that resources are acquired at the most 

reasonable cost possible. We look forward to working with the Commissioner and the 

Procurement Manager 'to seek out these resources and to enter into a reasonable amount of fairly 

priced contracts. These solicitations will not only help Connecticut meet its goals, but may also 

provide the opportunity for significant resources to be acquired at a scale that would lower the 

overall cost. We would like to suggest that the committee consider including language that would 

allow the utility to recover any costs associated with such contracts. We have provided substitute 

language on the final page of this testimony. 

We have additional comments on three sections of the bill. First, on Line 6, the definition of a 

Class I renewable resource has been changed from "methane gas from landfills" to "methane 

gas". We believe that the deletion of "from landfills" may now mean that any natural gas fired 

power generator, even large, central station generators, may be eligible for Class I credits. 
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Second, in Section 2, at lines 52 to 55, the definition of a Class Ill renewable source has been 

changed to exclude programs supported by ratepayers or auction revenues from the Regional 

Greenhouse Gas Initiative, effective January 1, 2014. We would like to remind the committee that 

certain combined heat and power facilities that qualify for Class Ill credits receive ratepayer 

funding, through the provisions of Public Act 05-01. 

Finally, in regards to the cost recovery language for the electric distribution companies contained 

in paragraphs (h) and (i) of Section 5, we would suggest that the committee explore the possibility 

of providing a remuneration to the companies, as compensation for the costs and risks that may 

be incurred by the electric companies in the provision of such long-term agreements. The long 

term contract envisioned in Section 5 exposes the distribution companies to numerous 

uncertainties over the contract life. Changes in accounting and regulatory policy could have an 

adverse impact on the companies' balance sheet or may have other unanticipated requirements. 

We would suggest that the committee explore the inclusion of language similar to that used in 

Massachusetts to remunerate the distribution companies. Such language is provided on the 

following page. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony on this bill. 

0 
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Proposed substitute language for Section 5 of SB 1138: 

(NEW) (h) On or after March 31, 2013, the Commtsstoner of Energy and Environmental Protectton, in conJunctton wtth 
the electnc dtstnbution compantes and the procurement manager, may, m coordmation wtth other states tn the !SO
New England region, or on the commtsstoner's own, solictt proposals from provtders of new Class I renewable energy 
sources If the commtsstoner finds such proposals to be in the mterest of ratepayers and conststent wtth the energy 
goals of the state, the commtssioner may dtrect the electnc distnbutton compantes to enter tnto power purchase 
agreements for penods of not more than twenty years for not more than one hundred fifty megawatts of electncity 
generated by Class I renewable energy sources on behalf of all customers of electnc dtstnbution compantes to comply 
wtth all or part of the renewable portfolio standards obligations of the electric suppliers and electnc dtstnbution 
companies pursuant to thts sectton Such agreements shall be subject to revtew and approval by the Public Uttlilles 
Regulatory Authonty. AII+Re costs of such agreements shall be recovered through a fully reconctling component of 
electnc rates to all customers of electnc distribution compantes The authonty, upon the approval of any agreements 
pursuant to thts sectton, shall provtde for an annual remuneration for the contractmg electnc dtstnbutton company 
equal to 2 75 percent of the annual payments under the contract to compensate the electnc dtstnbutton company for 
acceptmg the financtal obligation of the long-term contract 

(NEW) (i) On or after July 1, 2013, the Commtsstoner of Energy and Environmental Protectton, 1n conJunctton with the 
electric dtstnbution companies and the procurement manager, may solicit proposals from providers of Class I 
renewable energy sources or Class I contracted tier renewable energy sources The commtsstoner may direct the 
electnc d1stnbutton compantes to enter mto power purchase agreements for penods of not more than twenty years on 
behalf of all customers of electnc dtstnbution compantes to comply wtth all or part of the renewable portfolio standards 
obligattons of the electnc suppliers and electnc distnbution compantes pursuant to thts section Such agreements shall 
be subJect to review and approval by the Public Utilities Regulatory Authonty Provtders of Class I renewable energy 
sources or Class I contracted tier renewable energy sources shall be selected on the basts of delivered pnce and 
consistent w1th the policy goals outlined 1n the Comprehenstve Energy Strategy and sect1on 129 of public act 11-80, 
tncluding, but not limited to, peak load shaving and promotton of wmd, solar and other renewable energy technologtes 
AII+Ae costs of such agreements shall be recovered through a fully reconciling component of electric rates to all 
customers of electnc distnbution compantes The authontv. upon the approval of any agreements pursuant to thts 
sect1on. shall provtde for an annual remuneratton for the contracting electnc dtstnbutton company equal to 2. 75 
percent of the annual payments under the contract to compensate the electnc dtstnbutton comoany for acceptmg the 
financtal obliaation of the long-term contract 
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Environment Connecticut appreciates this opportunity to offer comments in opposition to Proposed 
Substitute Bill 1138 (LCO 4767). 

This legislation proposes significant, radical changes to Connecticut's Renewable Portfolio Statute. 
While some of the changes proposed in the bill are policies Environment Connecticut has called for in 
the past, the net result of passage of this bill would be to roll back Connecticut's commitment to 
renewable electric generation. Connecticut's RPS, and particularly the "Class I" tier of the RPS is our 
state's Renewable Electricity Standard. It's fundamental policy purpose and goal is to create a market 
incentive for power generators and utilities to gradually and steadily shift away from natural gas, oil, 
coal, and nuclear power for electric generation and towards renewable generation sources such as wind 
and solar. 

Connecticut and our nation are confronted with the very serious challenge of shifting our energy 
generation systems away from nuclear and fossil fuels and towards cleaner, sustainable and renewable 
energy. The RPS statute has, over the course of more than a decade, played a key role in meeting that 
challenge. Over the past 7 years, the Class I RPS requirement has grown to 10% of our electric 
consumption. By 2020 it increases to 20%. That gradual, but steady increase in the proportion of our 
electricity that utilities and electric suppliers must provide from renewable sources is vital to creating 
an effective market incentive for the industry to build the new renewable generation sources necessary 
to break our dependence on nuclear and fossil fuels. 

As the committee is aware, Public Act 11-80 directed the Department of Energy and Environmental 
Protection to conduct a study of Connecticut's RPS standards and report on its findings to the General 
Assembly by February 1, 2012. When testifying before this committee on March 7, 2013, DEEP 
Commissioner Esty stated that a draft version of that report would be released on Monday, March II, 
2013. Although we continue to hear rumors that the RPS Study will be "released any day," as of the 
date I am writing this testimony (March 17, 20 13) a draft of that study has not yet been released and 
there has been no opportunity for public comment or input on its findings. However, what has been 
publicly released is the legislation before you today. Therefore, we respectfully offer these specific 
comments and suggestions concerning the provisions of this legislation: 

Section 1: 

This section makes a number of changes to the definition of "renewable" energy sources eligible for 
Class I of the RPS. 
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At line 6, deletion of "from landfills" after "methane" would result in natural gas being defined 
as a renewable energy source. Environment Connecticut hopes this is simply a drafting error 
and does not reflect the intention of the committee. If as we expect, the actual intention is to 
include anaerobic digestion as eligible for the RPS, then we suggest simply explicitly adding 
that technology to the list of eligible resources. (We also note that in our opinion, anaerobic 
digestion already qualifies as Class I under the current statute.) 

Lines 8 through 12 delete the existing requirement that small hydropower qualifying for Class I 
be run-of-the-river and "not cause an appreciable change in the river flow." These restrictions 
are replaced with a simple requirement that such facilities receive a certificate from the Low 
Impact Hydropower Institute. Environment Connecticut is concerned that this change may 
increase the likelihood that qualifying small hydropower facilities would cause environmental 
hann to river systems. This is one example of a policy change proposed in this bill that we 
believe ought to be first considered through a public review process, (such as ought to be part of 

, the process of the DEEP study of the RPS,) to assess whether such change is environmentally 
beneficial. 

Lines 15-17 establish a maximum particulate emissions rate for qualifying biomass facilities of 
0.02 lbs per million BTU. Environment Connecticut supports stringent emissions limits for such 
generation sources, however, it is unclear what criteria was used to establish this limit or 
whether a lower limit would be more protective of the environment and public health. 

Lines 23-27 appear to be intended to prevent generators from "double dipping" and receiving 
RPS credit from CT for generation also receiving credit in other states. We support this 
provision. 

Lines 28-39 establish a new sub-tier of Class I that includes large Canadian hydropower. 
Environment Connecticut strongly opposes any inclusion of such large hydropower facilities 
within the RPS. The purpose of the RPS is to create a market incentive for new renewable 
generation, not to provide a subsidy to mature generation technologies such as large 
hydropower. Inclusion of large Canadian hydropower within the RPS would have the effect of 
crowding new wind, solar, and other renewable generation resources here at home. We strongly 
urge the committee to reject creation of this new sub-tier and the associated carve-out of RPS 
requirements in Section 4. 

Section 3: 

This section makes significant changes to the existing, and quite convoluted, definition of "Sustainable 
biomass" in the statute. As the committee is aware, this section of statute has been the subject of much 
controversy over the years due to various exceptions and loopholes that it contains. While we support 
any effort to tighten the definition of "sustainable biomass" to close such loopholes and exclude 
unsustainable, polluting fuels, this is a subject which we feel ought to be considered more carefully and 
through a public process. 

Section 4: 

Environment Connecticut opposes this section. As written, it reduces the percentage of Connecticut's 
electric consumption required to come from Class I renewable resources and substitutes a carve-out for 
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the large Canadian hydropower "sub-tier" of Class I established in section 1 of the bill. The net effect 
of this change is to weaken Connecticut's Class I RPS requirements as follows: 

2014- reduction to 9% from the existing 11% requirement. (and a 1% reduction from the 2013 
level of 1 0%.) This would have the effect of reducing Connecticut's Class I requirement for the 
next two years. It would not be until 2016 That the amount of Class I resources required would 
exceed the level required in 2013, and even then by only 1%. 
2020- Current law requires that by 2020 Connecticut get 20% of its electricity from Class I 
renewable resources. The bill reduces the requirement to 15.5%. 
2025- The bill extends the RPS requirement to 2025. Environment Connecticut has urged the 
legislature to take this step, increasing the Class I requirement by 1% per year after 2020 to 
achieve a 25% by 2025 and 30% by 2030 requirement. Unfortunately, the newly created carve
out for the large Canadian hydro sub-tier in the bill results in only 17.5% of Connecticut's 
electricity being required to come from Class I resources by 2025. That is a level 2.5% below 
what current law requires to happen 5 years earlier. 

This section of the bill rolls back Connecticut's commitment to renewable energy in a way that could 
eviscerate the existing market incentive for generators to build new wind, solar, and other Class I 
renewable generation in our state and region. Instead, it creates a carve-out benefiting large-scale 
foreign hydropower generators that have significant environmental problems associated with their 
operation and which are already a commercially mature technology. Environment Connecticut urges 
the committee to retain the extension of the Class I RPS requirement to 25% by 2025, but to reject the 
large-hydro carve-out. 

Section 5: 

This section directs DEEP and the procurement manager to solicit proposals for long-term contracts 
from renewable energy generators and authorizes DEEP to direct the electric distribution companies to 
enter into power purchase agreements for those resources. While Environment Connecticut supports 
this policy as a way to promote increased development of new Class I renewable resources, these 
provisions do require additional consideration. For instance, we note that (h) establishes a cap of 150 
megawatts of Class I resources contracted under this provision. This is far too small an amount and we 
strongly urge the committee to remove this cap. In addition, we note that (i) establishes a similar long
term contracting requirement for resources within the newly created large-hydro sub-tier of Class I, but 
does not include any cap on the amount of such resources to be procured. This would appear to place a 
large thumb on the scale in favor of large Canadian hydropower to the detriment of new domestic 
renewable generation sources. 

Conclusion: 

Environment Connecticut opposes this bill because weakens the RPS and rolls back Connecticut's 
commitment to a clean, renewable energy future. We urge the committee to reject the bill in its current 
form. 

Sincerely, 

Christopher Phelps 
State Director, Environment Connecticut 
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Chairman Duff, Chairwoman Reed, Vice Chairs LeBeau, and Steinberg, Rank1ng Members 
Chapin and Hoydick, and members of the Energy and Technology Committee. My name is 
Rose Chambers, and I am a student at the University of Connecticut in Storrs and a member of 
UConn PIRG. 

I am here today to speak in opposition to certain elements of S.B. 1138 AAC Connecticut's 
Clean Energy Goals. 

It is UConn PIRG's opinion that the proposed bill gives an unfair advantage to well established 
distributors and generators of large, more conventional energy and renewable technologies 
whilst simultaneously putting smaller companies such as renewable energy startups, local 
businesses and providers of emerging technologies at a disadvantage. The largest renewable 
energy providers in the northeast region provide products such as hydropower on a regional 
basis. Increased support for hydropower projects would privilege out of state corporations 
over Connecticut businesses. 

We oppose granting further subsides to major regional providers of renewables who use 
hydropower as a major source of generation. We believe that hydropower is not a truly clean 
energy source and should not be classified as such. Previously, large scale hydropower projects 
throughout the US and C~mada has drastically altered river flows, causing watershed damage 
and soil erosion by impeding the natural flow of sediment. Many species of aquatic and land 
animals are also harmed by such projects. Furthermore, hydroelectricity often comes at a cost 
to adjacent communities, not to mention the immense matenal cost of transporting power 
from the generating site to the marketplace. Outsourcing our renewable energy needs to large, 
regional hydropower conglomerates fails to spur the creation of new, local clean energy 
projects. If the definition of hydroelectricity 1s successfully expanded as a Class I renewable 
energy source, or a subsection thereof, such projects will receive state approval and subsidies. 

While supporting renewable energy may seem like a positive goal, we feel that the general 
assembly should be cautious about which energy providers and types of sustainable 
technologies it supports. It is our position that the classification of Class I renewable energies 
ought to be preferential towards emerging technologies or providers that would help create 
jobs and businesses in this state. We beheve that the function of the RPS is to spur 
experimental and emerging technologies which will not survive in the marketplace Without the 
support of this bill. 

As you consider goals that will shape the state's energy future, we urge you to support power 
generation technologies which will benefit our state both environmentally and economically. 
We believe the best way to do that is by supportmg local, Connecticut owned and operated 
businesses that contribute, to a 21st century power grid that produces energy near where it is 
consumed. 
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Clean Water Action is a national environmental non-profit with 15,000 Connecticut 
members. Since 1997 we have worked on energy policy in Connecticut. We have also 
promoted clean energy and energy efficiency at the town and residential level through 
the Clean Energy Communities initiative. 

Connecticut cannot sustain its near-complete reliance on non-renewable fuels like coal, 
oil, natural gas and uranium. We need clean, renewable energy sources to reduce price 
volatility and meet our air quality and global warming standards. 

We are here today in opposition to Raised Substitute Bil11138 (LCO 4767) as it radically 
departs from our current policies to promote renewable energy in Connecticut. The 
purpose of our state Renewable Portfolio Standard is to spur the adoption of new 
renewable electricity projects on our power grid, which Connecticut shares with the rest 
of New England. This bill for the first time opens up eligibility to foreign resources. 

We welcome a thoughtful analysis 9f how well the RPS is achieving the goal of our state 
to build new clean energy projects with recommendations for improvements. 
Unfortunately, as of Tuesday March 18th, no such analysis has been made publicly 
available. While the legislature charged DEEP with delivering a study of the RPS, 
presumably to inform potential legislation, DEEP has yet to release this study as a draft, 
solicit public comment, and take that comment into account before releasing a final 
version. Instead we are here testifying on sweeping legislation without the benefit of any 
underlying analysis, let alone an analysis that has been thoroughly vetted. As with the 
CES, which significantly changed from draft to final version, public comment and 
stakeholder involvement is critical to a quality product. 

The bill before this committee changes almost every aspect of the RPS. Parts of it are 
vague and difficult to understand, and this bill likely has many unintended 
consequences. Some sections of the bill decrease Class I eligibility and likely increase 
costs, and other sections of the bill do the opposite. With the three working days we 
have had to review it we can offer general comments, but there is a reason why reports 
and plans have 30 day comment periods. 

Recommendations 
We recommend acting on long-term contracts in Section 5 (h) as a policy with broad 
agreement, and putting off the rest of the changes (including ones we support) until they 
are fully subjected to public scrutiny. Before disrupting the regional renewable energy 
market we should confident that we are making the right changes. 



001890 

1. Act on Long-term Contracts 
The only recommendation here which seems to have broad support and any urgency is 
Section 5 (h) for authority to join neighboring states in soliciting long term contracts for 
Class I renewable resources. It doesn't change the standards or percentages of the 
underlying RPS, only bow we procure resources. 

We can meet our RPS goals at lower cost, stabilize electricity rates against spikes in 
natural gas prices, and spur new projects by soliciting long-term contracts for both 
electricity and Class I RECs with new generators in New England. By taking action now 
Connecticut may be able to take care of the expiring production tax credit for renewable 
energy like wind. 

A well-structured solicitation will deliver below-market REC prices, as a stable contract 
is very valuable to developers. It will also deliver below-market energy prices compared 
to a conventional fuel source like natural gas, which will not bid in their fuel cost for 15-
20 years without a significant risk premium. Renewable energy sources like wind have 
no fuel cost, only capital costs to pay back. 

We support the general recommendation in this bill, but the MW limits are very modest 
compared to the goals of the RPS. DEEP should be l:).uthorized to achieve significant 
amounts of the RPS through contracting (potentially up to so% of the RPS obligation). 
We support language directing DEEP regarding the attributes of successful contracts, 
such as REC prices below projected market prices, electric price stability compared to 
current and projected prices and special consideration of projects with reliability and 
grid support (i.e. local) benefits. 

2. Oppose Contracted "Canadian" Tier 
This section of the bill strikes us as a narrowly-tailored giveaway to Northeast Utilities 
to support their controversial partnership with Hydro-Quebec. Far from being a 
backstop triggered if some threshold is met, it's an open door to let hydropower flood 
Connecticut. Why would Connecticut spend money on renewable energy from Canada 
rather than invest in projects in Connecticut and on the shared New England grid which 
have real energy, reliability and air quality benefits? This section reduces the Class I RPS 
from 20% to 15% in 2020, and even with the reduced eligibility of biomass projects in 
other sections, most likely represents a weakening of the current standard. 

We are concerned about the environmental impacts oflarge-scale hydropower, 
including damage to the health of river ecosystems and the wide-scale flooding oflands 
and corresponding emission of greenhouse gases as dead vegetation rots. 

3· Sustainable Biomass 
This section is potentially very important, but appears to have been drafted hastily. If 
Connecticut is to reevaluate what types of biomass can earn Class I credits, it should do 
so comprehensively. 

We would welcome a discussion to define what "sustainable biomass" means beyond the 
current self-referential definition of biomass that is "harvested in a sustainable 
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manner." The statute should define sustainable harvesting (in New York State it means 
the replanted trees won't be harvested for a century), ensure Class I biomass actually 
has real global warming benefits (Massachusetts has strict standards in place to support 
high-efficiency combined heat and power biomass plants that have lower greenhouse 
gas emissions than fossil fuels), and only support plants with the best available air 
pollution controls to reduce air pollution from smog-forming NOx and fine particulate 
pollution. 

The bill before you is silent on sustainable harvesting, addresses greenhouse gas 
pollution tangentially (only C02 emitted related to transporting fuel), and while it has 
new particulate matter limits, which is good, the limits are weak compared to other 
states and far from what the best pollution control technology can do. We support the 
proposed elimination of construction and demolition waste, as it is widely contaminated 
with lead, arse'nic, mercury and other toxic chemicals. We would urge the stripping out 
the special exemption for Plainfield Renewable Energy Oines 64-70.) 

4· Methane 
We are concerned that as drafted, removing '1and:fill" from methane gas opens up the 
Class I RPS to facilities that burn natural gas. Surely this is not intentional. We suggest 
changing methane to "renewable methane" or ''biogas" and defining it in statute to 
explicitly include technologies like anaerobic digestion and other forms of electricity 
production using renewable feedstocks. We also suggest putting in place stringent air 
pollution (NOx, PM 2.5) standards for any renewable energy sources that combust fuel. 

5· Hydropower 
The removal of the "run of the river" standard from small hydro plants is a threat to the 
health of rivers in and upstream of Connecticut. While the privately established LIHI 
standard had been the gold standard for high quality hydropower plants, we share 
concerns of rivers' groups that it no longer is adequate to ensure river health, and for 
that reason cannot support this change. 

6~ Combined Heat and Power (Class III) 
We support the change that would remove ratepayer funded efficiency programs from 
Class III so as not to continue to crowd out private investment in combined heat and 
power. We would suggest a preference or adder for projects that feed microgrids or are 
powered by renewable fuel to maximize the benefit of Class III to the state. 
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Senator Duff, Representative Reed and members of the committee, my name is Justin Haaheim. 
I am the Connecticut Regional Coordinator for 350 org and a resident of New Haven, and I am 
speaking in strong opposition to Proposed Substitute Bill 1138. 

I am here today with gratitude for th1s committee's work in this year and years past, but with 
deep concerns about the process and policies surrounding 1138. I support and echo the 
concerns raised by partner groups Clean Water Action, CT Fund for the Environment, RENEW, 
Sierra Club, Work1ng Families, Environment Connecticut, Environment Northeast and others. As 
dedicated legislators who have strong records of supporting clean energy 1n our state, I was 
surprised to see this bill language appear in the way it did, as substitute language submitted at 
the last minute, and before the Governor's Renewable Portfolio Standard study has actually 
been completed or released to the public. 

The substitute language proposes sweeping and backward-looking changes to Connecticut's 
Renewable Portfolio Standard, effectively scaling back our commitments to clean energy in 
favor of a sweetheart deal for Hydro Quebec and Northeast Utilities, the company who will enjoy 
the profits of the energy-wast1ng transmission lines to bring out-of-the-region power to our 
region. This cannot possibly be considered a step forward for our state, and it puzzles me that 
this committee would propose such language. 

This committee knows well the challenges we face right now in our state a sluggish economy, 
volatile energy prices, 8.2% unemployment, and all the while increasingly extreme weather 
beat1ng down our door -- the product of a climate that is rapidly chang1ng 350.org represents 
over 13,000 people across Connecticut who experience these challenges every day and who 
are counting on their legislators to do the right thing and bUild a real, honest to God clean energy 
future -- one that stimulates the economy, supports local businesses that create high-quality 
jobs, Insulates us from the roller-coaster of fossil fuel prices, and does our part to stop the 
looming climate cnsis. I know the members of this committee value those things, so I'm curious: 
what warrants rollbacks of this scale, at such a last minute and w1th such an opaque process? 

The one piece of this legislation that represents a step forward IS Section 5 (h) which lays out 
the foundation for long-term regional procure'ment of clean energy. I support the committee 
taking action on that, and g1v1ng due process and due deliberation to the rest of the measures 
after the Renewable Portfolio Standard study has been released and subject to public comment. 
1138 as it is written currently is not good energy policy, and I oppose it. 
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Written Test1mony of Judith Allen 
Before the Connecticut Assembly Energy and Technology Committee March 19, 2013 Wntten Testimony 
Concerning _Bill1138 AN ACT CONCERNING CONNECTICUT'S CLEAN ENERGY GOALS. 

I am a resident and voter in West Hartford, CT. I am part of the 
Inter-Religious Eco-Justice Network and the National Climate Eth1cs 
Campaign. As a person of faith, I care deeply about the health and 
wellbeing of all. I care deeply that we must do quickly what ever we 
can to help slow the climate crisis we face. Extreme weather 1s 
happening at a greater pace and with greater intens1ty than scientist 
had predicted. It is therefore important that we speed up efforts to 
reduce energy use and develop alternative sources of energy that are 
local, sustainable, and renewable. 

This bill is complicated and far reaching. A study regarding the RPS 
is not available yet and this bill was supposed to be mformed by that 
stuoy. My comments are based on my own reading of this complex bill. 

Bill ~138 appears to slow our progress toward meeting these important 
goals. The bill would weaken the Class I Renewable Portfolio Standards 
and opens the door to hydroelectnc power source in Canada. 

Canadian Hydro diverts local of energy sources such as solar. The CT 
solar mdustry is poised to Implement solar projects, provide jobs, 
improve our economy. With support from the Renewable Portfolio 
Standards this industry could grow. 

Energy from Canadian Hydro would have to be brought into New England, 
requiring powerful transmission lines, crossing Vermont and New 
Hampshire, both states have strong opposition to this. 

The source of th1s Canadian hydroelectricity is a damn m Quebec which 
flooded the lands belonging to some Canadian First Nat1on Peoples. 
This project has had controversy from the very start. The cost of our 
energy is not JUst financial. The cost in environmental degradation, 
displacement of people, our moral obligations are part of the equation. 

This bill appears to dilute the Class I RPS in other ways as well. Not 
only would it pave the way for Canadian Hydro, it changes requirements 
for any hydro electric power generation. It elimmates the need for a 
plant to be run-of-river and increases the amount of power generation 
allowed from 5 megawatts to 35 megawatts. These changes perm1t larger, 
more invasive power plants. Class I renewable portfolio should be 
safeguarding our waterways, aquatic life, and recreational access to 



our waterways. 

Billll38 appears to sets new standards for our RPS, so that in the 
year 2020, our current goal of 25% is cut to 20%. It also mandates 
that a certain percentage of the total energy sources be met by using 
"contract t1er renewable energy source", a standard that includes 
Canadian Hydro. So in the year 2020, 4.5% of that 20% must come from 
power sources like Canadian Hydro. Th1s ensures that an mdustry and 
power source from outside our country continues to make profits here. 

It also appears to change standards going backward. The current 
regulations fine electric suppliers who fail to meet the1r required RPS 
for each year. This bill appears to roll back the standards to 2006, 
allowmg electricity providers to include up to 3% of their Class I 
renewable energy production to be Class II energy. Th1s stnkes at the 
heart of the meaning and sp1rit of the Class I portfolio standards, 
allowing providers to avoid penalties for past in-compliance. 

In West Hartford, our students in m1ddle school and high school take 
part in challenges to reduce energy use. They learn about energy 
sources from the sun and wind. West Hartford has been able to put 
solar panels on several town buildings and schools and we are proud of 
what we are doing to reduce our energy consumption and foster clean 
energy sources. We could do much more in West Hartford 1f investments 
were made in the solar industry and bring costs down. 

The direction CT takes in setting standards for renewable energy has 
Implications in places we do not see. Our recent extreme weather 
events should be a wake-up call that we need to do more, not less. 
This is not just a matter of dollars and cents. The cost of the 
decisions we make affect the lives of others. We should be challengmg 
ourselves with even higher standards, not finding ways to put off 
change or find loopholes. We have a responsibility to set standards 
that are in harmony with values that promote the health, wellbeing, 
safety, and future for all. 

Bill1138 appears to do none of that. 

Jud1th Allen 
25 Fowler Dr. 
West Hartford, CT 06110 
860-561-1324 
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Testimony regarding House Bill1138 An Act Concerning Connecticut's Clean Energy 
Goals 

Submitted by Elise]. Willer, Legislative Policy Organizer 

Senator Duff, Representative Reed, and distinguished members of the Committee, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on House Bill1138, An Act Concerning 
Connecticut's Clean Energy Goals. 

My name is Elise Willer and I am testifying on behalf of Connecticut Working Families. An 
organization dedicated to the economic livelihoods of Connecticut working and middle 
class families. 

As an organization that works and cares about union workers, minimum wage workers, 
and the unemployed (among other groups of workers) we understand the constant need 
for "jobs". Somewhere around 50,000 construction workers are unemployed at the 
moment, and everyone is working hard to return to Connecticut's pre-2008 unemployment 
levels. However, in the drive to create "jobs, jobs, jobs", it is easy to lose sight of the big 
picture, and even easier to be deceived into thinking that a specific policy change is going to 
create jobs or be "good for the economy" because that is what we desperately want to hear. 
In these instances, it is important to take a step back and take the time to truly evaluate 
those policy suggestions and the resulting job opportunities. 

The Renewable Portfolio Standard Study Executive Summary was officially released 
yesterday and the actual study has only been released today. The technical meetings and 
public hearings aren't scheduled until April. In the Notice of Comments, Tech Mtg, Hearing 
document that was sent along with the Executive Summary it clearly states, "By Way of this 
Notice, DEEP will conduct a technical meeting to consider this matter fully". But how can 
the matter be considered fully if we are here today, already discussing legislation that 
stems from this study? By forcing the issue today we are cheating ourselves out of our own 
public, democratic process of creating legislation. 

In addition, by rushing this process we risk unintentionally burdening Connecticut job 
seekers and taxpayers. In this case, language categorizing energy produced by Canadian 
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Hydro as a Class 1 Renewable endangers future Connecticut-based clean energy projects. 
This will prevent local job creation and will send Connecticut dollars, not just out of state, 
but also out of country. Naturally, working towards job creation is a good think but we 
want jobs, first and foremost, here in Connecticut and we certainly don't want Connecticut 
tax dollars to fund job development in another country when there is so much here in 
Connecticut that we can do to lower energy prices, and create new jobs. 
To avoid unintentional consequences of hurried and careless policy and out of respect for 
the democratic process, Working Families strongly opposes house bill1138. We call on this 
committee to honor the public process identified by DEEP before acting on further changes 
to the Renewable Portfolio Standard. It is important that interested stakeholders who 
weren't a part of the writing process have the space to comment and most importantly it is 
vital that the Connecticut public be given an opportunity to speak out on its own clean 
energy goals. 

Thank you. 
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CONNECTICUT AFL-CIO 56 Town Lme Road, Rocky Hill, CT 06067 

860-571-6191 fax 860-5 71-6190 

Testimony of Todd Berch 

Before the Energy and Technology Committee 

Tuesday March 19, 2013 

Good Morning Senator Duff, Representative Reed, and members of the Energy and Technology 

Committee. My name is Todd Berch and I am with the Connecticut AFL-CIO. 

1 am here today to testify on behalf of the 900 affiliated local unions representing members from all169 

cities and towns of Connecticut in opposition to Raised Bill Number 1138- An Act Concerning 

Connecticut's Clean Energy Goals in its current form. 

It is our belief that classifying Canadian hydro power as a Class 1 renewable energy source to reach 

clean energy goals "crowds" out the potential Class 1 renewable energy programs/projects that directly 

impact local investments and jobs. 

We believe all renewable energy proposals should seek to develop, generate, and create jobs for 

Connecticut. We believe these renewable energy jobs to be inclusive but not limited to the development 

of renewable energy technology, manufacturing of components and construction of infrastructure here 

in Connecticut in order to reach renewable energy goals. 

We appreciate this committee holdmg this public hearing and would be happy to address any questions. 

Thank You 
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The Connecticut Small Power Producers Association (CSPPA) 
respectfully requests that you defeat this harmful bill. 
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Since 1985 CSPPA has been an association of people and companies 
involved or interested in small, environmentally responsible, 
electricity generating facilities in Connecticut. The majority of our 
members develop and/or own small renewable energy facilities which . 
provide many societal and environmental benefits including reduced 
fossil fuel imports, reduced deficit, reduced air pollution, monetary 
investments, stimulation of local economies and jobs in our state. 

The economic viability of renewable projects hinges on the revenue 
derived from the sale of Renewable Energy Credits (REC's). Project 
developers depend on the existing REC system to invest in projects. 
Without REC revenue hydro development would be at a standstill. Bill 
1138 proposes a drastic change to the definition of Connecticut Class 
I REC's which will severely cripple both existing and planned 
renewable proj-ects in Connecticut. 

CSPPA opposes three proposed wording changes in the bill: 

1) Replacing "run-of-the-river" with "received a certificate from the 
Low Impact Hydropower Institution" (LIHI) - line 11 of bill: 

This change is unnecessary, it will pose economic hardship on project 
developers and it will decrease the efficiency of hydro projects. ' 
Obtaining a certificate from LIHI is a long and expensive task that 
is another burden for hydro developers in an industry that is 
extremely difficult economically. 
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LIHI is a private entity that purports to be able to qualify so 
called low impact projects via a litmus test. LIHI is unregulated, 
they are not necessarily professionals in the respective fields and 
their criteria can be arbitrary. 

The governing board of LIHI includes people from Appalachian Mountain 
Club, Natural Wildlife Federation, Nature Conservancy and Natural 
Resource Defense Council. They each have their specific agendas with 
no concern for energy and economic matters such as dependence on 
foreign oil, air pollution, job stimulation, etc. -with all due 
respect are these people qualified to rule with the strike of a pen 
on disqualifying certain hydro projects from development in our great 
state? 

LIHI does not properly balance all pros and cons and is simply 
unfair. It would be an unnecessary, expensive and time consuming 
requirement. In a world of overregulation and excessive red tape this 
is one thing we don't need. Let's help get our country back on its 
feet by eliminating this burdensome LIHI proposal. 

Hydro projects are already subject to more regulation and oversight 
than any other type of energy technology except nuclear. All hydro 
projects in the US must obtain a FERC license or exemption. The FERC 
licensing process is extremely exhaustive and thorough. A FERC 
Exemption involves the same review as a license. Typically the FERC 
process involves consulting with a dozen agencies, countless studies, 
and strict review by FERC staff that are experienced and educated in 
their respective fields. FERC properly balances project impacts. 
Additional regulation is not needed. 

Additionally, it is not fair to pose the LIHI burden on hydro and not 
other technologies, particularly when other technologies have less 
regulation. If a Low Impact Wind or Solar Institute emerged would you 
want to require them to obtain certifications? 

we understand that a staffer at Rivers Alliance of CT has been 
pushing strongly for LIHI but that is a one sided request and it 
simply is not right here. Also, just because another state may adopt 
LIHI does not mean it's right. In the interest of putting renewables 
on line additional hurdles like LIHI should be avoided. We should be 
looking for ways to promote renewables, not ways to hamper them as 
LIHI would. 

It is our understanding that the purpose of the RPS is simply to 
provide an incentive for the development of new renewable projects i~ 
Connecticut. Our question then is why would this bill be proposed 
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which places a burden on hydro projects in the form of requiring LIHI 
certification? 

Case in point is a CSPPA member's 1 MW retired ·hydro site in Putnam, 
CT where Greg and Leanne bought the old mill and dam on the Quinebaug 
River and have spent several years and hundreds of thousands of 
dollars filing for the FERC license. After countless studies and 
mitigations the license was recently granted. Now they are finally 
ready to obtain financing. For the projected revenue presented to 
investors and banks they assume current rates for energy and CT Class 
I REC's. Now enter· Bill 1138. If the bill passes they must now be 
subject to the expense and over one year delay in getting LIHI 
qualification. Also LIHI will certainly require expensive changes to 
the project. On top of that what should they assume now for the CT I 
REC revenue that they have been counting on? Most certainly the price 
would be significantly less if this bill passes as is. Greg and 
Leanne have put their life savings and countless hours in this 
project while relying on the current RPS system. Now bill 1138 
threatens to pull out the rug from them because it will most 
certainly kill their project. As with other projects the demise of 
this hydro would have cascading ramifications. The hydro is pivotal 
to the development of their historical mill (oldest mill in the US) 
which represents over 300 jobs and doubling the footprint of downtown 
Putnam. It would be an absolute shame to paralyze this and other 
similar projects in our state by placing over regulation in the form 
of a LIHI requirement. 

2) Increasing qualified hydro from 5 to 30 MW - line 10 of bill: 
This change is also unnecessary. It will allow a plethora of out of 
state projects to potentially qualify thereby swamping the market 
with more supply thus dropping the CT Class I REC price to levels 
which will hamper new development. There are essentially no hydro 
sites available to develop in Connecticut over 5 MW. Rivers and dams 
that big simply don't e~ist in our state. We need to provide 
incentives for the small existing retired hydro dams we have; under 5 
MW. If our goal is to promote development of renewables in 
Connecticut then why would we increase the size limit to 30 MW? 
Allowing out of state projects to qualify as CT Class I does nothing 
for our economy in Connecticut. If we want to prevent high REC prices 
then please change the other side of the supply/demand ratio by 
decreasing the RPS percentages. Please keep the project size as is; 
under 5 MW. 

3) If qualified in another state then you're not qualified for CT I 
- line 23 of bill: 
This will upset the entire New England market, it is unnecessary and 
it is not well defined. Does it pertain to ANY qualification in 
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another state including Class II, etc? What is the purpose of this? 
Is it looked at on a quarterly basis? This wordage adds another 
administrative burden and should be omitted. 

DEEP's Study: 

We realize that this bill reflects DEEP's DRAFT study titled 
"Restructuring Connecticut's Renewable Portfolio Standard" dated 
3/18/13. But we ask the Committee to please consider the following: 

- DEEP's DRAFT study is just that, a DRAFT. It is not final. After 
DEEP considers comments yet to be submitted the final version may be 
significantly different. It should not be adopted hastily and 
verbatim as this bill does. 

- DEEP has an inherent eye for environmental protection thus another 
Band-Aid on hydro,· such as LIHI, may seem appropriate to them. 
However the costs and the disincentive affecting hydro associated 
with LIHI may not be apparent to DEEP. 

- DEEP's DRAFT study signs on to LIHI but it gives no reason or 
validation for it. It does this under the heading "Expand support for 
small hydropower" which is simply wrong - a LIHI requirement will 
undoubtedly discourage small hydro. Also, 30 MW is not small hydro. 

Consequently we respectfully request that this bill be defeated, 
undertake a close review of the DEEP study when it's finalized, 
request further study by DEEP if necessary, hold an open workshop and 
incorporate comments of those trying to put renewables on line such 
as CSPPA. 

We look forward to working with you on promoting the development of 
renewables in Connecticut. Please contact· me if you have any 
questions. 

Sincerely, 

Duncan s. Broatch 
Chairperson 
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CONNECTICUT RLVER WATERSHED COUNCIL 
The Rtwr Connects Us 
l ~ B:mk Ro,,·, Grc-c-nl!dd, MA 0130 l crwcCtt?ct..rivcr.org \VW\V.Ctrtvcr.on~ 

Senator Duff and Representative Reed and members of the Energy & Technology Comm1ttee, 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify today on.SB 1138,1\n Act Concerning Connecticut's Clean Energy 

Goofs. My name is Andrew Fisk and I am the Executive Director of the Connecticut River Watershed 
Council. Since 1952, we have been the principal citizen advocate for the entire 11,000 square mile 
watershed from its source to the sea. Our work informs our vision of both ecological and economic 
abundance. 

I am speaking today in oppos1tion to the proposal as drafted as well as the current Class 1 definition 1n 
regard to hydropower. That said let me reiterate that we support the Malloy Administration's work to 
develop and implement a Comprehensive Energy Strategy. We also fully support hydropower as a 
renewable energy source. Many of the founders of our organization were hydropower developers and 
they cont~nue to support our work today. But we also support healthy rivers because restored 
migratory fish runs and aquatic habitat are strong drivers of economic growth and improved quality of 
life. 

CRWC has decades of experience in evaluating hydropower, negotiating licenses for large and small 
facilities throughout the watershed. A decade ago we were one of the pnncipal negotiators in the 
massive 15-Mile Falls hydropower project located on the Connecticut River. We are also currently 
involved in the simultaneous rehcensing of five hydropower facilities also on the Connecticut that 
generate 30% of New England's electricity. As well we have been invited advisors to the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission when they were developing new licensing regulations and procedures several 
years ago. In my prior posit1on with Ma1ne state government, I was a regulator responsible for state 
oversight and licensing of hydropower facilities. 

The Council is troubled by the proposal In front of you today because it does not sufficiently define the 
type of hydropower facility that warrants the significant financial benefits of Class 1 designation. 
Hydropower provides clean, carbon-free, energy, but it also can have substantial impacts on nver health 
by blocking fish passage, dewatering areas where fish and other cntters raise the1r young, and degrading 
hab1tat along riverbanks by allowing water to fluctuate up and down. 

The premium prices afforded to Class 1 energy generators should only go to premium fac1ht1es. 

Here are seven points that we think represent hydropower worthy of the substantial financ1al incentive 
in the Connecticut RPS. 

.~ 

1. Run-of-river operation needs to be included in any definition of Class 1 hydro and it must be 

defined so that it is accurately described as a constant flow of water through a fac1lity. Some 

dams cla1m to be run-of-nver, but actually allow for up to 5-foot fluctuations 1n water level over 

a 24-hour penod. 
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2. There must be ecologically relevant flow releases from facilities. such that by-pass reaches not 

otherwise receiving run-of-river flows are guaranteed to have sufficient water to function as 

hab1tat as determined by state fisheries biologists. 

3. Upstream and downstream passage for all migrating spec1es must be present and functional. 

Species such as shad, river herring, or eels need to be allowed to move up and downstream 

from those dams that are determined by state f1shenes biolog1sts to block passage. 

4. All facilities must be in compliance with their FERC licenses and state water quality certificates 

issued under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act. 

5. The generatmg capacity of facilities should not be a critena for eligibility. A SMW facility or a 30 

MW facility can do a great deal of harm to nver systems if they are not operating according to 

best practices. Eligibility should be dnven solely by the cnteria outlined above. 

6. Facilities in the New England power pool should not be able to go venue shoppmg. A facility 

that would not be able to obtain certification under the laws and regulations of the state in 

which it is located should not be able to obtam certification in another state'. 

One simple example of why the current Class 1 hydropower definition, much less the one proposed 

in th1s bill, needs to be overhauled comes from Maine. The current Connecticut defm1tion does not 

require any form of fish passage, only that a facility be run-of-river. A small hydropower facility 

located on a tributary of Mame's Penobscot River with significant Atlantic salmon habitat which in 

Maine is a listed endangered species, was granted Class 1 status- despite it not having any fish 

passage. It does not have fish passage despite an order from the federal energy regulatory 

comm1ss1on from 2002 requiring it to do so. So flagrant noncompliance by a dam blockmg 

important endangered spec1es habitat is rewarded with premium prices supported by Connecticut 

ratepayers. That's not right. 

I would be happy to provide the comm1ttee with a copy of a December 2012 order from the FERC 

that outlines the many problems with this particular dam that has been deemed upon appeal to the 

CT PURA, to still be eligible for Class 1 status. It is still eligible because of the shortcomings of the 

current Class 1 hydro definition. 

Fmally what we do not see as crucial to the def1n1tion is the use of the Low Impact Hydropower 

Institute's (LIHI) cert1f1cation program. If Connecticut statutes have strong standards for what is 

truly low-impact hydro that are evaluated by state f1sheries biologists, then you do not need a th1rd 

party stamp of approval. To be candid, the LIHI program IS broken ~nd in need of repair. They 

themselves note that they need to overhaul their certification process. However they have been 

saying th1s for years and years. Despite now two half-hearted and incomplete efforts to create a 

program that ensures cert1f1cation IS g1ven to dams that are truly low-impact, there IS no obvious 
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effort at when or how LIHI w1ll make itself a credible program. One example of this program's 

failings is the issuance of a certificate to a hydropower facility in Vermont that was opposed by all 

state and federal biologists involved m the review process. The Council does not believe that we 

should rubber stamp existing hydropower fac1llties many of which are owned by large multinational 

utilities that have the financial and technical resources to improve their operations so they are truly 

low impact. 

Thank you for the opportumty to speak to you today and I would be happy to answer any questions 

you have or prov1de addit1onal information that is helpful in your deliberations. 
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Testimony in Opposition to Bi/11138 

Senator Duff, Representative Reed, members of the Energy and Technology Committee. Thank you for 

taking the time to read over my written testimony opposing bill1138 as written. My name is Frank 

DaCato and I am the Training Coordinator for Plumbers & Pipefitters Local 777. I am also a member of 

the State Apprentice Council as well as the State Plumbing and Pipe Works Board and Solar Thermal 

subcommittee. 

What is considered renewable energy? Th1s question as well as the answer below was taken directly off 

the CT Department of Energy & Environmental Protection web site. 

Conn. Gen. Stat. §16-1(a){26) defines "Class I renewable energy source" as: "(A) energy derived from 

solar power, wind power, a fuel cell, methane gas from landfills, ocean thermal power, wave or tidal 

power, low emission advanced renewable energy conversion technologies, a run-of-the-river 

hydropower facility provided such facility has a generating capac1ty of not more than five megawatts, 

does not cause an appreciable change in the river flow, and began operation after July 1, 2003, or a 

sustainable biomass facility with an average emission rate of equal to or less than .075 pounds of 

nitrogen oxides per million BTU of heat mput for the prev1ous calendar quarter, except that energy 

derived from a sustainable biomass facility with a capacity of less than five hundred kilowatts that began 

construction before July 1, 2003, may be considered a Class I renewable energy source, or (B) any 

electrical generation, including distributed generation, generated from a Class I renewable energy 

source." 

You will note that the definition begins with, Conn. Gen. Stat. §16-1 (a) (26) defmes "Class I renewable 

energy source" as: (A) energy derived from solar power etc. It then goes on to state "Q! (B) any electrical 

generation, etc. Those of us who are involved m the energy industry understand that solar power is 

power derived from the sun. This solar energy basically is used in two ways, one is photo voltaic which 

takes the sun's energy and transforms it into electrical power. The other is solar thermal wh1ch takes the 

sun's energy and heats either domestiC hot water or heating hot water. 

I would like to address you in arguing why solar thermal should remain as part of the definition as to 

what Class I renewable energy is. 

First by the Department of Energy & Environmental Protection's own definition solar is a "Class 1 

renewable source". Smce the sun 1s the provider of this source of energy I believe that we can all agree 

that solar IS a renewable source of energy. 

Second, as you are all aware CT has one of the highest energy costs in the country. Any one in business 

will tell you this is a hmdrance to either staymg here or movmg here. The high cost of energy m CT is 

costing CT's residences jobs by keeping businesses out and causing others to move out. 

Third, by keeping solar thermal systems eligible as a Class I renewable energy source you will help by 

creating jobs in'the hard hit construction industry m th1s state. Installations are done by h1ghly trained 

and skilled installers who learn their crafts over a period of years. 
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Fourth, solar thermal is a clean, zero emission efficient means of creating energy in part1cular in 

busmess that use large amounts of hot water such as hospitals, hotels, factories, and laundromats, as 

well as other high volume water users can not only save on conventional energy such as oil or gas and 

electricity but it also greatly reduces the carbon footprint produced by these products. Most electricity is 

currently produced by burning some type of fuel, be it gas, oil, garbage or coal. 

Some years ago I had the pnv1lege of sitting on the CT Green Jobs Coordination and Policy Committee 

which was chaired by Rep. Vickie Nardello. We were tasked with trying to recommend ways of creating 

employment though green technologies. These not only include the installation but the manufacture of 

these products. I can tell you that technology does not come much greener that solar thermal. 

In closing, I would once again like to thank you for taking the time to review my testimony in opposition 

to 1138 as written. If you have any questions I can be reached on my cell phone at (203) 464-3601 or by 

e-mail at fdacato@local777.org. 

Respectfully Submitted 

Tuesday, March 191
h, 2013. 

Frank J DaCato 
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ENE 
E111•rrownrnt Northeast 

21 Oak Street 

Suite 202 

H~rtfotd, Cl' 06106 

(860) 246-7121 

TESTIMONY OF ENE (ENVIRONMENT NORTHEAST) 
BEFORE THE ENERGY AND TECHNOLOGY COMMITTEE 

Opposing Proposed Substitute Bill1138, AAC Connecticut's Clean Energy Goals 

March 19, 2013 

William E. Dornbos, ENE Connecticut Director 

ENE (EnvJionment Northeast) is a non-profit research and advocacy orgaruzanon that focuses 
on energy, ali quality and climate change solutions for New England and Eastern Canada. ENE 
has been active m Connect1cut smce 1999 and appreaates thts opporturuty to provtde written 
testunony to the Energy and Technology Comrruttee on ProJ2.osed Substztute.Bzii1138.An Act 
Concernzng Connectimt's Clean Energy Goals. 

Astde from the very real concerns about flawed process, our oppos1t1on to thls bill rests 
pnmar!.ly on five areas of concern: 

(1) The alterat1on of the Class I tier of the Renewable Portfolio Standard (''RPS") to allow for 
the mclus10n of large-scale, commeraalized hydropower; 

(2) The need for stronger standards for biomass eligtbtl.tty, mcludmg a full definlt1on for the key 
term, "sustamable btomass fuel", 

(3) The tangent:lal and unnecessary mvolvement of the Regional Greenhouse Gas Irunat:lve 
("RGGI'') m the provlSlon concerrung biomass fuel transportat:lon effilsslOns; 

(4) The counterproduct:lve ellrrunallon of Class III RPS support for the state's energy effiaency 
programs; and 

(5) The need to define, m statute, cnt:lcal crltena and requJiements for long-term contracts to 
ensure the lowest-cost energy resource procurement- part:lcularly regardmg the urgent 1ssue of 
transmission costs. 

It 1s nnportant to note that we believe there are reasonable solutions to these five defic1enaes, 
and we look forward to workmg wtth the Comrruttee to nnplement them. 

Commercialized Hydropower, the RPS, and the Real Back~ top of Efficiency 
c 

We oppose gtvmg large-scale, commerctal.tzed hydropower Class I ellgtbillty through the new 
"contracted t1er" defined m Sect1on 1 of 1138 The fundamental purpose of the RPS is to help 
commercialize emergtng technologtes for generat:lng clean, low-carbon electnctty. Large-scale 
hydropower 1s a mature generat:lng technology that IS already cost-compet:lllve wtth other 
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conventlonal, fosstl-fuel-based generallon l.tke coal, otl, and natural gas It does not need market 
or ratepayer support 

What mcludmg large hydropower does IS nsk weakenmg the tradillonal core of the RPS at a time 
when we shoul~ be evaluatmg how best to accelerate the growth of the cleanest renewables -
particularly wmd and solar power. To the extent that the Class I ller reqUires backstoppmg by 
large-scale hydropower, and we do not accept that premise, that role can nevertheless be played 
by large hydro through chrect procurement by the state outside the context of the RPS. We urge 
the Committee to divorce the issue of large hydro procurement from the unrelated Issue of RPS 
performance. 

Besides, a better, faster, lower-cost backstop for Connecticut's RPS IS actually avrulable to the 
state right now- full mvestment m all cost-effectlve energy efficiency. Curbing Connectlcut's 
energy demand can help the state fulfill Its RPS by making its targets easier to meet m corning 
years. 

ISO-NE has recently forecast Connecllcut's energy demand over the next 10 years whtle 
factoring in our current base level of investment m electnc efficiency. The forecast found that 
demand m Connecticut would nse sl.tghtly from 2012 to 2016- from about 32,800 GWh to 
about 33,300 GWh, respecllvely- and then essenllally level off from 2016 to 2022. Tlus 1s 
pracllcally a flat energy demand curve for our state even Without the full benefit of the ramp up 
m efficiency mvestment to all cost-effectlve levels called for by the Governor and DEEP 

We urge the Comrruttee to pass H.B. 6360 (with sl.tght mod!ficallons as per our previOusly 
subrrutted testimony) to ensure that the ramp up m efficiency happens as soon as possible Tlus 
IS the real backstop we need for any RPS cost or performance concerns. 

Biomass Eligibility 
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We recommend that the Committee ughten the standards for biomass el!gtbility and we offer 
preliminary thoughts on that Issue here. In recent years, sc1enllfic analysis has called mto 
quesllon the conventional Wisdom that all sources ofb10mass provtde climate emissiOns benefits 
when compared to traditlonal fosstl fuel generation. There has also been growing concern about 
the amount of avatlable biomass in the reg10n and the sustainability of Its use. In light of these 
concerns, ENE supports the mclus10n of b10mass Within Renewable Portfol.to Standards as long 
as the appropnate pollution control technologtes and sus tamable, low-carbon fuel are used. 

B10mass combustlon can produce lugh levels of traditional pollutants, such as rutrous oXIdes 
(NOx) and particulate matter (P:M). ENE strongly supported Connectlcut's RPS limit of .075 
lb/MMBtu ofNOx when It was Iniually proposed, and strongly supports the add!tlon of a 02 
lb/MMBtu limit on PM, as proposed m Sectlon 1 of 1138. The Massachusetts DOER has m 
place an even llghter standard- a Best Avatlable Control Technology !unit of .012 lb/MMBtu of 
PM for biomass fuel fired steam electric generation uruts. The eXIstmg Pmetree Power Fitchburg 
b10mass faoltty currently meets tlus limit, and several proposed large new b10mass facililles m 
the state are plannmg on meeung this limit as well.' 

1 Some of the proposed facilities, such as the Russell Power Plant, will not go forward due to changes m the 
efficiency reqUirements for RECs under recent revlSlons to the RPS, but the eXIsting PM standards were not a 
factor 

2 



The proposed bill does not significantly alter the current defirutton of "sus tamable biomass 
fuels", wluch is luruted to fuel that Is cultivated and harvested m a sustatnable manner, but 
provides no further explanation of what that means. ENE belleves the current defi.rutlon IS 
madequate to address concerns over overharvesting or the greenhouse gas emissiOns from 
b10mass com bus tlon. 

Publlc dollars should be focused on generating power that IS truly sust:unable and renewable. 
Additlonallurutatlons on b1omass fuel should be unplemented to ensure that the fuel has a 
relatively short carbon payback period. Connecticut should draw from the example of 
Massachusetts when lookmg at how to define sustamabillty. 

Under the new Massachusetts RPS rule, btomass eligtbillty ts restricted to waste matertals 
generated durmg harvesting and processmg wood products, damaged or dymg trees, energy 
crops grown on non-productive land, or matenal generated dunng land clearmg, yard and road 
mamtenance These restrictions help ensure that RPS eligtble feedstocks come from material that 
would have decayed rap1dly and resulted m erntss1ons anyway, or is otherw1se a byproduct of 
harvesting and actiVIties that are already occurrmg. 

ENE recommends the Massachusetts approach as tt more fully takes mto account the most 
recent analyses of the l.tfecycle greenhouse gas erntsstons from biomass fuels We recommend 
that the Cornrruttee insert tlus approach mto 1138.2 

RGGI and Lifecycle Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

ENE opposes the provlSion m Section 3, l.tnes 96 through 103, that seeks to reqwre biomass 
facilities to rem:un RPS ellgtble by purchasmg allowances through RGGI "to offset the 
erntss1ons from the transportation of such fuel [b10mass fuel] to such facility." 

Tlus p1ecemeal addltlon to the RGGI system IS not the way to address the compl.tcated 1ssue of 
l.tfecycle erntsslons attributable to the transportation of biomass fuel. Other energy resources m 
RGGI are not currently evaluated on a l.tfecycle basts, and no RGGI compl.tance mechanism 
currently extsts to handle the obl.tgatlon created m Section 3 of 1138 ENE strongly recommends 
removal of tlus prov1s10n to avo1d creating unnecessary and distracting compl.tcatlons for the 
RGGI program at tlus unportant time for the program. 

Removal of Class III Eligibility for State's Energy Efficiency Programs 

ENE also opposes the new language found In Section 2, l.tnes 52 through 55, that el.tmmates the 
state's energy efficiency programs from el.tgtbillty m the Class III tier of the state's RPS 3 Tlus 
will result m the loss of about $2.5 rrull.ton of additional revenue for those programs and comes 

2 We also recommend that Connecticut establish an efficiency standard for b10mass faalitles seekmg RPS 
el.igtbility and anticipate subrruttlng addmonal detrul on that pomt dunng the RPS study comment penod 
l We note that the language IS broad enough m scope to el.irrunate Class III REC el.igtbllity for not only the 
state's effiaency programs funded directly by the Connecticut Energy Efficiency Fund, but also for any such 
efficiency efforts led by CEFIA and funded In any way through Its 1 rrul ratepayer charge- a fact that could 
also harm the state's current emphasiS on enhancmg finance as a tool for supplementing Its efficiency 
programs 
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at a tune when the state's leaders !up has been unable for almost two years now to unplement a 
ramp up to full investment mall cost-effecttve energy effiCJency. Wlule ENE supports 
maxuruzmg CHP, wluch Is also m tlus Class III tier, we do not support effecllvely placmg the 
state's CHP resource above energy effiCJency, which IS cleaner and lower-cost than CHP and can 
offer much greater energy, econorruc, and environmental benefits overall. Tlus provlSlon needs 
to be dropped. 

Support for Long-Term Contracting and the Need to Statutorily Define Goals and 
Contract Requirements- Particularly for Transmission Costs 

Section 5 of Prop'osed Substitute Bill1138 provides the DEEP Comrrussioner wtth the new 
ability to solicit b1ds for long-term power purchase agreements and then to direct the state's 
electric distribution utilities to enter mto those agreements found to be In the best interest of 
ratepayers 

ENE strongly supports this new statutory authonty to seek out and enter into competitive, long
term contracts for renewable power, which IS an approach we have long recommended due to 
numerous econorruc and procurement advantages. Long-term contracting will not only be an 
Invaluable tool m assisllng Connecticut m meeting Its RPS targets and 1n pursumg coordtnated 
reg10nal procurement through NESCOE, but 1t will also serve as an unportant hedge play 
agamst nsmg fossil fuel pnces. 

ENE 1s concerned, however, that the proposed provlSlons of Secoon 5 do not establish wtth 
sufficient clanty the process and critena for soliclllng, evaluaong, acceptlilg, negotiating, entenng 
mto, and enforcmg any long-term contracts procured under Its authority. Contract structure and 
terms should also be addressed Secoon 5 could further be strengthened by more explie1tly 
stating the goals the state's long-term contractlilg would be seeking to sausfy. 

We therefore encourage the Comrruttee to gtve strong cons1dera1:1on to addtng language that 
would address, among other tlungs, the followmg Issues· (1) a ceiling price above wluch a 
contract would not be approved, (2) a capacity floor of sufficient size to ensure utility-scale, 
least-cost resource procurement; (3) how these new long-term contracts will mteract wtth 
eXIsllilg RPS requuements for allload-servmg enuues; (4) how RECs will be used to sausfy the 
RPS and for what customers, (5) what happens to revenue assoCJated wtth the sale of any energy 
or RECs; and (6) ensurmg that these contracts factor mall relevant costs, mcludtng energy, 
capacity, and transrruss1on costs, as the best way to fully assess and select proJects based on their 
all-m cost, mcludlng transrruss1on mterconnecuon needs. 

Tlus last cons1dera1:1on IS parllcularly cruaal. Folding transrrussion costs mto the contract pnce 
will put all competing energy resources, whether located far from load or smaller and located 
close to load, on an even playmg field. If transrruss1on costs are not pa1d form the contract and 
are mstead soe1allzed through the regional mecharusms prov1ded by ISO-NE, remote resources 
rrught be advantaged over resources closer to load, such as them-state rustnbuted generatton the 
state's policymakers are seeking to maxinuze 
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The Comrruttee needs to ensure that Connecticut's ratepayers do not end up beanng the cost of 
new transrruss10n lines built for contracted electnclty through mcreased regtonal transrruss10n 
rates set by ISO-NE. Connecucut and New England are already expenenCJng the highes't average 
res1denual transrruss10n rates m the nallon, and wtth those costs expected to escalate dramallcally 
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1n the next few years, any long-term contracting that does not account for transm1ss1on costs will 
only exacerbate the Situation. 

Thank you for the opporturuty to testify today. 

For more informatmn contact· 

Wllham E. Dornbos 
ENE Connecticut D1rector 
21 Oak St, Ste. 202 
Hartford, CT 06511 
(860) 246-7121 
wdom bos@cnv-ne. org 
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Connecticut Fund for the Environment 

Regarding 
Proposed Substitute Language for S.B. 1138, LCO No. 4767, An Act 

Concerning Connecticut's Clean Energy Goals 

Before the Energy and Technology Committee 

March 19,2013 
Submitted by Mark LeBel, Energy Fellow 

Sil•w thl! Sound 
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Connecticut Fund for the Environment (CFE) is a non-profit organization that, along with its 
regional program Save the Sound, works to protect and improve the land, air and water of 
Connecticut and Long Island Sound on behalf of its 5, 500 members. We develop partnerships and 
use legal and scientific expertise to achieve results that benefit our environment for current and 
future generations. 

Dear Senator Duff, Representative Reed, and members of the Energy and Technology Committee: 

CFE submits this testimony regarding the proposed substitute language for S.B. 1138, LCO No. 
4767. This bill proposes a number of significant changes to Connecticut's Renewable Portfolio 
Standard ("RPS"), one of the primary mechanisms for reaching our state's clean energy goals. This 
bill contains several important environmentally friendly components but we ask that the committee 
not support any bill on this subject unless there is a reasonable certainty that it would not dilute any 
incentives for more local renewable energy investments, such as wind and solar. 

Background and Bill Summary 

-Under current law, the RPS contains three separate classes, providing varying levels of incentives 
for different types of technologies. These incentives are provided by creating renewable energy 
credits ("RECs") that must be purchased by electricity suppliers in given percentages. Class l of the 
RPS contains the most environmentally friendly generation options, including wind and solar, the 
biggest percentage requirement, ramping up to 20% in 2020, and provides the largest incentives. 
Class TI provides support for trash incineration projects. Class lli incentivizes combined heat and 
power systems as well as energy efficiency programs. The most important changes in LCO No. 
4767 relate to Class l ofthe RPS. First, the bill expands the primary definition of sources eligible as 
a "Class I renewable energy source" to include additional types of renewable methane gas and 
medium-sized hydroelectric generation facilities. Second, the bill excludes certain sources that are 
currently eligible, closing a loophole where certain sources are double-counted for Connecticut's 
RPS and other state's goals and imposing a more stringent pollution standard for biomass eligibility. 
Third, the bill establishes a "contract tier" where a portion of the Class I requirement will be 
satisfied by long-term contracts, primarily expected to be filled by larger Canadian hydroelectric 
projects that are not generally eligible for Class I status. The remaining portion of the Class I 
requirement may be referred to as the "market tier". Fourth, the bill expands the overall percentage 
requirement after 2020 by gradually increasing the target to 25% in 2025. Lastly, the bill allows for 
procurement for ISO megawatts of long-term contracts with current Class l renewable energy 
sources, likely to be primarily wind projects. 
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Important Environmentally Friendly Provisions 

There are many portions of this bill that are environmentally friendly and should be supported by 
the committee. Subsection (h) of Section 5 allows for procurement of ISO MW current Class I 
resources. If this authority is fully subscribed with new wind capacity, it could generate 300 
gigawatt-hours per year, around one percent of Connecticut's annual generation and a non-trivial 
percentage of the yearly Class I RPS requirement. By dropping the "from landfills" qualification 
for methane gas, Section 1 would allow for the inclusion of anaerobic digestion as a Class I 
resource, a promising method of deriving energy from various types of waste. However, this should 
be amended slightly to indicate that only methane gas derived from renewable sources, known as 
biogas, would be eligible for the Class I RPS. Portions of Section 4 increase the overall Class I 
requirements from the current 20% in 2020 and beyond to 25% in 2025. This requirement will 
continue to decrease fossil fuel generation in the broader region. 

Two provisions are of particular note here. The end of Section 1 would close an unjustifiable 
loophole in Class I that currently allows certain sources to count for Connecticut's RPS and the 
renewable energy goals of another state. Section 1 also applies a new particulate matter limit on 
biomass facilities in order to qualify for Class I. Beyond the direct environmental benefits from 
these provisions, they also tend to counteract the diluting effect from any effective decrease in the 
percentage requirement for current Class I resources. This is further discussed in the next section of 
this testimony. 

Risk of Diluting Renewable Energy Incentives 

The creation of the contract tier in this bill essentially separates Class I into two separate subclasses, 
the contract tier and the market tier. The size of the market tier will effectively set the levels of 
incentives for Class I projects that do not win bids for the contract tier. If, as expected, large 
hydroelectric projects in Canada compose the lion's share of the contract tier, the market tier will 
set the incentives for the most environmentally friendly sources of energy currently included in 
Class I, such as new wind and solar projects. In order to compare the relative incentives under the 
status quo and this bill, the market tier must be compared to the current RPS requirements. The 
current RPS requires that electricity suppliers buy RECs equal to 10% of the electricity consumed in 
Connecticut in 2013. This percentage goes to 11% in 2014, ramps up to 20% in 2020 and remains 
at 20% for 2021 and beyond. Under LCO No. 4767, the market tier would be 9% in 2014, 15.5% 
in 2020, and 17.5% in 2025. These percentages for the market tier are obviously lower than the 
percentages required under the status quo. This clearly presents a risk of dilution of the standard 
and lower incentives for more local renewable generation. 

However, it is important to recognize that the exclusion of certain biomass facilities and prohibition 
on double counting have the potential to significantly affect the market tier. In the last several 
years, large portions of the Class I RPS have been satisfied with RECs from out-of-state biomass 
facilities. In addition, there are facilities in New York, including landfill gas, and Vermont that 
would likely be excluded by the prohibition on double counting. Because of this, these exclusions 
deserve further study and are extremely important to a full evaluation of this bill. In principle, it is 
possible to exclude a substantial portion of the less desirable sources that are currently used to 
comply with Class I and thereby completely preserve the current incentives for the most desirable 
renewable energy sources. As written, the exclusion will currently depend on the decisionmaking 
of the affected sources. For example, biomass facilities that currently violate the proposed 

2 
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particulate matter standard could choose to install new pollution controls. The timing of these 
exclusions is also relevant. The double counting prohibition begins in 2014 and the new particulate 
matter limitation on biomass begins in 2015. Lastly, the new inclusions, particularly for medium
sized hydroelectric facilities, are relevant to the question of dilution as well. 

Suggested Substantive Changes 

There are a variety of substantive changes here that the committee should consider. First, additional 
measures could be taken to strengthen the optional procurement of currently Class I resources under 
subsection (h) of Section 5. A modest amendment would insert a floor of 50 MW of procurement 
and raise the ceiling to 200 MW. This would allow for competition while still ensuring 
environmental benefits. A bolder step would be to structure ongoing procurement of long-term 
contracts for currently Class I resources that scales itself to the increase in the Class I RPS over 
time. Second, the legislation could implement even stricter standards for biomass facilities to 
qualify for Class I. Other states already have more stringent standards for truly clean biomass 
facilities and it would be high time for Connecticut to adopt them. Phase-in of these standards can 
also help prevent dilution of the incentives for wind and solar. 

Lastly, it is important to note that the potential dilution of incentives for local renewable energy is 
intimately related to the achievement of the goals of the Global Warming Solutions Act ("GWSA"). 
Passed in 2008, this statute set targets for emissions reductions in 2020 and 2050. Any dilution of 
the incentives for local renewable energy will make it more difficult to meet the long-term goals of 
this Act. More generally, the GWSA has been stuck in limbo for the past few years. As a result of 
some positive trends in the energy field as well as the unfortunate effects of the Great Recession, 
Connecticut is well on track to meet the 2020 target. By contrast, the 2050 target is too remote to 
allow for effective planning right now. We recommend that the legislature establish interim targets 
for 2030 and 2040. This will allow for more effective energy planning and will also assure a 
backstop for the remaining risk of dilution of incentives for local wind and solar installations. 

Sincerely, 

Is/ ---
Mark LeBel 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Connecticut Fund for the Environment 
142 Temple St., Suite 305 
New Haven, CT 06510 
t: 203.787.0646 
mlebel@ctenvironment.org 
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TESTIMONY OF ERIC J. BROWN 

EPC 
IHVJRONMINTAL 

POLJCIII COJINCJL 

@ 

ASSOCIATE COUNSEL, DIRECTOR OF ENERGY & ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 

CONNECTICUT BUSINESS & INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION 

before the 

ENERGY & TECHNOLOGY COMMITTEE 

March 19, 2013 

Good morning. My name is Eric Brown and I serve as director of energy and 

environmental policy with the Connecticut Business & Industry Association ("CBIA"). 

On behalf of our 10,000 large and small member companies throughout Connecticut, we 

appreciate this opportunity to share our perspective regarding: 

Prop'!sed Subs~tute Bill No._ 1138: AN ACT CONCDERNING 

CONNECTICUT'S CELAN ENERGY GOALS (LCO 4767) 

CBIA supports the intent of this bill to modify Connecticut's Renewable Portfolio 

Standard and to utilize large-scale hydropower to help meet those standards. 

Members of this committee know better than anyone, that formulating energy policy in 

this state is a complicated endeavor sometimes akin to solving a Rubik's Cube. 

Adjusting the cube to satisfy the needs of one side often occurs to the detriment of 

another. A complex inter-relationship among very different components but all 

connected as one whole. 
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Connecticut's Renewable Portfolio Standards ("RPS") are as one color on the Rubik's 

Cube. And as Connecticut has attempted to set policies to help achieve those standards, 

not only have other sides of the cube suffered, but in fact, we are making little progress 

on the RPS side of the cube, itself. 

While interests can debate the purpose of Connecticut's RPS: to achieve environmental 

benefits; reduce reliance on out-of-state energy sources; or assist with the development of 

instate renewable power, it is difficult to argue that Connecticut's Renewable Portfolio 

Standards have been successful. In fact, we would argue that the current RPS are failing 

in significant ways. For example, only a very small percentage of Connecticut's Class 1 

RPS comes from instate sources (4% in 2011). And the vast majority of Connecticut 

ratepayer investment in Class I resources is currently going to support wood-burning 

plants in Maine and New Hampshire. 

Not only are the current RPS failing expectations, but they are presenting an increasing 

challenge to the Connecticut's vital effort to become more competitive with respect to 

energy costs. Connecticut is already falling short of its current RPS targets and therefore 

paying a 5.5 cent per kilowatt-hour non-compliance penalty. The amount of that penalty 

will go up substantially in the coming years if the current RPS are not addressed. 

We agree with DEEP's statement in the Executive Summary of its new RPS study that, 

"Connecticut ratepayers are in immediate danger of shouldering a growing economic 

burden while receiving little of the environmental or economic benefits envisioned when 

the original RPS was adopted." 

In the meantime, Connecticut continues to have the highest electric rates in the country. 

Connecticut has also lost ground against the other New England states as prices in 

Connecticut, on average, remain over 10% higher than the average prices in the rest of New 

England and are 22% higher than the prices paid by neighbors just across the state line in 

Rhode lsland1. Connecticut has also lost ground on a national level as average prices in 

Connecticut are nearly 60% higher than the national average. 



The RPS non-compliance penalty, like the Connecticut-only tax on electric generation, 

the RGGI greenhouse gas tax, and others, all combine to make Connecticut less 

competitive place to do business with respect to energy costs. 
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Accordingly, Connecticut stands at critical cross-roads. We can decide that the current 

dismal track record for Connecticut's RPS is a temporary and we should forge ahead 

hoping its forecasted positive attributes will one day be realized. We could simply push 

out the deadlines and hope that with more time, the marketplace will become more 

compatible with RPS goals and targets. We could get rid of them altogether. 

CBIA prefers the general approach offered within this proposed substitute bill, which is 

to recognize that the current RPS are not working and need to be modified or they will 

become an increasing impediment to Connecticut's struggling economic recovery and the 

goals of our new Comprehensive Energy Strategy to provide cheaper, cleaner and more 

reliable energy for our citizens and businesses. We also feel strongly that Connecticut 

must take advantage of the immense opportunity to use large-scale hydropower from 

Canada to not only to diversify our portfolio of clean power from nearby sources, but also 

to provide critical flexibility to meet our RPS requirements- if we are to retain them. 

Today, DEEP is releasing its full RPS report. The executive summary, already released, 

indicates the agency is committed to taking advantage of large-scale hydropower in a 

manner that mitigates the negative impacts of our current RPS while complementing in

state and regional renewable energy procurements- rather than stifling them. Frankly, in 

addition to not having seen the details of DEEP's study on how to accomplish that goal, 

CBIA is still vetting the details of the recently released substitute language that is the 

subject oftoday's hearing with our members. 

So we cannot yet conclude that each of the specific "policy movements" put forth in 

today's bill, including the long-term contacting provisions, are the right ones. But we are 

very optimistic that DEEP's stated goals are critical and achievable. 
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After all, in reality, there!§ a solution to the Rubik's Cube. 

CBIA and its members look forward to continuing to work with this committee, DEEP 

and all stakeholders in this important endeavor. 

Thank you for this opportunity share our perspectives on this bill and for your 

consideration of them. 
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An Act Concerning Connecticut's Clean Energy Goals 

Submitted by 
Mary S. Booth and Margaret E. Sheehan 

March 19,2013 
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Chairwoman Reed, Chairman Duff, and Members of the Energy and Technology Committee: 

The Partnership for Policy Integrity (PFPI) and the Project for Energy Accountability (PEA) 
appreciate the opportunity to comment on Proposed Substitute Bill No. 1138 (LCO No. 4767), An 
Act Concerning Connecticut's Clean Energy Goals. 

PFPI is a Massachusetts-based organization that uses science, policy analysis and strategic 
communications to promote sound energy policy. PEA is a Massachusetts-based non-profit 
organization whose mission includes educating the puplic about the health and environmental 
impacts of energy choices. For over 4 years, PEA and PFPI have worked together and with other 
organizations nation-wide on research and education involving the air and environmental impacts of 
biomass energy. 

As interested parties and neighbors to the north who provided extensive input to Massachusetts' new 
regulations concerning biomass power eligibility for that state's Renewable Portfolio Standard,1 we 
hope you will accept our testimony on the biomass energy provisions in Bill 1138. 

While we support the goals of increasing clean power, and agree with the Department of Energy and 
Environmental Protection (DEEP) that too much of Connecticut's renewable energy currently comes 
from dirty out of state biomass energy facilities,2 we feel that Bill 1138 as currently written does not 
truly address the problems with greenhouse gas and a1r pollutant emissions from biomass energy. 
Both our organizations have worked extensively on biomass energy issues in Massachusetts, where 
the state committed to a science-based analysis ofbioenergy greenhouse gas emissions and 
ultimately translated the findings into policy. We encourage DEEP and the Connecticut legislature to 
step back from Bill 1138 and first conduct a similar study ofbiopower greenhouse gas emissions, as 
well as air pollutant emissions, that can inform the proper role for bioenergy in Connecticut's 
Renewable Portfolio Standard. 

1 http://www.mass gov/eea/pr-20 12/120817-pr-bJomass.html 
2 CoiUlecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protect JOn, March 18, 2013. Reslructuring Connecticut's 
Renewable Portfolio Standard (executive summary). 
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Biomass power plants emit greenhouse gases 

Is Connecticut serious about reducing greenhouse gas emissions from the power sector? The state's 
greenhouse gas law indicates that the answer is yes: 

On June 2, 2008, Connecticut Governor Jodi Rei/ signed into law House Bill 5600, which sets a 
statewide Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions reduction target of 10 percent below1990 levels by 
2020. Addztionally, barring interventiOn at the federal level or through the Regional Greenhouse Gas 
Initiative (RGGI), the act requires an 80 percent GHG reduction below 2001 levels by 2050. 
Connecticut is one of ten states participating m RGGI, which is set to launch a regional C02 cap
and-trade program on January 1, 2009. 3 

However, inclusion of biomass power in the state's RPS can present a real threat to these goals, 
because biomass power emits more greenhouse gases than fossil fuels. 

Stack emissions (pounds C02 per megawatt-hour) from biomass and fossil fueled power 

lb C02 emitted mmbtu heat lb C02 
per mmbtu facility input required emitted 
heat input efficiency per MWh per MWh 

gas combined cycle 117.1 0.45 7.54 883 
gas steam turbine 117.1 0.33 10.40 1,218 
coal steam turbine 205.6 0.34 10.15 2,086 
biomass steam turbine 213 0.24 14.22 3,029 

3 
http://www.c2es orglsites/defau lt/modules/usmap/pdf php?file=5902 

2 
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Simple physics dictates that a biopower plant emits more than 300 percent the carbon dioxide of a 
new natural gas plant. Yet until recently, biopower has been treated as having zero emissions. This is 
based on two ideas- frrst, that "sustainable" biomass can be carbon neutral so that growing trees can 
take up C02 released by burning; and second, that burning "waste" materials that would otherwise 
decompose and emit carbon does not increase net emissions. 

Both these ideas are .fallacies that ignore the urgency- recognized in Connecticut's global warming 
legislation- of reducing greenhouse gas emissions now. Burning a tree takes minutes, while 
regrowing it takes decades, and similarly, decomposition takes years to decades (and in the case of 
forestry wood, builds soil carbon) while burning "waste" wood is instantaneous. 

Net greenhouse gas emissions from biopower are "worse than coal" 

The State of Massachusetts commissioned the Manomet Study to examine the net greenhouse gas 
impacts of burning both "waste" forestry wood (known as "logging residues") and trees specifically 
harvested for biomass fuel. The study found that the greenhouse gas emissions of burning even waste 
wood can be severe, mostly because ofthe low efficiency (at best, -24 percent) of standalone 
biomass power plants. It is now widely accepted by the scientific community, and increasingly by 
policymakers, that even taking forest regrowth into consideration, "net" emissions from biomass 
electricity plants fueled by "mixed" wood (a combination of waste tops and branches and new whole 
tree harvesting) exceed those from coal plants for more than 40 years, and those from natural gas for 
more than 90 years. 

Manomet Study: Net C02 emissions from biopower exceed coal for >45 years4 

Years to Achieve Equal Flux with Fossil Fuels 

Fossil Fuel Technology 

Harvest Scenario Oil (#6), Thermal Gas, Thermal Coal, Electric Gas, Electric 

Mixed Wood 15-30 60-90 45-75 >90 
Logging Residues Only <5 10 10 30 

A modeling study conducted in the Southeast, which assumed that biomass energy facilities would be 
fueled by fast-growing plantation forests, also concluded that the "carbon debt" created by such 
harvesting takes 35 -50 years to recover.5 

"Sustainable" does not mean "carbon neutral" 

The language concerning sustainability in the bill has been changed from talking about "sustainable 
biomass" facilities to talking about biomass facilities that "use sustainable fuel". 

Neither one of these phrases actually seems to be defined. Our search of the DEEP website turned up 
the following: 

4 
Walker, T. "Manomet & Biomass. Movmg Beyond the Soundbite" USDA Bioelectricity and GHG Workshop, 

Washmgton, DC. November 15,2010. 
5 

Southeastern study available at http·//www.southernenvll'onment.org/uploads/publications/biomass-carbon-study
FINAL.pdf 

3 



What is "sustainable biomass"? 
The term sustainable biomass has been defined in the Connecticut General Statutes Section16-
1 (a) (45) as biomass that is cultivated and harvested in a sustainable manner. 6 
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Sustainability is not only undefined, there is no language in the bill that ensures it can be achieved or 
enforced, rendering it nothing more than rhetoric. In contrast, the new Massachusetts biomass rules 
impose actual sustainability standards that prevent harvesting from stripping forests clean and protect 
forests on low-nutrient soils from over-exploitation. We urge the State of Connecticut to put in place 
very rigorous standards that operationalize these aspects of"sustainability". 

The minimum definition of"sustainable" harvesting is that cutting rates not exceed growth rates, but 
even when this is the case, biopower carbon emissions are not carbon neutral, because removing trees 
that were sequestering C02, and simultaneously increasing C02 emissions compared to fossil fuels 
(see table above), means that net C02 emissions can do nothing but increase. 

Connecticut policy appears confused as to which kinds of biomass fuels are desirable. Bil11138 
prohibits construction and demolition waste, with the exception of its use at the Plainfield Renewable 
Energy plant/ which contrasts with promotion elsewhere of that plant as being fueled only by 
"environmentally acceptable" wastes. 8 These kinds of questions could be resolved if the state 
committed to a science-based study ofbiopower impacts before rewriting RPS policy. 

Bill 1138 ignores bioenergy greenhouse gas emtssions 
In the absence of any study that characterizes full biopower lifecycle greenhouse gas emissions, 
promoting "waste" burning biomass plants like the Plainfield Renewable Energy construction and 
demolition debris gasifier simply uncritically endorses the blanket idea that "biomass is carbon 
neutral". In doing so, the state continues to incentivize "renewable" energy that emits more 
greenhouse gases than the fossil fueled sources that are replaced. In fact, both the EPA's model for 
assessing greenhouse gas emissions from landfilling and incineration,9 and a study by the Tellus 
Institute that was commissioned by the State ofMassachusetts, 10 conclude that incineration of waste 
wood emits more C02 than alternative fates, particularly when landfills have methane capture. 

Counting C02 emissions from transport ignores the enormous problem of stack emissions 
The call to count emissions from transport of biomass under RGGI is not even close to adequate for 
determining net lifecycle emissions from bioenergy. Transportation emissions are only a fraction of 
total gr~enhouse emissions coming out of the stack- somewhere around 2-4 percent. Counting 
these emissions, while ignoring stack emissions in the absence of any study of their net greenhouse 
gas impact, is just silly. Such willful disregard of stack emissions is out of step with current science, 

6 http://www ct.gov/deep/cwp/view.asp?a=2708&q=323872&deepNav GID=1763#sustainablebiomass 
7 

"except where (A) such b1omass IS used m a b1omass gasification plant that receivedfundmg pnor to May 
1, 2006, from the Clean Energy Fund established pursuant to section 1 6-245n" 
8 http·//www.ctcleanenergy.com/NewsEvents/PressRoom/tabid/118/ctW lewltem/mid/1364/ltemld/61 /Default.aspx 
9 EPA webpage accessed March 2013 "Solid waste management and greenhouse gases" 
(http://www epa.gov/climatechange/waste/SWMGHGreport.html#background). Combustion chapter of EPA 
WARM documentation available at: http //www.epa gov/chmatechange/waste/downloads/Combustion.pdf. 
10 The Tellus Institute and Cascadia Consulting Group & Sound Resource Management, December, 2008, 
"Assessment of Materials Management Options for the Massachusetts Solid Waste Master Plan Rev1ew." 
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and increasingly, current policy. Further, including such emissions under the RGGI accounting is 
non-standard and unnecessarily interferes with RGGI accounting standards, potentially setting a bad 
precedent. RGGI does indeed need to be reformed to properly account for the carbon emissions from 
bioenergy, but in the meantime, a piecemeal approach is not helpful to the program. 

The bill fails to protect forests from excessive harvesting/or biomass fuel 

The Manomet Study detennined that harvesting and burning trees that would otherw1se continue 
growing and sequestering carbon out of the atmosphere results in a large net emission of greenhouse 
gases from biopower. The provision in Bill1138 that disqualifies biomass fuels from "old growth" is 
thus a step in the right direction, but contains so many flaws and exceptions, it is not effective. First, 
how is "old growth" defined? Are "future" old growth forests protected? Second, the law identifies 
significant exceptions to the "no old growth" rule: 

"where (A) such biomass is used in a biomass gasification plant that rece1ved funding prior to 
May 1, 2006,from the Clean Energy Fund established pursuant to section 16-245n, or (B) the 
energy derived from such biomass IS subject to a long-term power purchase contract pursuant to 
subdivision (2) of subsection (j) of section 16-244c entered into prior to May 1, 2006." 

The specific carve-out for the Plainfield Renewable Energy plant to use old growth is disturbing 
given that this plant is being advertised as simply running on "waste wood". 

Bioenergy C02 emissions are increasingly recognized in state and federal policy 

Should Connecticut decide to conduct a full study of net greenhouse gas emissions from biomass 
power, the state would be in good company. A number of policies are recognizing that incentivizing 
biomass power is incompatible with efforts to reduce carbon emissions from the power sector. 

Massachusetts biomass regulations 

The Massachusetts regulations require facilities to be at least 50% efficient to qualify for one-half 
renewable energy credit per megawatt-hour, and 60% efficient to qualify for a full credit. The 
regulations require actual greenhouse gas accounting and recognize that different fuels have different 
net C02 impacts. The regulations also put in place rigorous "sustainable harvesting" requirements. 
(Our briefing on these rules can be found at http://www.pfpi.net/massachusetts-new-biomass
regulations-what-do-they-mean). 

New York RGGI qualifying biomass 

New York State interpreted the requirement that RGGI-qualifying biomass be "sustainable" to mean 
that net greenhouse gas impacts should be reduced. The state enacted rules include a necessary, but 
not sufficient, means for reducing greenhouse gas emissions from bioenergy, with a carbon re
sequestration criterion that 

"may be demonstrated via a legally binding permanent conservatiOn easement, or some other 
Department-approved land-use instrument, that documents that forest-based, woody biomass 
and unadulterated wood and wood residues are from forest land that will be maintained in a 
forested state for· 
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(a) A time period, as supported by a demonstration to the Department, that is sufficient to re
sequester the C02 that was released through the combustion of the biomass. For purposes of 
making this demonstration to the Department, the AAR may take into account forest lands that 
are not specifically included in the harvest of the biomass, provided such lands meet the 
Certification Criterion; or 
(b) 100 years, w1th no additional demonstratiOn to the Department. "(emphasis added). 

Maryland - legislation reqUiring 65% efficiency for RPS-qualified bioenergy 

Legislation currently being considered in the Maryland statehouse would restrict eligibility of Class I 
biomass to facilities with 65% efficiency or higher, in order to reduce greenhouse gas emissions per 
unit useful energy generated. The governor supports the measure. 

EPA 's Science Advisory Panel 

At the Environmental Protection Agency, a panel commissioned by the agency to examine the 
greenhouse gas impacts of biomass energy has concluded that biomass energy "can not a priori be 
considered carbon neutral", but depends on a number offactors, including whether forest wood is 
used as fuel. 11 

Emission standards for biopower air pollutant emissions in,Bi111138 are inadequate 

The report from the DEEP 12 stating that bioenergy purchased from old biomass plants in Maine and 
New Hampshire is the least "clean" form of energy is a major understatement. While we do not think 
that low-efficiency biopower should be included in Connecticut's RPS at all, we believe that if it is 
included, rigorous standards for conventional pollutant emissions are essential. Why should 
ratepayers subsidize renewable energy that emits as much pollution as a coal plant? If Connecticut is 
determined to move away from purchasing "dirty" biopower produced out of state and to promote 
biopower generation in-state, shouldn't the new rules avoid importing the pollution problems 
associated with those out-of-state plants? 

Unfortunately, the proposed standards do not really meet that goal. The previous Connecticut RPS 
standard required biopower facilities to meet an emissions standard of 0.075 lb/MMBtu for the 
ozone precursor NO,; Bill 1138 would leave this in place and add a particulate matter (PM) 
emissions standard of 0.02 lb/MMBtu. However, neither of these standards is rigorous enough to 
protect air quality and health. Connecticut might instead look to Massachusetts, which despite having 
generally better air quality than Connecticut and fewer areas in nonattainment with EPA's National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for PM and ozone, has adopted reasonably rigorous 
biopower emissions standards for the RPS. Massachusetts requires that RPS-qualified biopower 
facilities over 10 MW achieve emission rates of0.065 lb/MMBtu for NOx and 0.012 lb/MMBtu for 
PM, significantly lower than the Connecticut standards. 

The difference between the two PM standards is significant. For instance, a 15 MW plant (250 
MMBtu!hr boiler) operatmg at the proposed PM standard of0.02lb/MMBtu would emit almost 21 

11 
http·//yosem1te epa.gov/sab/sabproduct.nsfl0/5 7B 7 A4F 1987D7F7385257 A87007977F6/$File/EP A-SAB-12-0 11-

unsigned.pdf 
12 Connecticut Department of Energy and Envtronmental Protection, March 18, 2013 Restructuring Connecticut's 
Renewable Portfolio Standard (executtve summary) 
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tons of particulate matter per year, whereas it would emit about 13 tons per year at the 0.012 
lb!MMBtu standard. The relationship between particulate matter concentration in the air and health 
effects is linear and extends even below EPA's health standard, thus this difference in PM emissions 
can produce quantifiable changes in the rate of asthma attacks, other heart and respiratory problems, 
and ~wen deaths. Any new biomass plant being built today will be able to meet an emission standard 
of0.065 Ib!MMBtu for NOx and 0.012 lb/l\1J\.1Btu for PM, because all modem plants use similar 
technologies to reduce emissions of these pollutants. Differences in emissions standards in large part 
come down to the plant operator's willingness to ensure that standards are consistently met, and the 
degree of care brought to running the facility. 

We have worked extensively on air pollution issues in the Springfield, Massachusetts region, as well 
as assessing emissions standards and technologies in more than 70 biomass power plant air pennits 
nationally. As residents to the north of Connecticut and recipients of air pollution from Connecticut, 
we hope Connecticut will adopt the Massachusetts standards, especially given that EPA's recent 
lowering of the NAAQS for PM may make achieving attainment with the standard even more 
difficult. Both emissions standards are achievable at biomass and even coal plants. 

The Plainfield gasificatwn plant will be a source of heavy metals and PM 

Bill 1138 appears determined to carve out exceptions for gasification, but what legislators may not 
realize is that gasification plants emit a great deal of conventional air pollution. Gasification produces 
a material known as "char", in which all the toxic materials not volatilized in the gasification process 
are concentrated. Char is typically burned in a conventional burner at the facility, with typical 
emissions. The Plainfield Renewable Energy plant will be gasifying construction and demolition 
waste (C&D), which contains significant amounts of heavy metals even after "sorting" .13 The EPA 
treats particulate matter as a "proxy" for heavy metals under the part of the Clean Air Act that 
regulates emissions of hazardous air pollutants, thus better PM control translates to better heavy 
metals control. Given the extreme toxicity of metals and other contaminants conveyed with 
particulate matter, we encourage Connecticut to adopt the most rigorous PM emissions standards 
possible. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

Mary S. Booth, PhD 
Director, Partnership for Policy Integrity 
mbooth@pfpi.net 

Margaret E. Sheehan, Esq. 
President, Project for Energy Accountability 
meg@ecolaw.biz 

13 See our rev1ew of the fuel supply study for a C&D burner proposed m Springfield, MA, at 
http·//www.pful net/wp-content/uploads/2011/03/MEEA-commnents-on-Palmer-BUD-11-18-09 pdf Wh1le the 
plant changed 1ts fuel supply to non-C&D wood, our assessment of the actual metals emiss10ns m this fuel supply 
was one factor that induced the State of Massachusetts to promise a health study of the effects of burnmg 
construction and demolit1on waste as fuel, should it be proposed agam. 
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SB 1138 AAC Connecticut's Clean Energy Goals (LCO 4767) 

I am Martin Madar, 130 Highland Ave., Hamden, CT 06518. I am the volunteer Legislative 
Chair for the Connecticut Chapter of the Sierra Club. I hold a Masters of Environmental Management 
degree from the Yale School of Forestry and Environmental Studies. 

We offer these specific comments on language in SB 1138 to modifY the state's RPS. The Sierra 
Club is very concerned about the process and timmg involved in bringing this bill to public hearing. We 
note that DEEP's RPS study will not be finished until May 13. 

Sections of this bill are highly appropnate and fully supported by us. Others, however, we must 
vigorously oppose. 

Section 1 
Methane (line 6) 
The deletion of the words "from landfills" may allow methane from any source to qualify as 

Class I. The use of the word ''biogas" may rectifY this. In addition, anerobic digestion should be 
included by name. 

Small Hydro (lines 8-12) 
The Low Impact Hydropower Institute certification has formerly been a reliable indicator of 

environmentally safe design. However, in recent years, it has not maintained its mission, and we are 
concerned about uing this as the sole standard to qualify projects. Run of the river should be retained, 
and the addition ofLIHI be dropped. 

Double Dipping (lines 23-27) 
The purpose ofthe RPS is to encourage development of renewable energy sources. Allowing a 

single source to generate recs more than once defeats that purpose. Sierra supports inclusion of this 
language. 

Biomass (lines 13-17, 56-103) 
"Sustamable fuel" is not sufficiently defined, and therefore does not meet the standards 

established by current science to maintain forest health or limit the C02 impacts from the biomass 
sector. The changes do not address stack emissiOns oflifecycle accounting of C02, other than for 
transport of fuels. Accounting for only C02 transport impacts ofbiomass ignores the significant 
contnbution to climate change from biomass combustiOn. 

Excluding Construction and Demolition waste as qualifying feedstock is appropnate. 



The effort to increase the NOx and PM standards IS laudable but falls well below known 
achievable standards for any new facility 
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We encourage a standard like that established in MA. NY, MD, and especially MA are 
significantly ahead of where CT proposes to be with modifying biomass eligibility. We recommend 
investigating programs in those states to find a preferred model for CT for biomass. 

Large Hydro (lines 28-39) 
This language is obviously aimed at including energy from Quebec and other large hydro as a 

Class I resource. The envrronmental consequences oflarge hydro need to be recognized. Creating a new 
dammed reservoir causes loss ofland, and, for some projects, destruction of human habitation and the 
diSlocation ofpopulations. The decomposition of submerged land generates climate change gases for 
many years. Destruction of marine habitat is extensive. 

We are exceptionally displeased both that this is mcluded, and that it is identified in such an 
obscure way. The Sierra Club advises unconditionally that this section and any reference in the bill to 
"Class I contracted tier" be dropped. 

Section 2 (lines 40-55) 
Sierra supports omitting programs based on ratepayer or RGGI funding from eligibility. 

Section 4 
RPS Class I Numerical Goals 
Sierra supports the changes here, except that inclusion in any form, of the Class I contracted Tier 

is unacceptable. 

Section 5 
Using long term contracts to provide renewable energy is a Sierra priority. We support this 

sectiOn, but are concerned that the cap may be too low or even unnecessary. 

Trash to Energy Plants 
Sierra is pleased that this bill does not elevate Trash to Energy plants to Class I. Awarding Class 

I recs here would seriously weaken the use of Class I to encourage genuinely beneficial renewable 
energy sources. 
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March 19, 2013 

On behalf of 350 Connecticut, I would like to thank the Energy & 
Technology committee for the opportunity to comment on LCO 4767, the 
proposed substitute for Senate Bill 1138. Implementing clean renewable energy 
projects is extremely important to the people of Connecticut and we demand that 
the best and safest technology be used to upgrade our power grid. Unfortunately 
this bill changes the rules of the Renewable Portfolio Standard to allow dirty and 
ecologically damaging technologies to be considered "renewable". 

The Connecticut legislature showed foresight and smart planning when it 
passed the requirements to ramp up our transition from fossil fuels to renewable 
energy. It was recognized as necessary and urgent that we stop using ecologically 
harmful technology to power our society or face destructive storms, sea level rise 
and droughts that threaten our food systems. Over the past two years, we have 
seen the beginning of these effects and the need to expedite this transition is even 
greater. 

Unfortunately bill 1138 is a step in the wrong direction. It would modify 
the standards for hydropower projects to allow large dams that modify the natural 
course of waterways to be supported by Connecticut taxpayers instead of 
supporting beneficial solar and wind projects as the original legislation intended. 
It would also divert investments from the job creating renewable energy projects 
in CT to projects outside our state and outside the United States. 

On February 17, residents of CT and around the nation traveled to D.C. to 
demonstrate that they support actions and laws that move Forward On Climate. 
This proposed bill would move us backward on climate change, harm our local 
economy and damage the health of CT citizens. Instead of modifying the 
renewable energy standards to allow large industry to benefit, we should be 
implementing solutions to reach our greenhouse gas emissions reduction targets 
sooner with true renewable energy like solar and wind. 
Thank you, 

Ben Martin 
350CT.org 

3 50CT 71 Orange St, New Haven, CT 06510 

350CT.org 
/ 

organizers@3 SOCT .org 
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Senator Duff, Representative Reed and members of the Energy and Technology 
Committee. My name is Alan Trotta and I am Director of Wholesale Power Contracts for 
UIL Holdings Corporation (UIL). Please accept this statement on behalf of the United 
Illuminating Company (UI) on ,Proposed Substitute Bill 1138. 

UI generally supports Bill 1138, but is seeking two minor, but important, clarifications to 
minimize the potential for adverse financial impacts on UI and its customers. UI looks 
forward to working with the Department of Energy and Environmental Protection in 
seeking opportunities for customers to benefit from competitively priced clean energy, 
and we believe that the measures presented in the Bill can help Connecticut achieve its 
clean energy goals. 

1. Clarification to Cost Recovery Language 

UI is seeking clarification to the cost recovery language for long-tenn renewable energy 
contracts. Specifically, there is identical cost recovery language in lines 256-258, and 
276-278 that states: 

The costs of such agreements shall be recovered through a fully reconciling 
component of electric rates to all customers of the electric distribution companies. 

UI is highly supportive ofthe language above, and believes that the codification of cost 
recovery as set forth in the bill is the single most important item in minimizing the 
potential for rating agencies and creditors to take an adverse view of long-term contracts. 
However, the language can be further clarified to ensure that rating agencies and creditors 
understand that the intent is for all costs associated with the contracts to be recoverable 
by the electric distribution companies (EDCs). In its May 7, 2007 "Methodology For 
Imputing Debt For U.S. Utilities' Power Purchase Agreements," Standard and Poor 
(S&P) stated that: 

we view legislatively created cost recovery mechanisms as longer lasting and 
more resilient to change than regulatory cost recovery vehicles. Consequently, 
such mechanisms lead to risk factors between 0% and 15%, depending on the 
legislative provisions for cost recovery and the supply function borne by the 
utility. Legislative guarantees of complete and timely recovery of costs are 
particularly important to achieving the lowest risk factors. (emphasis added) 
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In the passage above, the 0% - 15% "risk factor" refers to the percentage of future 
contract obligations that S&P would impute as balance sheet debt when calculating an 
electric distribution company's debt or credit rating. While there are no clear cut 
guidelines or guarantees for achieving a very low risk factor, UI believes that the 
following minor changes will minimize the potential for adverse financial impacts such 
as imputed debt by rating agencies by clarifying that the intent is that the contracts will in 
no way harm the EDCs financially. UI recommends the following edits to the cost 
recovery language on lines 256-258 and 276- 278: 

+fie All direct and indirect costs associated with such agreements shall be 
recovered through a fully reconciling component of electric rates to all customers 
of the electric distribution companies. 

The minor wording changes above will clearly demonstrate to the financial community 
that it is the intent of the State that the EDCs will recover not only the costs of the 
contracts, but also any costs associated with administering such contracts and, if 
necessary, carrying such contracts on their balance sheets. 

2. Clarification to Class I Renewable Resource Qualification 

UI is concerned that the new language on Lines 23 - 27 of the Bill could be interpreted in 
a manner that substantially limits the number of renewable generation facilities that can 
qualify to produce Class I Renewable Energy Credits (RECs) for compliance with 
Connecticut's renewable portfolio standard (RPS), and that such an interpretation could 
result in higher RPS compliance costs for Connecticut electric customers. The new 
language in lines 23-27 states that: 

... , provided on and after January l, 2014, any renewable energy source described 
under this subparagraph us~d for compliance with renewable portfolio standards 
or renewable energy goals in another state shall not be considered a Class I 
renewable energy source. 

UI believes that the intent of this language is to ensure that renewable energy is not 
double counted and used for RPS compliance, or to meet renewable energy goals, in 
multiple states. UI concurs fully with that intent. However, the language could be 
interpreted as requiring renewable generators to be 100% dedicated to serving 
Connecticut in order to qualify as Class I resources. The net effect of this interpretation 
could be to disconnect Connecticut from the regional market for Class I RECs, and place 
Connecticut on a renewable energy island. This could substantially increase the cost of 
RPS compliance for customers because electric suppliers to Connecticut customers would 
only be able to procure Class I RECs from resources that are fully dedicated to 
Connecticut, which would eliminate, among others, most or all of the existing and future 
wind farms in New England. 

2 



... , provided on and after January 1, 2014, any renewable energy produced by 
source~ described under this subparagraph used for compliance with renewable 
portfolio standards or renewable energy goals in another state sfla.U may not be 
eoAsidered a used to meet Connecticut's Class I renewable energy settree 

requirements. 

You may direct your questions concerning these comments to Carlos Vazquez, UIL's 
Senior Director of Government Relations, at (203) 499-2825 or (203) 521-2455. 
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Testimony in Opposition to Bi/11138 

Senator Duff, Representative Reed, members of the Energy and Technology Committee. Thank you for 

taking the time to read over my written testimony opposing bill1138 as written. My name is Frank 

DaCato and I am the Trammg Coordinator for Plumbers & P1pefitters Local777. I am also a member of 

the State Apprentice Council as well as the State Plumbing and Pipe Works Board and Solar Thermal 

subcommittee. 

What IS cons1dered renewable energy? This quest1on as well as the answer below was taken d1rectly off 

the CT Department of Energy & Environmental Protect1on web s1te. 

Conn. Gen. Stat. §16-1(a)(26) defines "Class I renewable energy source" as: "(A) energy derived from 

solar power, wind power, a fuel cell, methane gas from landfills, ocean thermal power, wave or t1dal 

power, low emiss1on advanced renewable energy conversion technologies, a run-of-the-nver 

hydropower fac11ity provided such facility has a generatmg capacity of not more than five megawatts, 

does not cause an appreciable change in the river flow, and began operat1on after July 1, 2003, or a 

sustainable b1omass facility with an average emiss1on rate of equal to or less than .075 pounds of 

mtrogen ox1des per m1llion BTU of heat input for the prev1ous calendar quarter, except that energy 

denved from a sustainable b1omass facility with a capacity of less than f1ve hundred kilowatts that began 

construction before July 1, 2003, may be considered a Class I renewable energy source, or (B) any 

electncal generation, mcludmg distnbuted generation, generated from a Class I renewable energy 

source." 

You will note that the definition begms with, Conn. Gen. Stat. §16-1 (a) (26) defines "Class I renewable 

energy source" as: (A) energy denved from solar power etc. It then goes on to state "or (B) any electrical 

generation, etc Those of'us who are mvolved in the energy industry understand that solar power 1s 

power derived from the sun. This solar energy basically 1s used in two ways, one is photo volta1c wh1ch 

takes the sun's energy and transforms 1t into electncal power. The other 1s solar thermal which takes the 

sun's energy and heats either domestiC hot water or heating hot water. 

I would like to add(ess you in argumg why solar thermal should remain as part of the definition as to 

what Classl renewable energy is. 

F1rst by the Department of Energy & Environmental Protection's own defimtion solar 1s a "Class 1 

renewable source". Since the sun is the provider of this source of energy I believe that we can all agree 

that solar 1s a renewable source of energy. 

Second, as you are all aware CT has one of the highest energy costs in the country. Any one m bus mess 

will tell you this IS a hindrance to either staymg here or movmg here. The high cost of energy m CT IS 

costmg CT's residences jobs by keeping bus messes out and causing others to move out. 

Third, by keepmg solar thermal systems eligible as a Class I renewable energy source you will help by 

creatmg jobs in the hard h1t construction industry m this state. Installations are done by highly tramed 

and skilled installers who learn the1r crafts over a period of years. 
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Fourth, solar thermal is a clean, zero emission efficient means of creating energy in particular in 

bus mess that use large amounts of hot water such as hospitals, hotels, factories, and laundromats, as 

well as other high volume water users can not only save on conventional energy such as 011 or gas and 

electncity but 1t also greatly reduces the carbon footpnnt produced by these products. Most electricity is 

currently produced by burning some type of fuel, be it gas, oil, garbage or coal. 

Some years ago I had the privilege of Sitting on the CT Green Jobs Coordination and Pohcy Committee 

wh1ch was cha1red by Rep. Vick1e Nardello. We were tasked w1th trymg to recommend ways of creatmg 

employment though green technologies. These not only include the installation but the manufacture of 

these products. I can tell you that technology does not come much greener that solar thermal. 

In closing, I would once again like to thank you for taking the time to review my testimony in oppos1t1on 

to 1138 as written. If you have any questions I can be reached on my cell phone at (203) 464-3601 or by 

e-mail at fdacato@local777.org. 

Respectfully Submitted 

Tuesday, March 191
h, 2013. 

Frank J. DaCato 
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HB6532 - An Act Concerning Certification of Class I and Class II Renewable Energy 
Sources, Renewable Energy Credits and Alternative Compliance Payments 

Brookfield Renewable Energy Group (BREG) is a leading national and international developer 
and operator of renewable energy, specifically focused on hydropower and wind. Brookfield is 
among the top independent producers of renewable energy in North and South America. Being 
in business for over 100 years, today BREG owns, operates and manages about $19 billion of 
power generation assets in Canada, the United States, and Brazil. BREG's power generation 
fleet totals approximately 5,600 megawatts of installed capacity globally, with more than half 
located in the Umted States. BREG has a particularly significant presence in New England with 
39 hydro stations, including a major hydro pumped-storage facility, and 33 wind turbines, which 
in total represent over 1,300 ~ of installed capacity, enough to power more than 150,000 
Connecticut homes. BREG's US operations are based in Marlborough, Massachusetts. 

At BREG, we are committed to managing and, whenever possible, lessening the potential 
environmental impact associated with our operations and activities. One of our priorities is to 
protect our surrounding environment and act in accordance with all applicable laws, regulations 
and standards. One way in which we ensure we are achieving this goal is through certification 
by the Low Impact Hydropower Institute (LIHI). Brookfield has more hydropower facilities 
certified by LIHI than any other U.S. hydropower operator. We have successfully obtained 47 
UHI certificates for projects in various locations across the US. 

LIHI facilities have unique operating characteristics. For example, they are specially designed 
to minimize impact on fisheries through run-of-river operations and regulated ramping rates. 
Operations at LIHI facilities are tailored to protect watersheds, cultural resources, and to provide 
recreational opportunities. While clearly in the interest of environmental stewardship, such 
operations are more expensive and typically require facilities to be smaller-scale than 
conventional hydropower facilities, which increases their production costs relative to output. As 
such, the long-term viability and maintenance of existing LIHI facilities relies on fair market 
revenue that recognizes their cost structure and the ongoing environmental benefits they 
provide. 
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Brookfield Renewable Energy Group's Position 

1. Low-Impact Hydropower Less than 30MW 

BREG supports the recognition of LIHI within the Connecticut RPS as an important indicator of 
low environmental impact hydropower facilities that provide clear environmental benefits to the 
state and region. 

We remain concerned however that pre-2003 vintage low-impact hydropower remains 
unrecognized in a meaningful way in the Connecticut RPS program, and question the artificial 
distinction between post-2003 vintage LIHI resources and older pre-2003 vintage LIHI 
resources, particularly those that are operating at a small-scale below 30 megawatts (MW), as 
proposed in bill SB 1138 - An Act Concerning Connecticut's Clean Energy Goals. 

Because of their unique operating characteristics, older pre-2003 vintage LIHI resources, 
particularly those less than 30MW, cannot be assumed to be able to continue their operations 
without appropriate revenue streams commensurate with that of new Class I resources. Each 
electron produced by these older vintage LIHI facilities provides the same environmental 
benefits and offsets electricity production from polluting facilities just as newer resources do. 
But the optimized operation and continued maintenance of pre-2003 LIHI facilities for the benefit 
of the New England grid is reliant on viable and fair market revenues. 

Fair market revenue for these facilities is important to consider: If certain pre-2003 LIHI facilities 
become non-viable over time, the New England grid would lose an important element of its 
renewable diversity. Hydropower, even at a small-scale, is well-suited to providing reliability 
benefits compared to renewable resources with shorter-term intermittency such as wind and 
solar power. In reality, however, much of the cost-effective and technically feasible hydropower 
opportunities in New England have likely already been developed. Therefore, discriminating 
against older-vintage pre-2003 small-scale LIHI facilities appears to be counter to the basic 
environmental, economic, and diversity goals of the RPS. 

BREG therefore suggests that the proposed amendment to Section 1, Subdivision 26 
subsection (a) of Section 16-1 of the general statutes (definition of Class I renewable 
energy source) be modified as follows: 

"Class I renewable energy source" means electricity derived from ... (VIIl) a hydropower facility, 
provided such facility has a generating capacity of not more than thirty megawatts, and has 
received a certificate from the Low Impact Hydropower Institute [aRfl I:JegaR epeFatieR after JtJty 
1, 2003] ... 

Enacting this modification to the proposed amendment would not only ensure the ongoing 
viability of all small-scale low-impact hydropower resources, it would cost-effectively provide a 
measured amount of liquidity to the Class I market that is presently undersupplied, thus 
reducing prices for Connecticut consumers. Yet it would do so without inappropriately '~loading" 
the Class I market. G1ven the RPS market dynamics in New England we expect it would impact 

SB1138 & HB6532: Testimony of Brookfield Renewable Energy Group Page 1 
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prices in a way that reduces the compliance payments being paid by Connecticut consumers, 
but still maintain a viable price level in Class 1.1 

Simply requiring Class I hydropower resources to be less than 30 MW and LIHI certified as 
currently proposed, without removing the vintage restriction, will not achieve th1s price relief. 

Alternatively, a separate "Class I Maintenance Tier" for pre-2003 LIHI facilities less than 
30MW should be established as a new subsection of Section 1, Subdivision 26, 
subsection (a) of Section 16-1, as follows: 

(C) "Class I Maintenance Tier renewable energy sourcen means a hydropower facility that has a 
generating capacity less than thirty megawatts. received a certificate from the Low Impact 
Hydropower Institute and began operation before Julv 1. 2003. 

Class I Maintenance Tier resources should then form a portion (we propose at least half) 
of the carve-out proposed "Class I Contracted Tier" building on the proposed language 
of Section 4, subsection (a}, subsections (9) through (20). Using Subsection (9} as an 
example: 

(9) "On and after January 1, 2014, not less than eleven per cent of the total output or services of 
any such supplier or distribution company shall be generated from Class I renewable energy 
sources, provided not more than two per cent of such total output or services may be generated 
by Class I contracted tier renewable energy sources, of which at least half of this two per cent 
must be generated by Class I maintenance tier renewable energy sources, and an additional 
three per cent of the total output or services shall be from Class I or Class II renewable energy 
sourcesn 

The general Maintenance Tier approach described above would then apply to all subsequent 
years involving the Class I Contracted Tier as proposed in bill HB1138. 

To enhance competition in the interest of Connecticut consumers, Class I Maintenance 
Tier resources should also be qualified under the contracting provisions, including a 
requirement for competitive solicitation, proposed under Section 5, new subsection (i) of 
Section 16-245a, as follows: 

,(i) "On or after July 1, 2013, the Commissioner of Energy and Environmental Protection, in 
conjunction with the electric distribution companies and the procurement manager, may solicit 
proposals from providers of Class I renewable energy sources, (eF} Class I contracted tier 
renewable energy sources, or Class I maintenance tier renewable energy sources ... 
... Providers of Class I renewable energy sources, [BF] Class I contracted tier sources, or Class 1 
maintenance tier sources shall be selected on the basis of delivered price, under a competitive 
procurement process, and consistent with the policy goals outlined in the Comprehensive 
Energy Strategy and section 129 of public act 11-80, including, but not limited to, peak load 
shaving and promotion of wind, solar and other renewable energy technologies." 

581138 & HB6532: Testimony of Brookfield Renewable Energy Group Page2 
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The inclusion of this Maintenance Tier is important not only to ensure the ongoing maintenance 
and viability of existing pre-2003 LIHI resources, but also in the interest of ensuring that any 
resources procured through the Class I Contracted Tier is competitive and cost-effective for 
Connecticut customers. It is important to recognize that these pre-2003 LIHI resources would 
provide at least as good and quite possibly better environmental and cost benefits to the State 
as the larger-scale hydropower that is envisioned in the definition of a "Class I contracted tier 
renewable energy resource" in Section 1, Subdivision (26)(8) of the proposed bill SB1138. 
Improving the competitiveness of this Class I Contracted Tier is clearly in the interest of all 
Connecticut consumers. 

2. Imports of Renewable Energy Credits 

BREG supports the expansion of control areas from which imports of renewable energy 
resources can qualify into the RPS. We remain concerned however that restnctions are being 
imposed on geographic location of origin of such imports, rather than on ensuring the energy is 
actually delivered, as currently proposed in HB6532- An Act Concerning Certification of Class 1 
and Class 1/ Renewable Energy Sources and Class Ill Sources, Renewable Energy Credits and 
Alternative Compliance Payments. 

In 2009 the NEPOOL Board of Review recommended NEPOOL-GIS amend its operating rules 
to include eligible renewable energy generated in non-adjacent control areas (PJM, MISO, and 
Ontario) into the New England renewable energy market. 11 In their decision, they stated that 
"There are present and potentially future benefits to the States and to the end-us customers in 
permitting a greater area for the import of renewable energy into the New England region". The 
report also suggested that REC market efficiency in New England is currently hindered by 
inefficiencies associated with artificial RPS restrictions and limited renewable resources in the 
region. 

While it is commendable that Connecticut continues to work with the New England States 
Committee on Electricity (NESCOE) to coordinate competitive procurement of renewable 
energy within the region, it is also important to consider the impact on Connecticut customers 
and interests. In reality, the development of these resources is likely to be outside of 
Connecticut borders and will inevitably come at a price premium which will need to be borne 
directly by Connecticut consumers. Enabling imports of renewable energy from non-adjacent 
control areas without geographic restriction takes advantage of basic market fundamentals that 
reduce the cost of developing renewable energy for all customers, while ensuring that 
incremental reductions in fossil fuel use result. 

We also note that removing geographic restrictions does not imply the flooding of the 
Connecticut Class I RPS market, particularly if appropnate energy delivery requirements are in 
place. It is also important that the associated energy be delivered along with the qualifying 
renewable energy credit, which is not currently specified in bill HB6532 as proposed. 

88113,8 & HB6532: Testimony of Brookfield Renewable Energy Group Page3 
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BREG therefore suggests that Section 10, Subsection (b) of Section 16-245a as currently 
proposed in HB6532 be revised to be consistent with the NEPOOL Board of Review 
recommendations and to ensure that energy Is deliverable along with qualifying 
renewable energy credits, as follows: 

(b) an electric supplier or electric distribution company may satisfy the requirements of this 
section ... (4) by purchasing renewable energy credits from a generating unit located in {-#Re 
state ef~lew ¥erk, ."-eRRsy!vaRia, MarylaRd er Delaware] any state or province from which 
energy is delivered into the control area of the regional independent system operator, provided 
(A) such generating unit uses the equivalent of a Class I or Class II renewable energy source, 
(8) the associated energy is imported into the control area of the regional independent svstem 
operator, and (C) the Public Utilities Regulatory Authority determines that such state has a 
renewable portfolio standards program comparable to the renewable portfolio standards 
established in section 16-245a, as amended by this act. 

' 
Enabling imports of qualifying renewable resources from non-adjacent control areas, as was 
implicit in the original design of the Connecticut RPS, would significantly improve market 
efficiency wi~hout relying on a limited subset of importing jurisdictions. Indeed such reliance 
nsks substantial additional cost burdens on Connecticut electricity customers over time. 

In this regard, BREG notes that the definition of a "Class I contracted tier renewable energy 
source" as proposed in 581138 is highly unclear and appears to be geared to limiting 
geographic diversity and competition against the interests of Connecticut consumers rather than 

enhancing it. 

3. Unit Tagging of Renewable Resources 

Ensuring that renewable energy qualifying for the RPS is tracked to the generating unit of its 
origin is critical to ensuring the ongoing integrity of the program. This requirement ensures that 
any resources qualifying and being delivered to the region have not been inadvertently mixed 
with other non-renewable and polluting system resources. The absence of such a requirement 
could clearly undermine the environmental objectives of the RPS. 

BREG therefore suggests that the definition of "Class I contracted tier renewable energy 
source" as proposed in SB1138 include a requirement that the renewable energy credits 
and energy associated with such a resource be tagged to their generating unit of origin. 

Without unit tagging for "Class I contracted tier renewable energy sources" it is highly probable 
that a substantial portion of energy being delivered may have actually originated indirectly from 
fossil-fuel generating facilities. 

581138 & HB6532: Testimony of Brookfield Renewable Energy Group Page4 
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CONCLUSION: 

In summary, BREG believes that addressing the following comments and suggested revisions 
to proposed bills SB1138 and HB6532 would improve the environmental benefits and reduce 
the costs of the Connecticut RPS program: 

o BREG supports the recognition of Low-Impact Hydropower Institute-certified hydropower 
less than 30MW, but we oppose the distinction between pre-2003 and post-2003 LIHI 
resources; 

o The best way to reduce costs of the RPS program for Connecticut consumers and to 
ensure the LIHI facilities are able to remain viable into the future is to remove the vintage 
restriction on LIHI facilities less than 30 MW as currently proposed in HB1138; 

o An alternative way to help ensure the ongoing viability of LIHI facilities and provide greater 
competition for future procurements, is to enable a substantial portion of the proposed 
"Class I contracted tier renewable energy resources" as currently proposed in HB 1138 to 
come from LIHI facilities less than 30 MW, including competitive solicitations for any 
procurement of such resources; 

o BREG supports the expansion of control areas from which imports of renewable energy 
resources can qualify into the RPS, but we oppose the artificial geographic restrictions and 
the absence of clear deliverability requirements for energy associated with the imports; 

o The proposed definition of a "Class I contracted tier renewable energy source" is highly 
unclear and appears to be geared to limiting geographic diversity and competition against 
the interests of Connecticut consumers rather than enhancing it; and, 

o The definition of "Class I contracted tier renewable energy source" should include a 
requirement that the renewable energy credits and energy associated with such a resource 
be tagged to their generating unit of origin. 

In closing, I thank you for the opportunity to allow my company to submit testimony to this 
hearing. Brookfield Renewable Energy Group respectfully asks the committee to adopt these 
changes to the proposed legislation tabled in bills_SB1138 and HB6532. Thank you. 

Cf)~ 
Jon Norman 
647-283-6993 
jon.norman@ brookfieldrenewable.com 

581138 & HB6532: Testimony of Brookfield Renewable Energy Group Page5 
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1 The present market dynamics appear to suggest that pnces may settle at levels associated With other Class II programs, which 
have recently been trading at levels of roughly $25/MWh. 

• htto.llww\v lso-ne com/commlttees/comm wkgrps/ortcpnts comm/rvwbrdlmtr1s/2009/02 ne bd 2008 decis1cn pdf 

581138 & HB6532. Testimony of Brookfield Renewable Energy Group Page 6 
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ClearEdge Power appreciates the opportunity to convey its opposition for ProE_osed Substitute Bill No. 
1138, An Act Concerning Connecticut's Clean Energy Goals. 

ClearEdge Power, a company located in South Windsor, CT and Hillsboro, OR, 1s an industry leader in 
the development, design, production and service of fuel cells for use in stationary power and 
transportation. Clear Edge Power opposes portions. of the language within Proposed Substitute Bill No. 
1138, "An Act Concerning Connecticut's Clean Energy Goals". 

Today OearEdge Power is producing fuel cells for stationary applications for energy generation with 
system efficiencies approaching 90%. Through the use of combined heat and power, our stationary 
fuel cells produce no combustion, minimal nOise and ultra-low criteria air pollutants. 

We are opposed to exp~ding the definition of qualified hydropower resources beyond run-of-the
river technologies as a Class I renewable resource in the State of Connecticut. By expanding the 
hydropower definition to include any type of hydropower, the State is exposing the local Class I 
market to potentially lower renewable energy price and a likely decrease in the siting and use of Class I 
in the State. This could have an overall negative effect on the Renewable Energy Credit (REC) program 
outlined in Public Act 11-80, whose inherent goal is to increase the amount of in-state Class I 
generation. Any unintended price drop in the REC market due to the expansion of qualified 
hydropower could prevent good ZREC and LREC projects from moving forward. A decreased capacity 
of in-state Class I could decrease State revenues and could have a negative impact on jobs. 

Thank you for the opportunity to express our opposition for Section l(A) of PSB No. 1138 in an effort 
help the State continue to meet its objecbve of the cleanest and most cost effective energy policy 
possible. We also appreciate the opportunity to provide comments regarding how the mtent of PSB No. 
1138 could facilitate negative economic impacts and decreases in job creation and retention in the State 
of Connecticut We would be pleased to provide any infprmation to the Committee and the staff in 
consideration of this bill. 

Contact Katrina Fntz 
Ematl. katrma fntz@clearedgepower com 
WebSite: www clearedgepower com 
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Having read through the testimony thus far submitted on this bill, I am impressed and 
pleasantly surprised by the quantity and quality of responses from energy consumers, business 
owners, labor groups, environmental professionals, and concerned citizens. Every single Connecticut 
resident has a vested interest in our state's clean energy future. Across the state, from Darien to 
Hartford and everywhere in between, people are taking notice of the actions of their elected and 
appointed representatives and weighing in. This is what democracy looks like. I do not envy your 
position now, having to take these many public comments into account, but I do thank you profusely 
for your work on behalf of our state. 

Connecticut's renewable portfolio standard is as important as it is complex, and thJ.s bill has its 
highlights and lowlights. The proposed changes to standards for biomass, for example, are worthy of 
commendation. Construchon and demolition waste should never be considered a sustamable fueL 
On the other hand, however, this bill has major shortcomings in other areas, most notably 
hydropower, solar, and methane. I won't pretend to understand all the details, but nevertheless I 
implore you to take great care when considering proposals that will impact the quality of air, water, 
and soil, in Connecticut and around the world. 

Toxics Action Center represents New England communities whose most basic and vital 
resources have been compromised But the consequences of our energy decisions -your energy 
decisions- have major ramifications around the world, from the Innu First Nation to the Marcellus 
Shale. When the whole life-cycle is accounted for, mining fossil fuels for energy is one of the most 
toxic endeavors that humankind has ever undertaken. Methane is of course a fossil fuel -unless it 
comes from a biological process, as does methane from landfills and from anerobic dtgestion. I can 
only assume that the draft bill's language concerning methane is either a typographical error or a cruel 
joke. Under no circumstances whatsoever can "methane", without qualificahon, be considered a 
renewable resource. The process of hydraulic fracturing is incredibly toxic. As members of the 
Energy and Technology committee, you are no doubt familiar with the jarring reports of diseases from 
"fracked" commuruties, not to mention the terrifying lack of transparency when it comes to disclosure 
of the chemical soup that is used to unearth fossil methane. On behalf of communities in Connecticut 
and beyond that depend on drinkable water and breathable air, I hope that on your watch, no 
taxpayer funds will be granted to such polluting corporations. Thank you for all your work to ensure 
that Connecticut, and our planet, will have a just, sustainable, and healthy future. 
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I would like to submit this testimony on behalf of Citizens for a Greener Manchester, to register our 
opposition to the provisions of this bill. 

The Renewable Portfolio Standard was created to promote the development of small-scale renewable 
energy resources. This bill appears to circumvent the originalmtent of the law by saying that already
developed large hydro generation capacity to be included in this class and usable by ut1lit1es to meet the 
state-mandated requ1red renewable resources. That process will undercut the New England solar and 
wmd industries and drive down the value of ZRECs, which are created by RPS-generators, by flooding the 
market with these already-developed resources. They are not in need of any incentive system to spur 
development and can do long-term damage to the real RPS generation market. 

Please vote NO on this bill. 

Thank you 

Gene DeJoannis 

gdejo@sbcglobal.net 
860-375-3356 

What if Global Warming is all a big hoax and we make a better world for nothing? 
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To the Chairmen, Sen. Bob Duff and Rep. Lonnie Reed, and to Members of the Committee: 

R1vers Alliance of Connecticut is the statewide, non-profit coalition of nver organizations, individuals, 
and busmesses formed to protect and enhance ConnectiCut's waters by promotmg sound water 
poliCies, unitmg and strengthening the state's many nver groups, and educating the public about the 
importance of water stewardship. Our 450 members include almost all of the state's river and 
watershed conservation groups, representing many thousand Connecticut residents 

This energy bill relies heav1ly on hydropower to provide cheap, low-emission electricity. But 
hydropower is a river killer. The essential nature of a river is continuity. Life in and along a 
river depends on a flowing interchange of physical and biological elements. Reliable river flows 
and seasonal flooding have benefitted human communities since the most ancient times. 

The original Connecticut Class I renewable energy generation did not include any hydropower. 
By some measures hydropower is too destructive to be considered green. The altered flows 
and turbine action destroy habitat and k1ll fish and other river life. Migrating species cannot 
pass safely up or down stream; rising temperatures in the impoundments are unsuitable for the 
natural flora and fauna of the river; artificial h1gh and low flows erode the bans and river bed; 
sediment instead of flowing naturally to a downstream delta builds up behind the dams. A dam 
is like a tourniquet. It renders the river in part moribund. 

River advocates recognize that hydropower should have a place in the state's portfolio of 
energy sources. But its role should be limited to facilities with the lowest possible impact. The 
present Class I criteria try to do that with the inclusion of the requirement for "run-of-river" 
(the flow into the area behind the dam equals the flow out instantaneously -- more or less). 
This design combined with measures for fish passage IS an acceptable compromise between the 
need for electricity and the need for real rivers. 

Rivers Alliance has always objected to the criterion in Class I that the hydro facility should be 
"new" (later than 2003). We do not want to see new dams (there are already 5,000 in the 
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state); and we would prefer increases in efficiency at existing facilities rather than the creation 
of new ones. We do not advocate for or against "small" hydropower (under 5mw). There can 
be a small facility that seriously disrupts a large river. A well-designed large facility should be 
able to provide more power with less damage to the aquatic environment. 

For these reasons, our most urgent request to the Committee is that you not delete or alter 
the requirement for run-of-river in Class I. 

We understand that the state needs to do more to respond to periods of peak electricity 
demand, and that hydro "peaking" plants might seem to be one answer. But peaking (also 
called store and release) is exceptionally disruptive. Until recently, river advocates counted on 
the Low-Impact Hydropower Institute {LIHI) to rule out low-impact certification for peaking 
plants in New England. LIHI certification is necessary in Connecticut for eligibility for state 
support and for use of state dams by a private operator. Unfortunately, LIHI is in the midst of a 
change of administration and a re-examination of its standards and has {I hope temporarily) lost 
credibility a guarantor of low impact. It serves for redundant protection but not for sufficient 
protection. 

There is limited potential for additional peaking hydro in Connecticut. But there is a plant on 
the Deerfield River in Massachusetts that provides what LIHI in a very controversial decision 
called "modified" peaking operation, producing more than 5mw. Presumably this and perhaps 
other sources would qualify for Connecticut Class I, but only if the state abandons its prudent 
commitment to run of nver. 

The proposal in this bill to make HydroQuebec and other cross-border hydro utilities partially 
eligible as Class I is a bad approach on principle. HydroQuebec is one of the most notonously 
destructive hydro operations in the worfd.- Tempting as it is to benefit from their desecration of 
their own resources, it's a bad precedent to award them Class I status. Worse, with respect to 
broad energy policy, it threatens to undermine both the purpose of the state's RPS 
(encourage new, truly green energy generation) and the market demand that would reward 
innovators. 

The problem of dealing with peak-demand periods challenges water suppliers as well as electric 
companies. The state 1s overbuilding and overspending in order to cope with a couple of weeks 
each year of super-high demand. We ask the Committee and the DEEP to consider far
reaching and stringent efforts to reduce electricity use on predictably high-demand days. 
This should be doable. The sacrifice is only temporary. And it would provide important cost 
reductions. 

I see solar installations around the state, on all sorts of properties. More solar, please. 

Margaret Miner, Executive Director, Rivers Alliance of Connecticut 
rivers@riversalliance.org 860-361-9349 mobile 203-788-5161 
POB 1797, 7 West St., Litchfield CT 06759 
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On behalf of First Wind, thank you for the opportunity to offer this testimony on SB 1138. We wish to 

offer support for the long-term procurement section in the proposed substitute language for SB 1138 

(LCO No. 4767), as we believe it would make significant improvements to Connecticut's energy policy. 

First Wind is a New England headquartered, independent renewable energy company focused on the 

development, financing, construction, ownership, and operation of utility-scale wind and solar energy 

projects in the United States. First Wind has developed and OJ~erates _980 megawatts (MW) of 

generating capacity at 16 wind energy projects in six states from Maine to Hawaii. Six of our facilities 

are located in New England and supply energy to the regional grid, and we have a robust development 

pipeline in this region (including development opportunities we are pursuing in Connecticut). 

Long-term procurement 

The Connecticut Comprehensive Energy Strategy (CES) reflects Governor Malloy's agenda of moving 

toward a cleaner, cheaper, and more reliable energy future for the state. First Wind believes that 

cheaper, cleaner, and more reliable opportunities exist and can be accessed by tools such as the 

competitive long-term procurements proposed in SB 1138. This is supported by real world evidence, 

which shows that done correctly, long-term Power Purchase Agreements (PPAs) can both drive down costs 

for consumers and result in more investment in clean and renewable power. 

A properly executed procurement process that uses the power of competition to incentivize lower priced 

and more innovative bids can provide numerous benefits, such as: 

179 LINCOLN STREET, SUITE 500 BOSTON, MA 02111 I G1i 9&0 ~SSt\ WWW FIRSTWlND COM 



• Direct consumer savings from cost-effective contracts 

• Indirect consumer savings from regional wholesale energy price suppression 
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• Indirect consumer savings from Renewable Energy Certificate (REC) price suppression 

• A hedge against electricity price instability 

• Reduced air pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions 

• Economic development and employment opportunities 

• Progress toward renewable and climate goals 

There are positive examples in the region where long-term procurement processes that were competitive 

and focused on cost resulted in significant benefits to consumers. For instance, in 201 0 NSTAR Electric 

and Western Massachusetts Electric (both Northeast Utilities' subsidiaries) competitively procured 

contracts for onshore wind with total direct savings of $158 million (on average $28 per megawatt hour) 

when compared to forecasted cost of energy and RECs (as was identified during the review and 

approval of the contracts by the Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities).1 The utilities and 

regulators also expect indirect savings, such as lower energy and REC market prices, to accrue as a result 

of the contracts. In fact, a 2011 report estimated the energy price suppression benefits of new 

renewable generation as far exceeding the cost of Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) compliance.2 

This experience with well-run long-term procurement led Massachusetts last year to expand and extend 

the use of competitive PPAs for renewables, as estimates showed that upwards of $1 billion could be 

saved. 

An additional benefit of long-term contracts is that PPAs for RPS eligible renewables are the sing I~ most 

effective means of driving future investment in eligible generation to ensure that sufficient supplies will be 

available in the region to meet the targets of Connecticut and other New England states. More supply 

will mean lower REC prices, and increasing investment in eligible renewables would help address the REC 

shortage predicted for 2018 in the 2012 Integrated Resource Plan. 

The language in Sec. 5 of SB 1138 would authorize long-term procurement through PPAs "for periods of 

not more than twenty years for not more than one hundred fifty megawatts of electricity generated by 

Class I renewable energy sources." Longer duration contracts will bring greater price benefits. Financing 

over a longer time horizon enhances project financing, which translates into a better deal for consumers 

when contracts are procured via a competitive process. In fact, the ideal contract duration for many 

renewables (including onshore wind) is at least 30 years, which matches expected asset lives. The current 

1 There was intense competition among project developers for PPAs in these processes. According to one report, NSTAR 
received 23 times more in bids for supply than was needed. 
2 Recent E/eclrrc•ty Markel Reforms in Massachusetts· A Report of Benefits and Costs, issued by the MA Execut1ve Office of 
Housing and Economic Development, and the MA Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs, July 2011, page 1. 
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low interest rote environment is a favorable climate for long-term contracts and on opportunity for 

Connecticut, as project developers can take advantage of lower cost financing and pass on the savings to 

consumers through lower priced PPAs. Additionally, we would recommend that the 150 megawatt target 

for long-term procurement be clarified, for example, by using instead a percentage of either Closs I 

requirements or of overall load. 

In summary, First Wind strongly supports the inclusion of long-term procurement in SB 1138, as PPAs can 

be used to increase the amount of renewable and low-carbon energy serving Connecticut, to lower the 

cost of power and RECs, and to improve system diversity, reliability, and integration. 

Renewable Portfolio Standard 

First Wind has concerns about some aspects of the RPS changes proposed in SB 1 1 38. While we 

recognize the time the committee has to deliberate is brief, we encourage careful analysis of the likely 

effect of the RPS sections. Token together, it is not a simple thing to understand what the changes 

proposed in this legislation - including large hydropower, extending the RPS for five additional years, 

altering biomass and smaller hydropower eligibility -would mean to the REC market and therefore to 

the continued growth of renewobles. It is possible that such alterations (especially extending eligibility to 

Iorge hydropower) would hove significant impact on the effectiveness of the RPS. The REC market tends 

to be highly responsive to even subtle changes in RPS policy. Accordingly, we would be concerned about 

the impact on the REC market to the extent that SB 1 I 38_reduced demand beyond a commensurate 

offset in reduced REC supply. 

The compliance cost of the RPS should be viewed in the context of the value of adding significant amounts 

of price-taking resources like wind to the regional wholesale market. With the goal of cheaper energy in 

mind, it is essential that Connecticut and the region stay committed to renewobles that hove a price 

suppressing effect, as even a small impact on the marginal price of power con translate into many 

millions of dollars of net savings for consumers. Additionally, a concern has been repeatedly raised In 

Connecticut (including most recently in the CES3) that New England's wholesale electricity auction structure 

makes ratepayers vulnerable to fluctuations in natural gas prices. Using the RPS and long-term contracts 

to increase the amount of resources like wind in the system that hove hedge value in smoothing price 

volatility caused by fossil fuels is one of the most effective ways to address that vulnerability. 

3 2013 Comprehensrve Energy Strategy for Connectrcut, February 19. 2013, page 73. 



e. 

001950 

:=i1 :; Y./inc! 

Testimony on SB 1138 
March 19, 2013 

Page 4 

Thank you for the opportunity to shore First Wind's views on this important legislation. 

David A. Wilby 
Vice President, State Policy 

First Wind 
1 29 Middle Street, Jrd floor 
Portland, ME 041 01 
Phone: (207) 228-6871 
E-Mail: dwilby@firstwind.com 



My name is Harsh Luthra 

I am owner of BeFree Solar 

I oppose Bill No. 1138 because of the harmful impact a redefined Class I would have on 
Connecticut's commercial solar thermal industry 
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Dear Honorable Members of the Energy and Enwonment Committee. 

. I regret that I am unable to appear before you m person today to testify agamst the prov1s1ons 1n 
SB 1138 that would 
effectively change the renewable energy playing field m CT for a very long t1me to come The wordmg of 
the bill is essentially custom crafted to allow the mclus1on of wheeled m hydropower from the 
environmentally disastrous Hydro Quebec proJects along the La Grande R1ver and other maJor nver 
systems m northern Canada I By literally "movmg the goal posts" backwards to account for already-m
servlce hydro-electnc sources such as th1s one to be considered under the RPS Class 1 tiered pricing 
contracts, we Will essentially k1ll off any poss1b11ity of financing new or refurbished hydroelectnc energy m 
th1s state and certamly kill the pricmg for RECs which support more localized solar and small scale wmd 
All of the latter, localized sources would bnng or contmue to support new JObs and the already struggling 
renewable energy businesses and contractors here m CT 

By allowmg this obv1ous transmission ut11ity-hatched scheme of wheeled-m Hydro-Quebec 
electrons to go forward, you Will essentially extend the corporate control of the gnd and hurt any possible 
developments of more localized, d1stnbuted generation, micrognd developers and low-head, run of river 
hydro poss1bilit1es I am frankly shocked that th1s has even come under your committee's or anyone's 
cons1derat1on at the so-called Department of Energy and Environmental Protection. The James Bay 
proJect in Canada was one of the most environmentally destructive hydroelectnc proJects in the h1story of 
North America if not the world. The mundat1on of First Nation Cree and Inuit homelands not only requ1red 
uprootmg and relocatmg whole villages and multiple generations of nat1ves, 11 then went on to cause the 
destruction of their sustamable, hunter-gathering way of life by madvertantly po1soning the food chain lied 
to their fishing culture The flooded tundra and forested landscapes released back to the water column 
and food chain tons of otherw1se organically bound methyl mercury that then bioaccumulated m the 
salmomds and other large fish that formed the basis of Cree and InUit protem As a result they have been 
forced to transition to a mostly government subsidized food system h1gh 1n carbohydrates and processed 
meats and canned fish. Furhtermore, the flooding and essential destrucion of tens of thousands of square 
kilometers of wetlands, tundra, and boreal forest that provded Wildlife and waterfowl breeding hab1tat has 
had contmumg deletenous effects that have reduced populations of important keystone spec1es m the 
food chains of that region. And seism1c act1vity in the region has become more prevalent due to the 
induced weight of new, large reservoirs from the red1rectmg of flows of whole nver systems now massmg 
on the anc1ent crustal rocks and faultlines in that region of Canada 

The James Bay proJects and the1r successors have nghtly been called energy proJects that were 
"built first and then painted green". For our Governor and Comm1rss1oner Esty and their newly comb1ned 
energy and env1ronment agency to now consider an endorsement and further green-washmg of th1s vast 
mess 1n northern Canada, far from our backyards but so v1tally linked to those of migratory b1rds and 
mammals 1s shockmg and shameful It was so when I testified before th1s committee on the benefits of 
locally sourced and produced electnc1ty from waste and recycled wood in the late 1980's, and 1! 1s even 
more so now when we have reasonable RPS Class I standards and REC's to encourage and finance 
similar locally-sourced means of alternat1ve and renewable electrical generation. Since that t1me I have 
focussed my energ1es and business pursu1ts on the thermal energy benefits from locally sourced wood 
and on more energy efficient bu1ldmgs and solar PV power. 

If you do nothmg else,cons1der the meffic1enc1es and environmental Impacts that w1ll ensue if we 
choose to 1mport Hydro Quebec electrons from so far away Newer and larger h1gh voltage transmission 
lines will need to be bUilt meaning more forest cover must be destroyed here m New England at some 
measurable cost to carbon sequestration. The coronal releases of electromagnetic energies from these 
b1gger and heav1er lines Will mevitably 1mpact human populations and Wildlife all along th~ transmiSSion 
corndors, somethmg our soc1ety has never sufficiently considered m terms of impacts to health and the 
environment Lastly, 1f nothmg else, the 1neffic1encies of long distance transmiSSion and transformation of 
h1gh voltage DC or AC power results in large and mev1table line losses of power sometimes in excess of 
25% or more If we are ask1ng people to save electricity 1n the1r own homes, how can we now JUStify this 
historic and wrong-headed scheme to bnng meffic1ent and green-washed HQ electnc1ty mto our 
Connecticut power gnd Let's refocus and redouble our efforts on energy renewables and efficiencies 
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here at home and let the good people of Hydro Quebec eat the cake they baked so many decades ago. 
Please do not move the goal posts on the RPS standards at th1s cr~llcal t1me 1n our state's v1tal trans11ion 

1nto a newer and more sustamable energy future. The language 1n th1s bill will take us backwards 1nto the 
future and be a boon to the stranglehold and control of electric utilit1es who have so stalled our transition 
to decentralized power 1n the past and contmue to do so to th1s day. Vote no on alter~ng the RPS 
standards and language cons1der1ng hydro electric power and 1n service dates on Class I renewable 
contracts that opens th1s can of worms 

Thank you, 

Starling W Childs, MFS 
109 Litchfield Rd. 
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I am taking the time to write because I care about the type of world we create 
with our policies and because energy is a strategic issue affecting climate, jobs, air and 
water quality, habitat, and our health. 

The reason I oppose 1138 is it dilutes our state's Renewable Portfolio Standard, 
by providing corporate giveaways to Northeast Utilities and Hydro Quebec. The 
corporate giveaways in this bill would disrupt the market for renewable energy in New 
England and send our money to Canada. The significant changes this bill would bring 
about deserve careful study and attention. One question that most clean energy 
advocates want answered is, 'Why is this bill coming out before the long-promised 
study on Connecticut's Renewable Portfolio Standard?" 

We have a choice: Take the steps that will protect our environment, create local 
jobs, and build a clean energy future, or give a deal to Northeast Utilities and Hydro 
Quebec that would rollback Connecticut's commitment to clean energy. 

I urge you to oppose 1138 and not weaken Connecticut's Renewable Portfolio 
Standard. 
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Please don't for this bill, We are a Commercial HV AC & Plumbing Contractor in the State of 
Connecticut, by stopping this bill it would benefit our industry, we are always looking for new 
customers and prospects. We pay a yearly fee to keep our Solar Thermal Contractors license up 
to date. It would be unfair labor practice to create a bill that would harm our chances to do 
business in this state. Thank You: Sincerely Yours, 

Joseph S Panetta 
Modem Mechamcal Services 
Senior Techmcal Manager 
(860) 677-2222Work 
1-866-937-2066 Work 
(860) 622-9371 Mobtle 
Jpanetta@modernmec:h.c:om 
519 Cooke St 
Farmmgton, a 06032 
United States of Amertca .__ ___________ ~pi ?attetta 
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I urge you to defeat 581138\ Fneda Denenmark, 312A Heritage Village, Southbury, CT, 06488 
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Why does Hydro Quebec get to supplant locally produced renewable energy sources? .§.!L 
1138 does this with any bidding process. Given a choice, many people have chosen to pay extra 
for local, renewable energy. This bill will remove that choice. The big Q eats them all like Wal
Mart eats small business. 
Please do NOT approve this bill. 

Barbara Sterling Backman 
PO Box 1065 
Canton, CT 06019-1065 
860-693-2538 (h) 
860-560-3263 (c) 
www.backman.myshaklee.com 
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To: Energy and Technology Committee 

From: Chris Schweitzer 
New Haven Environmental Justice Network 

Please promote the original intent of the Renewable Portfolio Standard, which is to encourage 
Connecticut's use of clean energy and grow our state's renewable energy industry. 

We need to move strongly away from fossil fuels; the costs of climate change strengthened 
storms and extreme weather will be huge if we don't act now. We also need to support local 
industry and not continue to send CT money to Texas and Saudi Arabia to buy dirty fossil fuels. 



00195.8 -----

I object to the damage this bill would do to the goal of having our state and society powered by 
renewables. Let us please have an honest and straight-forward process for our energy needs. The 
manipulations of Class designations in_SB 1138 disrupt the progress we are making toward true 
renewables, particularly solar and wind. I expect better of our legislators. 

Sincerely, 

Noreen P. Cullen 
30 Delmar Rd 
Glastonbury, CT 06033 
860-633-3276 



This bill is not for Connecticut. Please defeat the bill. 

Karen Burke 
93 Liney Hall Lane 
Wallingford, CT 
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Bill1138 puts too little emphasis on conservation and renewable energy and WAY too much emphasis 
on using up our planet's finite fossil fuels. 
Why race to use up these precious resources, backing ourselves permanently into energy poverty? Now 
is the time to be thoughtful about how to use our current energy resources to design and build energy 
systems that can sustain us into the indefinite future, not to rush to use up resources that can never be 
replaced. We are discovering that our planetary 011 resources are lim1ted; gas is also limited; even 
uranium is limited. We must begin to seriously cultivate distributed generation of power from local, 
renewable sources. 

Pam McDonald 
Simsbury, CT 06070 
860-796-4543 (c) 
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To Whom It May Concern, 

I am the owner of a hydroelectric company that owns and operates hydroelectnc facihtles. I also 
consult for the industry. My ass1gnments include studying potentlal sites, installations and 
maintenance of hydro facilities. 

I currently own a site located ill Thompson, CT. I JUSt illvested several hundred thousand dollars 
and employed local people ill the surroundmg commurutles to help illstall a new turbille. I d!d this 
based on eXlstlng CT Class I laws. The proposed,SB 1138 will hkely gut the CT Class I program and 
destroy REC pricmg. It appears that 1t will benefit foreign interests. In add!tlon, 1t will kill off much 
of the future planned renewable energy proJects proposed for development ill CT. I have several 
that I'm working on right now. 

If you support localmvestment and development ill renewable energy, then you would not vote 
to support this bill. 

Sillcerely, 

Rolland Zeleny 
Mecharucsville Hydro 
Thompson, CT 
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Thank you for considering these comments, expressed on behalf of the Connecticut 
Geothermal Association. 

Last year, Governor Malloy announced, in his Comprehensive Energy Strategy, that we 
need to broaden the definition of Class I renewable energy sources. It was a good idea then, and 
it still is a good idea. Restricting that definition strictly to electricity, as Substitute Billll38 
does, accomplishes the opposite. If only electricity is allowed for payment of Class I Renewable 
Energy Credits (RECs), most ofthat REC money will be spent outside of Connecticut. But 
broadening the definition of Class I renewables to include systems that extract thermal (heat) 
energy, and make that energy available to Connecticut residents and businesses, will provide 
benefits to Connecticut homeowners, businesses, workers, and electric rate payers. 

• Connecticut's supply of indig~nous energy sources is limited. Geothermal, Solar 
Thermal, Bio fuel in the form of recycled vegetable oil, and Bio mass are the primary 
sources of renewable thermal energy here. 

. • Connecticut's job market and tax base have dwindled, largely as the result of high energy 
costs and an unfriendly business climate. Installing and operating renewable thermal 
energy systems here in Connecticut helps to restore opportunities for businesses and jobs 
as well as increasing the tax base. 

• Making sources of renewable thermal energy eligible for Class I Renewable Energy 
Credits will provide incentives for people and businesses to invest in these technologies, 
resulting in: 

o Business opportunities and job creation; 
o Fewer greenhouse gasses emitted; 
o Competition for Class I RECs, resulting in lower REC prices; 
o Decreased dependence on fossil fuels; 
o Greater flexibility for achieving the targets of the RPS; 
o Actual broadening of the definition of Class I renewables. 

There are some things we need to be cautious about. Renewable credits need to be 
measured from actual system performance. For example, the thermal energy extracted by 
geothermal and solar heating systems can be measured and verified. The American Society of 

547 Shuttle Meadow Road, Southington, Connecticut 06489 (860) 628-4622 
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John F. Sima III 
March 19,2013 

Testing Materials (ASTM) is working now on specific standards for that. No credits should be 
paid based on assumptions, estimates or 'modeled' performance. 

Systems that extract thermal energy must be installed by persons who are qualified, by 
training and experience particular to those systems, to design, install and repair therm. It will not 
be sufficient to hold general trade licenses, as these are specialized trades. Participation in REC 
payment programs must require certification by organizations that are nationally recognized for 
training and certification. 

Please include renewable thermal energy in Class I renewable energy sources, and do not 
exclude them as Proposed Substitute Billll38 would require. 

Respectfully Submitted 

John F. Sima III 

ref: JSima testimony 031913.doc 
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Co-Chair Duff, Co-Chair Reed, Committee Members and diligent staff. My name is Joel Gordes and I am an 
independent energy consultant dba.Environmental Energy Solutions and although I serve on some energy
related state boards, I am purely representing myself in these remarks. I greatly appreciate the opportunity to 
comment on this bill that proposes major changes to the Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS). The main 
points I wish to address include: 

I) This legislation has appeared prior to publication of a long-awaited study by DEEP ofthe Renewable 
Portfolio Standard (RPS) that has been underway for a considerable period. This is a process problem; 

2) The addition of distant, foreign, large-scale hydroelectric power further centralizes the grid. This reduces 
its resilience and may endanger public health, safety and security of Connecticut residents compared to 
smaller scale local options within the state located close to end users. NERC, tasked w1th grid security for the 
US, has warned of higher risks from purchasing power requiring transmission that spans several states. 

3) The Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) role was meant to provide market support for emerging 
technologies to provide them with a sustained orderly development path toward cost-effectiveness. It has 
never been intended to subsidize already mature technologies such as large hydro just because they m1ght 
offer a cheaper path to meet artificial goals that have been manipulated; and 

4) There are also human rights allegations as concern the Innu (not Innuit), a Native North American people, 
who have issues over Hydro Quebec's expansionist Plan Nord. We must msure that our clean energy is 
"clean" in every sense of the word. (See Appendix A.) 

Elaboration on the 151 Point-Process: To the best of my knowledge, in 38 years of experience with this 
legislature I have never encountered a bill as fully drafted as this one appears prior to the official publication 
of a study that had been sanctioned to provide the recommendations for such legislation. On the one hand it is 
amusing, but on the other tragic, that DEEP, which we hope would encourage "sustainability," has ignored 
one of the key, guiding principles of the document that first defined that term-that principle is, open and 
participatory processes. Unlike the 2011 RPS study by the Connecticut Energy Advisory Board (CEAB) 
there has been no extensive opportunity for public input to this study. The CEAB study offered extensive 
open and participatory public opportunities for all parties at multiple stages along their process including a 
day long set of roundtables where all stakeholders were well-represented. (See Appendix B for an agenda of 
the roundtables.) 

1 Brundtland et al. Our Common Future. Oxford Umversity Press. 1987. p. 47. This landmark document first defined the tenn 
"sustainable development" which is often shortened to "sustainab1hty". 
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Elaboration on the 2nd Point- Reduced Grid Security and Resilience Due To Large, Distant Hydro: 
Aside from large hydro not being an emerg~ng technology either needing or entitled to RECs, EES opposes 
this portion of the current bill for several reasons but primarily on energy security concerns that may endanger 
the public health, safety and security of Connecticut Citizens. The importation of foreign power 
necessitates the need for additional large, expensive and vulnerable transmission facilities. Even if the additional 
cost of the transmission is "free," this has the effect of further centralizmg and adding complexity to an already 
overly complex electric grid which makes the state more vulnerable to even distant interruptions by physical or 
cyber means. The prestigious National Science Council has stated: 

A direct way to address vulnerable transmission bottlenecks and make the gnd more robust is to build 
additional transmission capacity, but there are indications that redundancy has a dark side ... The 
likelihood of hidden failures in any large-scale system increases as the number of components mcreases. 2 

[EmphaSIS added 1 

In 1989 Hydro Quebec experienced grid collapse due to what is termed a coronal mass ejection, an event similar 
to a solar flare but usually larger and more intense m scale. We are currently in what is termed a "solar 
maximum" period where this may become more common for several years although it may happen during off 
maximum periods as well. It is also known that during such events transmission lines act as large antennae to 
capture and transport the electromagnetic disturbances created to points where critical grid equipment can be 
severely damaged. This has massive consequences but is inadequately addressed at federal or state levels. 

Electromagnetic pulses (EMP) accompany the detonation of nuclear devices or originate with more limited effects 
from what are termed flux compression generators. They have the capacity to also inflict immense damage on critical 
electrical components of the grid that could render it inoperative for months. All devices usmg semiconductors (cell 
phones, computers, tablets, autos) have the potential to suffer irreparable damage. While low probability events, 
the high impacts have prompted the North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC,) the organization 
tasked with the grid's cybersecurity to wam3

: 

For Its part, NERC Issued a 20 I 0 report warning that geomagnetic storms, along with cyberattack and 
electromagnetic pulse attack w1th a nuclear weapon- were three high-impact but low-probability threats 
worth guarding against. Last May, NERC issued an advisory to regional power system operators identifying 
an array of steps available to them when NOAA Issues warnings of a geomagnetic storm. 

Practical actions that can be taken, for instance, include purchasmg power from generators closer to where 
the power IS being consumed rather than buying blocks of power that have to be sent on transmission lines 
that span several states, a move that enhances the stability of the gnd by helping maintain necessary voltages 
on the system. [Emphas1s added 1 

Additionally, in 1998, northern New England and Canada had a massive January ice storm that left millions in 
the dark and cold when ice equal to or in excess of3.5 inches collapsed Canadian transmission towers leaving 
many without power with monetary damage attributable to lost power in just Canada up to $694 million (US). 
In short, Canadian hydro adds complexity and risk. 

Elaboration on the 3rd Point- Role of an RPS: The Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) was meant to provide 
market support for emerging technologies to provide them with what is termed a "sustained orderly development" 
path toward cost-effectiveness by ensuring a stable and growing market. One of key developers of this concept is 
Dr. Donald W. Aitken who is well-known in renewable energy circles. Circa 1990 he and others determmed that 
over time, with increasing production and steady procurement of emerging renewable technolog1es, it would be 

2 Makmg the Nat1on Safer The Role ofSc1ence and Technology m Countermg Terronsm. Nauonal Academy Press. p 302 June 2002. 
3 Could mtense solar storm shut down US power gru:l? Mark Clayton. The Christian Science Monitor Jan 24,2012. 
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possible to lower their price to eventually match the cost of conventionally-generated power His depiction of this 
is shown below:4 
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This 1992 depiction is very close to what has and is currently taking place. In the same article he makes an 
important point relevant to this Hydro Quebec conversation:5 

Thus the "push" from regulators and legislators is still warranted, along with a supportive understanding and 
participation by consumer and ratepayer advocacy groups, just to g1ve the renewable technologies a fair chance 
against the major financial and institutions barriers they face. But unless actual market forces are harnessed in a 
way that can support the sustained orderly development of the solar electnc technologies, no amount of 
governmental incentives Will do the JOb. 

Sustamed orderly development does not1mply that orders should be placed for unworthy technologies, nor 
that they should not also stand on the1r own correctly-defined economic ments [Dr Aitken's emphasis] 

This last sentence may be construed as saying certain technologies are unworthy of the aid provided by subsidies 
but even those that are worthy eventually need to economically stand on their own merits. Most solar advocates 
look forward eagerly to the day when solar technologies no longer need an RPS to provide "a fair chance against 
major financial and institutional barriers" and that day is relatively near compared to when this article was wntten. 
It also states that other technologies are "unworthy" and Hydro Quebec seems to meet that cnteria. 

It is also interesting to note that Wik.ipedia uses large versus small hydro as a prime example of eligibility:6 

States often start with an assessment whether the renewable technology is economically feasible m the absence 
of an RPS program. This is best personified by distinguishing between small and large hydroelectric facilities. 
Many states exclude ex1stmg renewable facilities from benefitmg from an RPS program for the same reason. 

In closing this section, it is safe to say that Connecticut officials, in making Hydro Quebec a Class I 
renewable are out of step not only with the environmental and clean energy communities but with those 
thoughtful pioneers who first formulated the RPS and worked diligently for its adoption. 

Appendices follow on the following pages. 

Appendix A -Hydro Quebec as a human nghts issue. 
Appendix 8 -The agenda showing a fully participatory process on an RPS study by the CEAB. 

4 Aitken, Dr. Donald W. Sustamed Orderly Development. Solar Age. p. 21 May/June 1992. 
5 Op. cit. Aitken. p. 22. 
6 http://en. wikipedia.orglwiki/Renewable _portfolio_ standard 
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Appendix A 

The history of our treatment of Native North Americans has been disgraceful and today would likely be 
called -genocide, most of it over the taking of land and with it, destroying their culture. Before Connecticut 
becomes a party to any offers by Hydro Quebec, it should be mandatory that we investigate the allegatiOns 
being made by some lnnu who, like many Native Americans, may hold beliefs different from the majority of 
Americans or Canadians. Former Yale Professor Albert E. Burke explained such beliefs this way·7 

As far as the Amencan lnd1an was concerned, land was not an investment. It was not property. 
The 1dea that anybody could thmk so, simply made no sense That 1dea was more than strange to 
the lndlan. For good reason, he saw 1t as immoral, mdecent, completely mhuman, and completely 
deadly. It was monstrous to think that anyone could clann this as personal, pnvate property. 

It is also noteworthy to recall that in the mid-1990's similar efforts to secure land from the Ouje Bougoumou Cree 
Native North Americans to enlarge Hydro Quebec's capacity was met with regional opposition but a later 
settlement occurred. The question of Hydro Quebec conduct IS not a new issue. 

Activists From Quebec's lnnu First Nation To Protest This Weekend's New England Governors' 
Copference in Burlington 
Posted by Ken Picard on July 26,2012 at 12:43 PM. Click on this link for full article. 

More than a dozen protesters from Quebec's lnnu First Nation are due to arrive m Vermont this weekend to protest the 
Conference ofNew England Governors and Eastern Canadian Premiers, being held in Burlington. They are protesting 
against the construction of a new hydroelectric dam on the Romaine River by Hydro-Quebec, which they say would 
destroy their entire way of life. Vermont purchases the vast majority of its power from the Canadian utility g1ant and 
Gov Peter Shumlin currently chairs the New England Governors' Conference. 

This new dam is but one aspect of a much larger development proJect in the regiOn known as Plan Nord. According to 
the Quebec government's official website, Plan Nord is "one of the biggest economic, social and envrronmental projects 
m our time." The 25-year, $80 billion project wilJ create or consolidate an average of20,000 jobs per year, the Quebec 
government says 

The lnnu people- not to be confused with Canada's Inuit people- come from the commumty ofMani-Utenam, near 
the c1ty of Sept lies They are an indigenous population from northeastern Quebec and Labrador who claim they have 
never ceded their rights to the land to the Quebec or Canadian governments. 

In March of2012, members ofthe Mam-Utenam community, which numbers roughly 4000 people, erected a blockade 
along Quebec's H1ghway 138, the mam artery along the north shore of the St. Lawrence R1ver. The blockade was a 
protest agamst Plan Nord and dams being bu1lt along the Romaine River, about two to three hours northeast of their 
commumty Highway 138 IS the only way, ~xcept by boat, to access the inland areas along the north shore. It's also the 
only road mto th1s part of Quebec, and facilitates most of the industrial development that happens in this region. 

Among the activ1sts coming to Vermont is Elyse Valiant, an lnnu grandmother who in June was arrested at the 
blockade, along with several others from the community. After the blockade was removed by dozens of riot police and 
Surete du Quebec (Quebec state pohce), the Innu erected an encampment alongside 138. 

Many Innu feel that the Charest government has 1gnored the1r concerns and trad1t10nal nght to the land Wh1le some 
tribal councils have signed on to the Rom a me project, other Innu view these councils as colomal forms of government 
that were set up by the Quebec government without much consent from lnnu decades ago. 

According to Vermont activists working with the lnnu, Mani-Utenam has not signed any agreements around the 
Rom a me project. However, Hydro-Quebec has started clear cutting swaths of forest near therr community for the 
transmission lines that will will carry power from the dams. For more on the Innu protests from earlier th1s year, check 
out th1s piece by Alexis Lathem in Toward Freedom 

7 Burke, Albert. The Monster Slayer, Part II. Probe TV Show Transcript. 1962. 

4 



. -----·--------()():1968-"--

CEAB Roundtable DiscussiOn on Connecticut RPS Policy Objectives 
Monday, Aprilll, 2011 9:00-4:10 

Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection- Phoenix Auditorium 
79 Elm Street 

Hartford, CT 06106 
Agenda 

8:30-9:00- Registration & Light Breakfast 

9:00-9: I 0 Welcome and Introductions- Tim Cole, CEAB 

APPENDIXB 

9: I 0- I 0:00 -Overview on Historical Connecticut RPS Policy and Objectives - Bob Grace, Sus tamable Energy 
Advantage 

I 0:00- II :30 -Roundtable #I "Current Renewable Portfolio Standard Policy Objectives and Implications in 
Connecticut" 
Moderator- Joel Gordes, CEAB 

• Shirley Bergert, Connecticut Legal Services, Inc. 
• Kevin DelGobbo, CT Department of Public Utility Control 
• Bryan Garcia, Yale Center for Business and Environment 
• Anne George, ISO-NE 
• Jim Shuckerow, Connecticut Light and Power Company 
• Roger Smith, Clean Water Action 
• Jessie Stratton, Environment Northeast 
• Alan Trotta, United Illuminating Company 

Anticipated questions to roundtable 
• Does Connecticut have a clearly defined set of objectives for the RPS? 

• What do yoii thiilk the goals of the current RPS pohcy are? 

• Do you believe that the current RPS policies are meeting these goals? 

• How do you think that the various, sometimes competing, goals of the different RPS classes affect the 
State's ability to meet its RPS objectives? (both in State and m Region) 

• Are Connecticut's RPS goals similar or different to New England's goals? 

II :30- 12:45 -Lunch Break 

12:45-2: IS- Roundtable #2- "RPS Policy Experience in Connecticut: A Perspective of Market Participants" 
Moderator -David Goldberg, CCEF 

• Dan Allegretti, Constellation Energy 

• Christie Bradway, Connecticut Light and Power 

• Duncan Broatch, Summit Hydro 

• Mike Brown, UTC Power 

• Susan Bruce, McNees Wallace & Nurick LLC (on behalf of Kimberly-Clark) 

• Bob Cleaves, Biomass Power Association 

• Tim Daniels, Deepwater Wind 

• Amy Fisher, GE Capital 

• Jonathan Gordon, NRG 

5 
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• Thomas Jacobsen, Element Markets 

• Thomas Lyons, Covanta Energy 

• Paul Michaud, Renewable Energy and Efficiency Business Association 

• Tom Swank, Noble Environmental Power 

• Mike Trahan, Solar Connecticut 

Anticipated questions to roundtable 
• What problems have you encountered as a participant in the Connecticut REC market, and what would be 

a possible solution? 

• What policies have worked the best in Connecticut? 

• What are some of the best practices in other States that you feel would improve the RPS in Connecticut? 

• How should CT establish RPS objectives in the future? 

• How should Connecticut and other New England states work together to maximize RPS policy benefits? 

2:15 - 2:30 - Break 

2:30- 4:00- Roundtable #3- "A Regional Perspective on Connecticut RPS Policies" 
Moderator- Frank Felder, Rutgers Umversity 

• Dwayne Breger, Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources 

• Kate Epsen, New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission 

• Daniel Esty, Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection 

• John Fonfara, Connecticut General Assembly Energy and Technology Committee 

• Jeff Gaudiosi, CEAB 

• Heather Hunt, NESCOE 

• Warren Leon, Clean Energy States Alliance 

• Vickie Nardella, Connecticut General Assembly Energy and Technology Committee 

• David O'Connor, on behalf ofNECEC 

• Francis Pullara, Renewable Energy New England 

• Joe Rosenthal, CT Office of Consumer Counsel 

• Catherine Smith, Connecticut Department of Economic and Community Development 

Anticipated questions to roundtable 
• Do you feel that there is adequate renewable supply in the region for the various States to meet their RPS 

goals? 

• How has Connecticut's RPS policies affected the RPS in other States in the region? 

• What are some of the best practices in other States that you feel would improve the RPS in Connecticut? 

• Are there any features of the current RPS policy that you would like to see changed? How would you 

change them? 

• How should Connecticut and other New England states work together to maximize RPS policy benefits? 

• 4.00-4.10 Wrap-up and final thoughts- Tim Cole, CEAB 

• Comments may be submitted in writing by April 21, 20 II to gdeano;@cerc com 
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Macri Roofing, Inc. 
36 Duffy Avenue 
P.O. Box 712 
Meriden, CT 06450 
Toll Free: (800) 454-4830 
Phone. (203) 235-4830 
Fax: (203) 235-7510 
www macnroofing com 

March 18, 2013 

I am sending this to voice my concerns regarding the above mentioned hearing- Bill No. 
~ My name is Robert Macri, Renewable Energy Specialist at Macri Roofing, Inc. I oppose 
Bill No. 1138 because of the harmful impact a redefined Class I would have on Connecticut's 
commercial solar thermal industry. 

Thank you for your time. 
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JDS Electric, LLC 

170 Research Parkway - Unit #3 
Meriden, CT 06450 

Re- Bill No. 1138- Hearing Tuesday, March 19, 2013 
2E Legislative Office Building, Hartford, CT 

Send to - et.testimony@cga.ct.gov 
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I am sending this to voice my concerns regarding the above mentioned hearing- Bill No. 1138. 
My name is Joe Szymaszek, owner of JDS Electric. I oppose Bill No. 1138 because of the harmful 
impact a redefined Class I would have on Connecticut's commercial solar thermal industry. 

Thank you for your time. 

/~/~~ _/ 
~~ 



001972_ 

Dear Legislators, 
Given the response with Bill's 1138 and 6650, it appears that the testimonies of 3/7 were not 
included in revisions. Therefore I submit: 

Re Bill1138 calling for a diverse and balanced energy portfolio 

My request is to extend your research on natural gas, local hydro, and other 
renewables before you make any commitments, especially to natural gas, and 
please uphold a balanced portfolio in the end. Our long-term view should 
emphasize a diverse energy portfolio that relies on local production. 

Re Bill 6650 regarding a request for outreach: 

My request is that public outreach be addressed fully. What is lacking 
is accessibility to state energy programs (both CEFIA and CEEF). 

Advanced accessibility would included: 
-comprehensive marketing materials (varying and plentiful in media). 
-ease of use, meaning a clear line of point-people for administration and 
information, and 
-simplified financial structures (including timetables). Complex financial 
maneuvers are the greatest barriers to public participation. 

Thank you for your kind consideration of these issues. 
Sincerely, 

Katherine Freygang 
860 672 6010 
Cornwall CT 06753-0036 
860 488 0204 -cell 
kfreyqanq@aol com 
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Please do not vote in favor of SB 1138 which will serve to thwart efforts to 
make CT a state supportive of alternative and renewable energy sources. Our 
state and our country deserve the positive outcome of decreased dependency 
on oil/ gas. Thank you for your consideration of my concerns. 

Patricia O'Brien, 37 Cricket Court, Old Saybrook CT 06475 

"There 1s no use trytng, srud Allee, "One can't belleve unposs1ble thmgs • 
"I dare say you haven't had much practice, srud the Queen "When 1 
was your age, I always d1d 1t for half an hour a day Why, someumes 
I've beheved as many as suc unposs1ble thmgs before breakfast· 

LeWIS Carroll 
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I respectfully request that Bill 1138, An Act Concernmg Connecttcut's Clean Energy Goals, be defeated 
for the follow1ng reasons 

1 It appears to create a long-term contracting opportunity w1th Hydro Quebec outs1de of any compet1t1ve 
process and under the RPS (through a new Class I contracted t1er) 
2 Several aspects of the bill would harm ex1sting developments and even paralyze future development 
of renewables mcludmg solar, wind and hydro The pnce of Class I REG's 1s likely to plummet and many 
projects w1ll s1mply not qualify for Class I REG's 

In summary, th1s bill would make it difficult to implement many energy-savmg projects of great benefit to 
Connect1cut, as it unnecessanly hm1ts several categories of such projects, and 1t would needlessly restnct 
competition. Thus 1t would be a d1sserv1ce to Connecticut and should be defeated 

Thank you for considenng my request 

Best regards, 
Lyd1a Straus-Edwards, AlA 
331 Mam Street South 
PO Box 846 
Woodbury, CT 06798-0846 
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Dear Mr Duff and comm1ttee memebers-

I am mvolved w1th a solar construction firm where REC pnces are cruc1al to deals gett1ng done My 
understandmg IS that SB 1138 would help out large ventures such as those w1th Quebec Hydro at the 
expense of small DG deals that IN-STATE FIRMS rely on for the1r bread and butter, w1th the use of 
ZRECs 

Maybe we should slow this th1ng down so 1t can get real scrutmy from firms like mme and others around 
the state 

Thanks, 
Sev Duvall 
Sound Solar Systems 
203 434 2688 



Dear Cochairs LeBeau and Perone and other members of the Energy and 
Technology Committee: 

001976 

While the new Comprehensive Energy Strategy does a good job of advocating for 
energy efficiency, it is not good on renewables. There is very little in the way of 
support for wind, solar and geothermal energy. There is a stated goal of 

increasing the use of renewables but very little in support for the manufacturers, 
installers, or customers. In addition to the clean air this would bring to 
Connecticut , the renewables listed above would add thousands of jobs the state . 
SB 113 8 An Act Concerning Conn. Clean Energy Goals will harm existing 
development of renewables including solar , wind and geothermal. 

Walter Grant 

13 Alden St 

Mystic Ct. 06355 

walterhgrantjr@hotmail.com 
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I have learned from the Connecticut Small Power Producers Association that a new version of 
Biil 1138 "appears to create a long-term contracting opportunity with Hydro Quebec outside of 
any competitive process and under the RPS (through a new Class I contracted tier)." 

Further, it appears there are "several aspects of the bill that will harm existing and paralyze 
future development of renewables including solar, wind and hydro." Cmmecticut MUST move 
toward renewable energy use to whatever extent possible. The damage this area has suffered 
from increasingly frequent and powerful storms makes it clear that Connecticut must take the 
lead on creating a new energy future. Now is the time to make progress in this area, not to 
hinder it. 

Monica Keady 
3 Hillside Ct. 
Darien, CT 06820 
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Sent on behalf of Mr. Steve Hogan, Executive Vice-President and General Manager of Spire 
Solar: 

To the Legislature of the State of Connecticut: 

<Senate Bill 1138 "An Act Concerning Connecticut's Clean Energy Goals" is, with respect, ill
considered. One of Its primary provisions will almost assuredly extinguish the growth of 
renewable energy in the State, and negatively impact its development in the region. Renewable 
energy is a prospective growth industry in Connecticut in which a great many of its residents and 
businesses have expressed interest. Significant numbers of Connecticut citizens already place 
confidence in renewable energy. We have had a number of them inquire about solar 
photovoltaics for their homes and businesses. Renewables are new sources of clean energy for 
Connecticut, but also important is they represent sources that can be nurtured and controlled by 
the people of Connecticut. They are not dependent upon a vast business combine headquartered 
out of state. The programs developed by the State to encourage the use of renewables are some 
of the best and most efficient in New England, and are a model for other states. They will enable 
the growth of the renewable energy in Connecticut under the control of, and for the enrichment 
of its citizens. As a developer of solar photovoltaics installations throughout New England, and 
elsewhere in the U.S., we have considered ourselves privileged to have had the opportunity to do 
business in your State and have trusted local sources of labor and materials to help us, and hope 
we have many more opportunities to do so again . 

Steve Hogan 
Executive Vice-President and General Manager 
Spire Solar 
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The Energy and Technology Committee 

Public Hearing, March 19, 2013 

Office of Consumer Counsel 

Elin Swanson Katz, Consumer Counsel 

Testimony of Elin Swanson Katz 

P.S.B. 1138, An Act Concerning Connecticut's Clean Energy Goals 

The Office of Consumer Counsel (OCC) has carefully reviewed this Proposed 

Substitute Bill and would like to express some concerns about it. 

001979 

As a general matter, OCC is a"'{are that there is a Renewable Portfolio Standard 

("RPS") Study being performed by DEEP as a separate part of the Comprehensive 

Energy Strategy Process. Despite OCC's extens1ve involvement with renewable energy 

issues over the last ten years, OCC has not to date been consulted as part of the RPS 

Study process That said, OCC is hopeful that the RPS Study will help provide an 

orderly path toward future renewable energy development in light of the very large 

Class I RPS obligations that will be in place by the end of the decade. The Proposed 

Substitute Bill is being considered prior to issuance of the draft RPS Study (assummg 

there will be a draft and final), and OCC views that situation as less than ideal. 

In terms of spec1fic questions and concerns, Section 1 removes the modifier 

"from landfills" from the portion of the Class I definition that refers to "methane gas from 

landfills," such that it would now just read "methane gas." Since natural gas is primarily 

comprised of methane gas, this defin1t1onal change could be interpreted as declanng 

that electricity generated from natural gas fuel is a Class I renewable If this is the 
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intent, obviously that would be a groundbreaking change to Connecticut's renewable 

energy policy that would have a wide variety of state and regional impacts, and as such 

it would warrant further study prior to adoption If this is not the intent, OCC believes 

the language would need to be fixed 

The bill expands Class I to include some new types of sources under contract. It 

appears to be structured at least in part to allow hydropower to be delivered from 

Quebec to be considered a Class I renewable, as a so-called "contracted tier'' of 

resources. OCC is not unconditionally against that possibility nor 1s OCC 

unconditionally for it. Although OCC appreciates that consideration is being given to 

creative approaches to help meet the RPS requirements, the potential cost impacts, 

positive and negative, warrant further study, as do the environmental impacts, the 

impacts on reliability, and the impacts on existing renewable plants or plants under 

construction. OCC would like to see more data about the projected costs and benefits 

of this proposal, and perhaps the pendmg RPS Study will prov1de assistance 

Section 2 would eliminate certain ratepayer-funded programs, includmg the 

state's conservation and load management programs, from generating Class Ill cred1ts. 

This would shrink the supply of Class Ill credits and presumably raise the pnce thereof. 

There have been various proposals over the years to adjust the Class Ill definitions, as 

there has been an over-supply that has caused the credits to be valued at the floor 

pnce, coupled with some Class Ill credits being rendered valueless by the floor pnce 

OCC has suggested in the past that perhaps the Class Ill RPS should be expanded to 

deal with the over-supply and at the same time the floor price should be eliminated 

because of the oddities in the market created by the floor OCC would like to see data 
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on the projected cost impact from this proposal, as well as a projection of whether this 

proposal will actually lead to the financing of new Class Ill sources 

It appears that Section 3 would 1mpose a sudden and perhaps Significant new 

cost on certain biomass facilities, in that they would need to purchase RGGI allowances 

to offset their truck emissions. RGGI allowances have been inexpensive to date, but 

OCC has seen adjustment proposals that would raise those prices. This proposal 

would therefore place a variable cost burden on some existing biomass facilities. 

Connecticut has considered some biomass facilities to be Class I because they use 

renewable fuel for power generation and can produce a great deal of electncity on a 

predictable and reliable, not intermittent, .basis. If Connecticut wants to "strike the 

balance" differently now and put more weight on the truck emiss1ons concerns, perhaps 

such proposal should be applied to future facilities, not those that have already been 

constructed or financed. 

Section 4 would, among other things, expand and lengthen the Class I RPS from 

20% by 2020 to 25% by 2025, albeit by including some "contracted tier" resources as 

described above. In addition to the RPS approach, perhaps Connecticut should also 

consider (i) determining what premium we should pay for renewable power (which 

premium might vary, depending on the source); and (ii) developing all of the renewable 

power, when needed, that is reasonably proJected to be less expens1ve than that 

prem1um. Of course, under this approach, we would continue to need to develop 

vehicles for payment, including contracts, bidding, and perhaps new market structures. 

Such an approach, if done w1sely, could lead to proposals that are more financeable 
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To whom it concerns, 

I am writing this email as a concerned citizen of CT in opposition to PSB 113 8. I 
believe that the addition of distant, foreign, large-scale hydroelectric power further 
centralizes the grid. This reduces 
its resilience and may endanger public health, safety and security of Connecticut 
residents compared to 
smaller scale local options within the state located close to end users. 

I believe we should be investing in clean and renewable energy sources within the 
state. Our energy policy should not be built upon foreign energy sources nor 
environmentally destructive practices such as hydraulic fracturing for natural gas. 

Corey Krohn 
Windham, CT Resident 
(860) 428-4691 
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CS EnergySystems, Inc 
170 Research Parkway 
Menden, CT 06450 

Re- Bill No. 1138- Hearing Tuesday, March 19, 2013 

2E legislative Office Building, Hartford, CT 

Send to- et.testimony@cga.ct.gov 
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March 18, 2013 

I am sending this to voice my concerns regarding the above mentioned hearing- Bill No. 
1138. My name is Joe Szymaszek, owner of CS EnergySystems, Inc. I oppose Bill No. 1138 
because of the harmful impact a redefined Class I would have on Connecticut's commercial 
solar thermal industry. 
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My name is Jason Harris. I am the Business Development Manager of SolarUS, Inc located in 
Branford, CT. I oppose Bill No. 1138 because of the harmful impact a redefined Class I would 
have on Connecticut's commercial solar thermal industry. 

Jason Harris 
Business Development Manager 
SolarUS, Inc. 
965 West Main St. 
Branford, CT 06405 
Office: (203) 208-3533 
Cell: (203) 233-1626 
E-Mail : jasonharris(@.solarusmfg.com 
www.solarUSmfg.com 
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Dear S1r or Madam, 

Th1s 1s testimony on Bill SB 1138 

Bill 1138 should not be passed. It will be harmful to renewable energy sources m Connecticut without any 
economic or environmental ga1ns in the state The narrowly targeted benefic1anes of the b1ll appear to be 
large energy projects located outs1de of Connecticut or even the Umted States 

We operate a 600 kw hydroelectnc plant 1n Putnam, one of the two Low Impact Hydropower 
Institute Certified hydro projects in Connecticut, but even as a LIHI cert1fied plant because th1s IS an older 
project 1t has not qualified as a Class 1 resource although we have made considerable mvestments to 
make 1t more efficient and mcrease production We have been selhng RECs mto the Massachusetts 
market and would contmue to do so 1f th1s bill passes lncreas1ng the hydro s1ze hm1t to 30 MW but not 
allowing the mcremental gains from exist1ng in-state projects Will mcrease the overall supply but not 
support production from Connecticut resources and Will not give Connecticut operators the 1ncent1ve to 
1nvest. 

The b1ll proposes to not allow part1c1pants in the Connect1cut REC market to sellmto the RECs markets of 
other states Most renewable producers are qualified for and part1c1patmg 1n other states' markets, and 
th1s clause can only be for the benefit of large Canad1an producers who are not allowed m other US 
states anyway 

Yours truly, 

Charles Rosenfield 

Putnam Hydropower 

87 Senexet Road, Woodstock, CT 06281 
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Written Testimony of Marianne Hom, Treasurer, Peoples Action for Clean Energy 
(PACE) 

Before the Connecticut General Assembly Energy and Technology Committee 

March 19,2013 

Written Testimony Concerning SB 1138 AN ACT CONCERNING CONNECTICUT'S 
CLEAN ENERGY GOALS. 

This bill appears to create a long-term contracting opportunity with Hydro Quebec 
outside of any competitive process and under the Renewable Portfolio Standard (through 
a new Class I contracted tier). 

There are several aspects of the bill that will harm existing and paralyze future development of 
renewables including solar, wind and hydro. The price of Class I REC's will plummet and 
many projects will simply not qualify for Class I REC's. 

This Bill is harmful to renewables, which are essential to our future and to the long-term 
sustainability of clean, affordable and American-grown energy independence. 

Thank you for consideration of my views on this vital legislation. I urge you not to allow this 
Bill to go forward as written. 

Marianne Hom 
36 Kenmore Road 
Bloomfield, CT 06002 
860-242-4205 
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No fair!! 

It looks as though someone/interested parties have a sneaky one going here: This bill seems to 
clear the way for long-term contracting with Hydro Quebec outside of competitive process. 

Existing and future local development ofrenewables MUST be protected, if we're to promote 
local grid strengths, research, jobs, and energy security. SB 1138 doesn't promote these. 

Get back to the drawing board, please, and let's have a good, open process. DEFEAT _S B 113 8 
now. 

Thanks. 

Geraldine D. Kuenkler 
268 Niantic River Road 
Waterford Ct 06385 

\ 
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Energy and Technology Committee, OPPOSING 1138 
Pippa Bell Ader, Westport 
In Opposition of Bill 1138 

In the 1nterest of full disclosure, I am Canad1an by birth, m fact I grew up m Quebec, and we 
Quebecers are very proud of our hydro power You may have gone to the state cap1tal as a 
young student. I went to the hydro-power plant. 

But I am American now, and a strong believer in developmg sustainable and clean energy w1thin 
the state of Connecticut. If th1s bills passes, Connecticut will have started on a slippery slope 
towards weakened Renewable Energy standards We w111 be relying on another country to 
provide renewable energy, energy that it would be produc1ng anyway Think of all the lost JObs 

As for watenng down the Class 1 Renewable Portfolio Standard to include such th1ngs as trash 
to energy, this IS supporting uneconomical and environmentally damagmg facilities with 
ratepayer dollars, money that was meant for new and clean renewables. 
Such significant changes need to be carefully studied before be1ng implemented Please don't 
rush 1nto anything. Rev1ew1ng the study on Connecticut's Renewable Portfolio Standards, when 
it is completed, would help you make a more informed decision 
Our state needs to take steps to protect our environment, create JObs and build a clean energy 
future -- not the opposite. Investing more in solar and wmd m our region will help Insulate 
consumers from the rollercoaster of fossil fuel prices I urge you to oppose this bill and not 
weaken Connecticut's Renewable Portfolio Standard 
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Before the Connecticut General Assembly Energy and Technology Committee 

March 19,2013 

Written testimony concerning ~B I 138 AN ACT CONCERNING CONNECTICUT'S CLEAN 
ENERGY GOALS 

My name is Judi Friedman and I am the chairperson of PACE (PEOPLE'S ACTION FOR 
CLEAN ENERGY), a nonprofit Connecticut energy organization created in 1975. Since that 
time our organization has conducted renewable energy tours throughout the state of.Connecticut. 
We've seen firsthand the embrace of the public of renewable energy as well as the jobs that 
accompany homegrown technology that works. Therefore we are extremely troubled by many 
aspects of bill 1138. We do not believe that we should be moving to obtain energy from Hydro
Quebec instead of giving jobs to renewable energy companies in Connecticut. We need to build a 
clean energy future right here in Connecticut. We strongly, strongly support truly clean and truly 
renewable sources of power that are available now such as solar, wind, and small Hydro above 
all we must put all our efforts into energy efficiency. That source is the cheapest, fastest, easiest, 
and most economical use of power 

Judi Friedman I 0 I Lawton Rd. Canton Connecticut 06019 

-I 
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